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ES.0 Executive Summary 

ES.1 Introduction 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) is proposing the Link Union Station 
(Link US or project) project (proposed project) to transform Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) from a 
“stub-end tracks station” into a “run-through tracks station” with a new passenger concourse that would 
improve the efficiency of the station and accommodate future growth and transportation demands in the 
region.  

This environmental impact report (EIR) has been prepared in compliance with the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resources Code (PRC) Section 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines (Section 
15000 et seq.), as promulgated by the California Resources Agency and the Governor’s Office of Planning 
and Research. The purpose of this environmental document is to disclose the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed project.  

ES.2 Project Location and Study Area 

LAUS is located at 800 Alameda Street in the City of Los Angeles (City), California. LAUS is bounded by 
US-101 to the south, Alameda Street to the west, Cesar Chavez Avenue to the north, and Vignes Street to 
the east. Figure ES-1 depicts the regional location and general vicinity of LAUS.  

Figure ES-2 depicts the project study area, which encompasses the extent of environmental study 
associated with potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from implementation of the project. The 
project study area includes three main segments (Segment 1: Throat Segment, Segment 2: Concourse 
Segment, and Segment 3: Run-Through Segment). The existing conditions within each segment are 
summarized north to south below.  

• Segment 1: Throat Segment – This segment, known as the LAUS throat, includes the area north of 
the platforms, from Main Street at the north to Cesar Chavez Avenue at the south. In the throat 
segment, all arriving and departing trains traverse five lead tracks into and out of the rail yard, 
except for one location near the Vignes Street Bridge where the tracks reduce to four lead tracks. 
Currently, special track work consisting of multiple turnouts and double-slip switches are used in 
the throat to direct trains into and out of the appropriate assigned terminal platform tracks.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment – This segment is between Cesar Chavez Avenue and US-101 and 
includes LAUS, the rail yard, the Garden Tracks (stub-end tracks where private train cars are 
currently stored, just north of the platforms and adjacent to the existing Gold Line aerial guideway), 
the East Portal building, the baggage handling building with aboveground parking areas and access 
roads, the ticketing/waiting halls, and the pedestrian passageway with connecting ramps and 
stairways below the rail yard.  
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• Segment 3: Run-Through Segment – This segment is south of LAUS and extends east/west from 
Alameda Street to the west bank of the Los Angeles River and north/south from Keller Yard to 
Control Point (CP) Olympic. This segment includes US-101, the Commercial Street/Ducommun 
Street corridor, Metro Red and Purple Lines Maintenance Yard (Division 20 Rail Yard), BNSF West 
Bank Yard, Keller Yard, the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River, from Keller 
Yard to Control Point Olympic, and the “Amtrak Lead Track” connecting the main line tracks with 
Amtrak’s Los Angeles Maintenance Facility. Businesses within the run-through segment are 
primarily industrial and manufacturing related. 

The project study area has a dense street network ranging from major highways to local city streets. The 
roadways within the project study area include the El Monte Busway, US-101, Bolero Lane, Leroy Street, 
Bloom Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, Commercial Street, Ducommun Street, Jackson Street, East Temple 
Street, Banning Street, First Street, Alameda Street, Garey Street, Vignes Street, Main Street, Aliso Street, 
Avila Street, Bauchet Street, and Center Street. 

ES.3 Existing Conditions at Los Angeles Union Station 

LAUS was opened for service in 1939 and is the central hub for regional transportation in Southern 
California, providing direct linkages for the Metro rail system (e.g., Red, Purple, and Gold Lines), Metrolink 
commuter trains, Amtrak intercity and long-distance trains, and Metro and municipal bus systems. 

The existing LAUS does not have adequate operational and passenger capacity to serve future rail 
transportation needs. Rail yard operations and passenger circulation at LAUS are currently constrained, 
congested, and nearing capacity. The combination of limited throat track and stub-end track capacity, along 
with the limited concourse capacity resulting from the current configuration of the pedestrian passageway 
and platforms, restrict Metro’s ability to accommodate the forecasted increase in rail and transit service 
(including accommodation of the planned High-Speed Rail [HSR] system) and corresponding increase in 
passenger capacity within the existing facility. 

ES.4 Draft EIR Project 

The Draft EIR proposed project consisted of the following major components and are depicted on 
Figure ES-3. 

• Shared track alignment with one new lead track (six total lead tracks) and reconstruction of the 
throat north of LAUS 

• Elevated rail yard and new above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway 

• Up to 10 run-through tracks (including a loop track)  
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Other project components included modifications to local streets south of US-101, including realignment 
of Commercial Street, closure of the Vignes Street connection to Commercial Street, and lowering of Center 
Street. 

ES.5 Final EIR Project 

Modifications to the Proposed Project after Draft EIR Public Review 

The Draft EIR was distributed and made available for a 45-day public comment period from 
January 17, 2019, through March 4, 2019, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. Based on the 
substantial number of comments received regarding various aspects of the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse, as well as the outcome of recent coordination activities with project 
funding partners on implementation of interoperable run-through service, Metro modified the proposed 
project in the Final EIR, as summarized below. Figure ES-4 depicts the modifications to the proposed 
project.  

• Removal of Above-Grade Passenger Concourse – The Final EIR project includes modifications to 
the expanded passageway in the Draft EIR to include transit amenities so the elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse can be removed. The expanded passageway in the Draft EIR 
will be modified from a width of approximately 120 feet to 140 feet in the Final EIR, to include 
additional space for waiting areas, restrooms, retail areas, and other passenger amenities, while 
providing sufficient pedestrian capacity to meet the 2040 forecasted ridership at LAUS and points 
of safety to meet applicable building codes and National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 
130 requirements for safe evacuation 

• Removal of Loop Track – Based on ongoing coordination with the project funding partners and rail 
operators, the loop track was removed from the project. The Final EIR project includes a modified 
run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street to reduce overall project impacts and 
improve interoperability for regional/intercity trains and future HSR trains to the main line along 
the west bank of the Los Angeles River. With removal of the loop track, the run-through track 
alignment south of LAUS would shift from approximately 125 to 150 feet to the north, thereby 
resulting in modifications to the associated run-through track infrastructure and civil 
improvements south of US-101. Removal of the loop track will result in six fewer property 
acquisitions and avoid the need to realign Commercial Street, lower Center Street, or close Vignes 
Street south of US-101.   

• Removal of Construction Access Road on LAUS Property – Based on comments received 
expressing opposition to the use of an access road at the southern extent of the LAUS campus 
(which provides vehicular access to the First 5 LA Headquarters, La Petite Academy, and 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California [MWD] building), the access road was removed 
from the Final EIR project.  

• Removal of Construction Staging/Assembly Areas – Two laydown/staging areas identified in the 
Draft EIR were removed from the Final EIR project due to other projects already under construction 
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by the City and County of Los Angeles on the two parcels where staging areas were previously 
considered (i.e., City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation [LADOT] Bus Maintenance 
Facility and Los Angeles County Mental Health Treatment Center). Based on the modified 
run-through track alignment, two additional staging areas on the south side of Commercial Street 
between Garey Street and Center Street were also removed because the Final EIR project avoids 
direct physical impacts on the properties south of Commercial Street. 

The Final EIR project was analyzed under all CEQA issue areas to demonstrate that the changes to the 
project have been adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR, and there is no need to recirculate the EIR. Based 
on the environmental evaluation presented in Table 2-2 of the Final EIR, Section 10.0 of the Final EIR, and 
Appendix P, the Final EIR project was determined to have no new significant impacts or substantially greater 
impacts as the Draft EIR project.  

Table ES-1 summarizes the comparison of CEQA significance determinations between the Draft EIR and 
Final EIR.  
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Table ES-1. Comparison of CEQA Significance Determinations (after Mitigation) of Draft EIR to 
Final EIR 

Environmental 
Issue Area 

Draft EIR Project Final EIR Project 

Construction Operations Construction Operations 

Land Use and 
Planning 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant  

Similar Similar* 

Transportation Less than 
significant  

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Similar* Avoided 

Aesthetics Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar Similar* 

Air Quality and 
Global Climate 
Change 

Significant and 
unavoidable 

Less than 
significant 

Similar Similar 

Noise and Vibration Significant and 
unavoidable 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar* 

Biological Resources Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar 

Hydrology and Water 
Quality 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar* 

Geology and Soils Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar Similar 

Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar 

Utilities/Service 
Systems and Energy 
Conservation 

Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar* 

Cultural Resources Significant and 
unavoidable 

No Impact Similar* Similar* 

Public Services Less than 
significant 

Less than 
significant 

Similar* Similar* 

Notes:  
Avoided = Impacts avoided as compared to impacts of the Draft EIR. 
Similar = Impacts of the Final EIR project similar to impacts of the Draft EIR project. 
*The magnitude of impacts is reduced; although the CEQA Significance Determination remains the same. 

--

JI 

I JI JI 11 
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ES.3ES.6 Final EIR Project Overview 

The proposed Final EIR project components are summarized north to south below and depicted on 
Figure ES-4. 

• Throat and Elevated Rail Yard – The proposed Final EIR project includes subgrade and structural 
improvements in Segment 1 of the project study area (throat segment) to increase the elevation of 
the tracks leading to the rail yard. The proposed Final EIR project includes the addition of one new 
lead track in the throat segment for a total of six lead tracks to facilitate enhanced operations for 
regional/intercity rail service providers (Metrolink/Amtrak) and accommodate the planned 
High-Speed Rail (HSR) system within a shared track alignment. Regional/intercity and HSR trains 
would share the two western lead tracks in the throat segment. The rail yard would be elevated 
approximately 15 feet. New passenger platforms with individualized canopies would be 
constructed on the elevated rail yard, with an underlying assumption that the platform 
infrastructure and associated vertical circulation elements (VCEs) (stairs, escalators, and elevators) 
would be modified at a later date to accommodate the planned HSR system. Platform 1 serving 
the Gold Line would be lengthened and may also be elevated to optimize east/west passenger 
circulation. The existing railroad bridges in the throat segment at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue would also be reconstructed. North of Control Point Chavez, the proposed Final EIR project 
also includes safety improvements at the Main Street public-at-grade crossing on the west bank of 
the Los Angeles River (medians, restriping, signals, and pedestrian and vehicular gate systems) to 
facilitate future implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. 

• New Modified Expanded PassagewayAbove-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded 
Passageway – The proposed Final EIR project would includes an above-grade passenger concourse 
with expansion of the existing pedestrian new expanded passageway in Segment 2 of the project 
study area (concourse segment) to a 140-foot width to accommodate a substantial increase in 
passenger capacity, with enhanced passenger amenities, while providing points of safety to meet 
applicable building code and NFPA 130 requirements for safe evacuation. The new modified 
expanded passageway and associated concourse improvements would facilitate enhanced 
passenger circulation below the rail yard and provide space for ancillary support functions 
(back-of-house uses, baggage handling, etc.), transit-serving retail, and office/commercial uses) 
while creating an opportunity for an outdoor, community-oriented space with new plazas east and 
west of the elevated rail yard (East and West Plazas).The above-grade passenger concourse with 
new expanded passageway would include space dedicated for passenger circulation, waiting areas, 
ancillary support functions (back-of-house uses, baggage handling, etc.), transit-serving retail, 
office/commercial uses, and open spaces and terraces. The new passenger concourse would create 
an opportunity for an outdoor, community-oriented space and enhance Americans with Disabilities 
Act (ADA) accessibility at LAUS. The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would be located above the rail yard, approximately 90 feet above the existing grade with new plazas 
east and west of the elevated rail yard (East and West Plazas). The new expanded passageway 
would be located below the rail yard to provide additional passenger travel-path convenience and 
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options. Amtrak ticketing and baggage check-in services would be enhancedoccur at two locations 
at the east and west ends of LAUS, and new carousels would be constructed within the new 
expanded passagewayin a centralized location under the rail yard. The above-grade passenger 
concourse includes aA canopy would be constructed over the West Plaza that would be up to 70 
feet in height., with iIndividual canopies that would extend up to 25 feet over each platform or a 
grand canopy that would extend up to 75 feet in height over the rail yard would also be constructed. 
Platform enhancements and amenities including a new or modified canopy and furnishings along 
Platform 4 may also be implemented in the interim condition. The new modified expanded 
passageway and associated concourse improvements would be functionally modern with 
enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities in accordance with the basic 
project objectives. New vertical circulation elements would also be constructed throughout the 
concourse to enhance passenger movements throughout LAUS while meeting ADA and National 
Fire Protection Association (NFPA) platform egress code requirements.  

• Run-Through Tracks – The proposed Final EIR project includes up to 10 new run-through tracks 
(including without a new loop track) south of LAUS in Segment 3 of the project study area 
(run-through segment). To improve interoperability for multiple rail service providers, run-through 
track infrastructure extending from LAUS to the area where the Amtrak lead track is located would 
be constructed on “common” infrastructure to support regional/intercity rail and HSR trains. 
Run-through track structures and embankments would be constructed wide enough to support 
regional/intercity rail run-through trains in the interim and full build-out condition, as well as future 
HSR trains in the full build-out with HSR condition. The run-through tracks would facilitate 
connections for regional/intercity rail trains and HSR trains from LAUS to the main line tracks on 
the west bank of the Los Angeles River. A “common” viaduct/deck over US-101 and embankment 
south of US-101, from Vignes Street to Center Street, would be constructed wide enough to support 
regional/intercity rail run-through service, and future run-through service for the planned HSR 
system. 

The proposed Final EIR project would also require modifications to US-101 and local streets (including 
potential street closures and geometric modifications); railroad signal, positive train control (PTC), and 
communications-related improvements; modifications to the Gold Line light rail platform and tracks; 
modifications to the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River; modifications to Keller 
Yard and BNSF West Bank Yard (First Street Yard); modifications to the Amtrak lead track; new access 
roadways to the railroad right-of-way (ROW); additional ROW; new utilities; utility relocations, 
replacements, and abandonments; and new drainage facilities/water quality improvements. 

Based on funding commitments, the project is proposed under the following two main phases.  

• Phase A – Implementation of early action/interim improvements primarily associated with the 
regional/intercity rail run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS and necessary signal 
modifications, roadway modifications, and property acquisitions to facilitate new run-through 
service would occur in the interim condition (Phase A: 2026).  

--- -
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• Phase B – New lead tracks, the elevated rail yard, and the new modified expanded passageway 
would occur in the full build-out condition (Phase B: 2031).  

Implementation of the planned HSR system could occur as early as 2033, and this scenario is identified as 
the full build-out with HSR condition. 
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Figure ES-1. Project Location and Regional Vicinity 
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Figure ES-2. Project Study Area 

  

LEGEND 

···\ • • Project Study Area .... 

1-)~ 

I I 
0 Feet 1,000 

G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
Executive Summary 

 

 

 ES-xii 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

  

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
Executive Summary 

 

 

 ES-xiii 

Figure ES-3. Major Draft EIR Project Components and Modifcations to Proposed Project 
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Figure ES-4. Major Final EIR Project Components 
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ES.4ES.7 Project Objectives 

Metro identified the following objectives for implementing the proposed project: 

• Reduce train movement constraints resulting from stub-end operation by providing run-through 
service consistent with the California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) and Southern California 
Optimized Rail Expansion (SCORE) Program 

• Provide an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced 
safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities 

• Design track and platform infrastructure at LAUS necessary to accommodate the planned HSR 
system consistent with California Proposition 1A (High-Speed Rail Act), passed in 2008 

• Maintain rail/transit service and minimize disruption to commuters during construction to the 
maximum extent feasible 

• Avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive environmental resources to the maximum extent feasible, 
including, but not limited to, historical resources  

• Contribute to a regional reduction of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions and vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT) 

ES.5ES.8 Anticipated Agency Involvement  

The following agencies are anticipated to be involved during project development and construction: 

• Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 

• California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 

• Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) 

• California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 

• Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

• City of Los Angeles 

• State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 

• City County of Los Angeles 

• Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo (LOSSAN) Rail Corridor Agency 

• Amtrak 

• California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA) 

• California Division of Occupational Safety and Health 

• Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
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• California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 

• California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) 

• Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Region 4 

• Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 

• South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

ES.6ES.9 CEQA Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

The information in this EIR may also be used by other agencies involved with the project that have a 
responsibility under CEQA, including, but not limited to, the following: 

• Caltrans 

• CHSRA 

• SCRRA 

• City of Los Angeles 

The California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) is a CEQA trustee agency (Section 15386[a] of the 
CEQA Guidelines) and must be notified if the project involves fish and wildlife of the state’s rare and 
endangered native plants, wildlife areas, and ecological reserves. 

ES.7ES.10 Anticipated Permits, Discretionary Actions, and Agency 
Approvals 

The CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify the regulatory approvals anticipated for a project. This 
includes a list of responsible agencies other than the lead agency, which have discretionary approval 
authority over the project. The following agencies, at minimum, are expected to use this EIR for 
project-related discretionary actions and permitting processes: 

• Metro – Metro is responsible for adopting findings of fact, a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program, and a statement of overriding considerations, along with certifying the EIR. Metro, as the 
project owner, would also be responsible for administering construction of the project. 

• Caltrans – Caltrans is responsible for issuing an encroachment permit for proposed infrastructure 
within Caltrans ROW. 

• City of Los Angeles – The City of Los Angeles is responsible for processing any general plan 
amendment that may be required for project-related roadway modifications and/or street vacations 
to reclassify roadways as appropriate within the Mobility Plan 2035 (City of Los Angeles 2015). The 
City of Los Angeles may also require the contractor to seek approvals or exceptions to nighttime 
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noise restrictions during construction. Approvals for civil/public works improvements and/or 
traffic signal timing modifications may also be required.  

• CHSRA – CHSRA is responsible for implementation of the planned HSR system through the 
project limits. The Link US EIR accommodates the planned HSR system and proposed 
infrastructure and is anticipated to be reflected as an existing condition in the environmental 
documents prepared for the Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections.  

Cooperative third-party agreements would be established between Metro and a variety of public and private 
entities to implement various project-related infrastructure improvements. 

ES.8ES.11 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Table ES-2 summarizes Final EIR project-related environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and level of 
significance after implementation of proposed mitigation if applicable. Detailed analyses of these topics 
are provided in Section 3.2 through Section 3.13 Table 2-2, Section 10.0, and Appendix P of this Final EIR.  

ES.9ES.12 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 

Section 15216.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a discussion of any significant 
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented. Table 2-2 and Section 10.0 of 
this Final EIR Sections 3.2 through 3.13 of this EIR provide a detailed analysis of all significant 
environmental impacts related to the Final EIR project; identifies feasible mitigation measures, where 
available, that could avoid or reduce these significant impacts; and presents a determination whether these 
mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to a level less than significant. Section 4.0, Cumulative 
Impacts, of this EIR identifies the significant cumulative impacts resulting from the combined impacts of 
the project and related projects considered in cumulative analysis. If a specific impact in either of these 
sections cannot be fully reduced to a less than significant level, it is considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact. Implementation of the proposed Final EIR project would result in significant and 
unavoidable impacts in the following issue areas: transportation, air quality, noise, and cultural resources. 
The following impacts would be significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of mitigation:  

Construction (Short Term) 

• Air quality (construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant and 
localized significance thresholds) 

• Noise (construction daytime and nighttime noise levels would exceed thresholds at William Mead 
Homes and Mozaic Apartments) 
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Operations (Long Term) 

• Traffic (increased delays at one intersection [Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street] 
in the 2031 and 2040 with project conditions would exceed the City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation [LADOT] guidelines) 

• Cultural resources (substantial adverse change in the significance of the following historical 
resources: LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing and Friedman Bag Company – Textile Division 
Building) 

If the Metro Board approves the project with significant and unavoidable impacts, Metro is required under 
CEQA to prepare a statement of overriding considerations.  

ES.10ES.13 Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR “describe a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of 
the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives.” A summary of the alternatives evaluated in this EIR is provided 
below: 

• No Project/No Build Alternative – The no project/no build alternative assumes that the project 
would not be implemented. LAUS would not be transformed from a stub-end tracks station into a 
run-through tracks station and the 28-foot-wide pedestrian passageway would continue to serve as 
the primary east to west connection for passengers at LAUS. Due to the constraints of the current 
stub-end configuration, train movements through LAUS are assumed to be similar to existing 
conditions. Operational capacity at LAUS would not be enhanced to meet the demands of the 
broader rail system, thereby further constraining Metro’s ability to accommodate forecasted travel 
demands at LAUS. 

• Build Alternative – The primary differences between the proposed project and the build alternative 
are related to the lead tracks north of LAUS and the new passenger concourse. The build alternative 
includes reconstruction of the throat with two new lead tracks that would occur outside of the 
existing railroad ROW, thereby facilitating a dedicated track alignment with a total of seven lead 
tracks. Reconfiguration of Bolero Lane and Leroy Street would be required. The build alternative 
includes an at-grade passenger concourse. All other infrastructure elements are similar to the 
proposed project. 

• Reduced Historic Impact Alternative – The purpose of the reduced historic impact alternative is to 
avoid or substantially reduce the significant impacts on historical resources, archaeological 
resources, and paleontological resources. The reduced historic impact alternative includes 
preservation of the existing pedestrian passageway, reuse of the existing historic butterfly shed 
canopy structures, preservation of the Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Undercrossings, 
and no modifications to the North Main Street Bridge.  
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A detailed discussion of the alternatives to the proposed project is provided in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of 
this EIR. 

ES.11ES.14 CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The no project/no build alternative would avoid the construction and operational impacts identified for the 
proposed project. However, the no project/no build alternative does not meet the project objectives. 
Additionally, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e) requires that, if the environmentally superior alternative 
is the “no project alternative,” the EIR shall also identify an environmental superior alternative among the 
other alternatives.  

Compared with the proposed project, the reduced historic impact alternative would reduce impacts on 
cultural resources (historical resources, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources). 
Therefore, the reduced historic impact alternative is considered the environmentally superior alternative. 
This alternative would meet all of the project objectives, with exception of providing an expanded passenger 
concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and 
passenger amenities. 

ES.12ES.15 Areas of Controversy  

Section 15123(b)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines require that an EIR identify areas of controversy known to the 
lead agency, including issues raised by agencies and the public.  

During the public comment period for the Notice of Preparation (NOP), various comment letters were 
received regarding the project. The comments submitted on the NOP during the public review and 
comment period are included in Appendix A of this EIR. In general, areas of potential controversy known 
to Metro include cultural resources and construction impacts (traffic, air quality, noise and vibration, and 
water quality). These issues were considered in the preparation of this EIR, where appropriate, and are 
addressed in the environmental impact analysis presented in Sections 3.2 through 3.13 (Draft EIR project) 
and Table 2-2, Section 10.0, and Appendix P (Final EIR project) of this EIR. Areas of known controversy are 
briefly summarized below.  

• Cultural Resources – Multiple cultural resources are located within the project study area. These 
resources include, but are not limited to, LAUS, United States (U.S.) Post Office-Los Angeles 
Terminal Annex, William Mead Homes, Mission Tower, Macy Street School, Thomas Barabee 
Warehouse & Store, Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building, and five bridges that cross 
the Los Angeles River. A tribal cultural resource and archeological site, Archaeological Site 
P-001575, has also been identified within the project study area.  

• Construction Impacts – Concerns related to construction of the project were identified as they would 
relate to the following issue areas:  

o Traffic – Roadways and intersections may be subject to temporary detours and lane blockages. 
There is the potential for impacts on the state highway system, including US-101.  
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o Noise – Noise may exceed applicable noise standards and would impact sensitive receptors.  

o Air Quality – Construction of the project may have potential air quality and health risk impacts 
on nearby sensitive receptors.  

o Water Quality – Construction of the project may result in storm water runoff and result in 
potential impacts on impaired water bodies. 

o Hazardous Materials – There is the potential to encounter contaminated soils or other media 
contaminated with hazardous materials during construction.  

ES.13ES.16 Issues to be Resolved by the Decision-Making Body 

Section 15123(b)(3) of the CEQA Guidelines requires a discussion of issues to be resolved, including a 
choice of alternatives and whether or how to mitigate significant impacts. The Metro Board will decide if 
the significant impacts associated with land use and planning, transportation and traffic, aesthetics, air 
quality, noise, biological resources, hydrology and water quality, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials, utilities/service systems and energy conservation, cultural resources, and public services have 
been fully mitigated to below a level of significance. Additionally, the Board will determine whether 
overriding considerations should be adopted for significant and unavoidable impacts associated with 
transportation and traffic, air quality, noise, and cultural resources. The Board will also decide whether any 
of the project alternatives substantially reduces significant impacts while still meeting the key project 
objectives and whether one of the alternatives could be approved. 
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Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 3.2-A: Physically Divide an Established Community.  

The proposed project would not physically divide an established 
community.  

Construction  
No Impact 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

No mitigation is required. Construction  
No Impact 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Threshold 3.2-B: Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or 
regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the project adopted for 
the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect.  

Operations 

Potential conflicts with plans that promote neighborhood 
sustainability, connectivity, and non-motorized connections from 
LAUS to the Los Angeles River. 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact  

Operations 

LU-1  Implement Transportation Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connectivity: Metro shall implement a transportation demand management program to 
enhance neighborhood connectivity Consistent with the Los Angeles River Revitalization 
Master Plan, RIO Overlay District guidelines, LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment, 
City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan, Metro’s LA River Path Project, and Metro’s Los Angeles 
Union Station Forecourt and Esplanade Improvements Project,while also minimizing the 
demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in the project study area. to mitigate the 
identified significant impact, Metro, in coordination with the City of Los Angeles, shall 
implement either Class II or IV type bike lanes that consist of only pavement striping and 
bollards (no additional ROW and no raised median will be required) along Commercial 
Street from Alameda Street to Center Street, enhancing neighborhood connectivity south of 
US-101. If additional funding is identified, a dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 
could be constructed in addition to the new bicycle lanes described above. provide future 
connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River that could include, but not limited to, one 
or more of the following infrastructure improvements in the project study area: 

Dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 from LAUS to the Los Angeles River 

New bicycle lanes along Commercial Street between Garey Street and Alameda Street 

Active transportation infrastructure shall be coordinated with the City of Los Angeles and designed and 
constructed to maximize non-motorized connectivity in the project study area.  

Construction  
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-A: Impact Local Traffic Plans, Policies, or Ordinances.  

Construction 

In the 2031 plus project construction condition, significant delays 
would occur at the following three two intersections per LADOT 
guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street WB  

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street  

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact  

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP: During the final engineering phase and at least 30 days prior 
to construction, a construction TMP shall be prepared by the contractor and reviewed and 
approved by Metro, LADOT, and Caltrans, where applicable.  

The street closure schedules in the construction TMP shall be coordinated between the 
construction contractor, LADOT, Caltrans (if ramps are involved), private businesses, public 
transit and bus operators, emergency service providers, and residents to minimize 
construction-related vehicular traffic impacts during the peak-hour. During planned 
closures, traffic shall be re-routed to adjacent streets via clearly marked detours and notice 
shall be provided in advance to applicable parties (nearby residences, emergency service 
providers, public transit and bus operators, the bicycle community, businesses, and 
organizers of special events). The TMP shall identify proposed closure schedules and detour 
routes, as well as construction traffic routes, including haul truck routes, and preferred 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Significant and UnavoidableLess than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  
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Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

Operations 

In the 2031 and 2040 with project condition, significant impacts 
would occur at two one intersections due to project-related increase 
in traffic delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street  

delivery/haul-out locations and hours so as to avoid heavily congested areas during peak 
hours, where feasible. The following provisions shall be included in the TMP: 

• Traffic flow shall be maintained, particularly during peak hours, to the degree feasible. 

• Access to adjacent businesses shall be maintained during business hours via existing 
or temporary driveways, and residences at all times, as feasible.  

• Metro or the contractor shall post advance notice signs prior to construction in areas 
where access to local businesses could be affected. Metro shall provide signage to 
indicate new ways to access businesses and community facilities, if affected by 
construction.  

• Metro shall notify LADOT and Caltrans in advance of street closures, detours, or 
temporary lane reductions.  

• Metro shall coordinate with LADOT and Caltrans to adjust the signal timing at 
affected intersections and on- or off-ramps to mitigate detoured traffic volumes. 

• Closed-circuit television cameras shall be installed at some of the impacted 
intersections (as approved by LADOT) to monitor traffic in real-time by the 
Automated Traffic Surveillance and Control department of LADOT during 
construction. This will allow the city to alleviate congestion by manually changing 
signal timing parameters, such as allowing more green time to congested 
movements.  

• Contractor shall avoid concurrent closures of Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street 
north of LAUS 

Operations 

TR-2 Install Traffic Signal: Metro shall install a new traffic signal at the intersection of Center 
Street and Commercial Street. 

LU-1 Implement Transportation Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connectivity  

Threshold 3.3-D: Create or Increase Hazards from Project Design 
Features.  

Construction 

Construction activities would result in temporary 
construction-related roadway hazards in the traffic study area. 
Existing roadways and intersections may be subject to temporary 
detours and lane blockages at multiple locations throughout the 
traffic study area. The US-101 main line and on- and off-ramps at 
Commercial Street would be also be subject to temporary lane width 
reductions. Additionally, short-radius curves and/or short sight 
distances may occur during construction. 

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  
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Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

Threshold 3.3-E: Result in inadequate emergency access.  

Construction 

The proposed project would interfere with emergency response 
times and access. Significant delays anticipated at three two 
intersections during construction would affect traffic along 
Commercial, Alameda, and Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
AvenueStreets. Construction activities in the vicinity of these affected 
intersections, especially US-101 and Cesar Chavez AvenueAlameda 
Street, could interfere with emergency response and access. 

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Threshold 3.3-F: Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise 
decrease the performance or safety of such facilities. 

Construction 

The proposed project could cause decreased performance for rail 
operators at LAUS, modifications to LADOT’s Dash Route D bus 
schedule, and hazardous conditions along existing 
pedestrian/bicycle routes. 

Operations 

The proposed project would conflict with the City’s Mobility Plan 
2035 Policy 2.12. 

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP 

TR-3 Prepare Rail Operations Agreements and Temporary Construction Service Staging Plan: 
During final engineering design and prior to construction, Metro shall establish rail 
operating agreements and/orprepare a  memorandums MOU with each current rail 
operator, including but not limited to Metrolink SCRRA, LOSSAN, and Amtrak, to outline 
mutually agreed upon on-time performance goals objectives to be achieved throughout 
construction, and how construction sequencing and railroad operational protocols will be 
incorporated into applicable construction documents (plans and specifications), and 
implemented to maintain the mutually agreed upon on-time performance during 
construction.  

Prior to construction, Metro and the construction contractor shall prepare detailed 
construction phasing temporary construction staging plans for each phase of construction 
that identify appropriate means and methods the contractor would implement to maintain 
mutually agreed upon on-time performance goalsobjectives while minimizing impacts on 
pedestrians and passengers at LAUS. Prior to construction, Metro and the construction 
contractor shall also coordinate with current rail operators to ensure that any rail-to-bus or 
rail-to-rail connections are uninterrupted throughout construction to establish temporary 
construction detours for passengers that correspond to detailed construction phasing plans 
to minimize impacts on passenger transfer times. Detailed construction phasing plans 
temporary construction staging plans shall be deemed acceptable by the current rail 
operators prior to commencement of construction activities that could reduce on-time 
performance.  

Throughout the duration of construction, Metrolink SCRRA shall participate in weekly 
construction coordination meetings to ensure that evaluate the efficiency of the measures in 
place to achieve the mutually agreed upon on-time performance is met., and shall 
coordinate with Metro and construction contractor to implement changes to means and 
methods during construction to ensure the performance objectives are maintained at an 
acceptable level throughout construction of the project. 

Operations 

LU-1 Implement Transportation Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connectivity 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 
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Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

Section 3.4, Aesthetics 

Threshold 3.4-C: Substantially degrade the existing visual character 
or quality of the site or its surroundings.  

Operations 

The proposed project would present new linear infrastructure 
elements that would be a dominant feature substantially larger than 
any of the current surroundings within the William Mead Homes 
residential community. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact  

Operations 

AES-1 Aesthetic Treatments: Retaining walls in Segments 1 and 2 and the sound wall in 
Segment 1 shall be designed in consideration of the scale and architectural style of the 
adjacent William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. Based on feedback received during 
project development from residents of the William Mead Homes property, Metro shall 
coordinate with HACLA regarding aesthetic enhancements to the retaining wall/sound wall 
at that location. Materials, color, murals, landscaping, and/or other aesthetic treatments 
shall be integrated into the design of the retaining wall/sound wall to minimize the 
dominance and scale of the retaining wall/sound wall.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Threshold 3.4-D: Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime views in the area.  

Construction 

Residences of Mozaic Apartments and William Mead Homes would 
be exposed to higher levels of lighting during the nighttime hours for 
a temporary duration throughout project construction.  

Operations 

On each of the seven elevated platforms, new lighting would be 
incorporated into the design for safety purposes, which may result in 
added light for some of the units in the Mozaic Apartments, if not 
properly designed and installed. The new platform canopies also 
have the potential to result in additional daytime glare.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact  

Construction 

AES-2 Minimize Nighttime Work and Screen Direct Lighting: Nighttime construction activities near 
residential areas shall be avoided to the extent feasible. If nighttime work is required, the 
construction contractor shall install temporary lighting in a manner that directs light toward the 
construction area and shall install temporary shields as necessary so that light does not spill 
over into residential areas. 

Operations  

AES-3 Screen Direct Lighting and Glare: During final design, all new or replacement lighting shall 
comply with maximum allowable CALGreen glare ratings (California Building Standards 
Code 2013 – Title 24, Part 11) and shall be designed to be directed away from residential 
units. Screening elements, including landscaping, shall also be incorporated into the design, 
where feasible. Low-reflective glass and materials shall also be utilized as part of the 
above-grade passenger concourse and theincorporated into the design of the new canopies 
design to reduce daytime glare impacts.  

NV-1 Construct Sound Wall 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact  

Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Threshold 3.5-A: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan.  

The proposed project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan. 

Construction 
No Impact 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
No Impact 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.5-B: Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation.  

Threshold 3.5-C: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase 
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region is nonattainment 
under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 
(including release emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds 
for O3 precursors). 

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 

Construction 

AQ-1 Fugitive Dust Control: In compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, during clearing, grading, 
earthmoving, or excavation operations, fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular 
watering or other dust preventive measures using the following procedures, as specified in 
SCAQMD Rule 403: 

• Minimize land disturbed by clearing, grading, and earth moving, or excavation 
operations to prevent excessive amounts of dust 

Construction 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 
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Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

Construction 

Construction emissions associated with the proposed project would 
exceed the SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant and localized 
significance thresholds.  

Operations 

During operations, the net increase in daily emissions would exceed 
the SCAQMD thresholds for NOX. 

• Provide an operational water truck on site at all times; use watering trucks to 
minimize dust; watering should be sufficient to confine dust plumes to the project 
work areas; watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete coverage, 
preferably in the late morning and after work is done 

• Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour unless 
the soil is wet enough to prevent dust plumes 

• Securely cover trucks when hauling materials on or off site 

• Stabilize the surface of dirt piles if not removed immediately 

• Limit vehicular paths and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces and 
stabilize any temporary roads 

• Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities 

• Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has 
been carried on to the roadway 

• Revegetate or stabilize disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during 
construction to avoid future off-road vehicular activities 

The following measures shall also be implemented to reduce construction emissions:  

• Prepare a comprehensive inventory list of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and 
mobile) equipment (50 horsepower and greater) (i.e., make, model, engine year, 
horsepower, emission rates) that could be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours 
throughout the duration of construction to demonstrate how the construction fleet is 
consistent with the requirements of Metro’s Green Construction Policy 

• Ensure that all construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained 

• Minimize idling time to 5 minutes, whenever feasible, which saves fuel and reduces 
emissions 

• Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than 
temporary power generators, whenever feasible 

• Arrange for appropriate consultations with CARB or SCAQMD to determine 
registration and permitting requirements prior to equipment operation at the site and 
obtain CARB Portable Equipment Registration with the state or a local district permit 
for portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the project 
work site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, as applicable 

• These control techniques shall be included in project specifications and shall be 
implemented by the construction contractor. 

AQ-2 Compliance with U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 Exhaust Emission Standards and Renewable Diesel Fuel 
for Off-Road Equipment: In compliance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy, all off-road 
diesel powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall comply with U.S. 
EPA’s Tier 4 final exhaust emission standards (40 CFR Part 1039). In addition, if not already 
supplied with a factory-equipped diesel particulate filter, all construction equipment shall be 
outfitted with best available control technology devices certified by the CARB. Any emissions 
control device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less 
than what could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly 
sized engine, as defined by CARB regulations. 
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In addition to the use of Tier 4 equipment, all off-road construction equipment shall be 
fueled using 100 percent renewable diesel.  

Operations  

AQ-3 Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan: Prior to implementation of regional/intercity rail 
run-through service, an Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan shall be prepared by Metro, in 
coordination with the SCRRA, as the operator of the commuter rail service in Southern 
California and the program manager and grant recipient of the SCORE Program, Amtrak, 
and the LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency. The Plan shall identify the methodology and 
requirements for annual emission inventories to be prepared by Metro, based on 
actual/current train movements and corresponding pollutant concentrations through the 
Year 2040.  

Mitigation Plan Requirements: Upon implementation of regional/intercity run-through 
service, and on an annual basis, Metro shall compile and summarize the current Metrolink, 
Pacific Surfliner, and Amtrak long-distance train schedules to determine the actual level of 
daily and peak-period train movements (including non-revenue train movements) that 
operate through LAUS. 

On an annual basis, Metro shall retain the services of an air quality specialist to conduct an 
annual emissions inventory to determine if actual train movements through LAUS are 
forecasted to increase criteria pollutant emissions to a level that would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds or diesel pollutant concentrations to a level that would exceed the 
SCAQMD's 10 in a million threshold at any residential land use in the project study area. An 
annual report shall be prepared by Metro that summarizes the quantitative results of 
pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant concentrations in the project study area. If 
pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant concentrations are projected to exceed the 
SCAQMD thresholds, the regional and intercity rail operators in coordination with Metro 
and California State Transportation Agency, shall either implement rail fleet emerging 
technologies consistent with 2018 California State Rail Plan Goal 6: Practice Environmental 
Stewardship, Policy 4: Transform to a Clean and Energy Efficient Transportation System 
(Caltrans 2018a, pg. 10 and 110), or reduce the train movements through LAUS to lower the 
criteria pollutant emissions below the SCAQMD significance thresholds and the diesel 
pollutant concentrations below the SCAQMD thresholds in the project study area.  

After implementation of emerging technologies, Metro shall continue to prepare an 
emissions inventory in coordination with SCRRA, Amtrak, and the LOSSAN Rail Corridor 
Agency annually to report the quantitative results of criteria pollutant emissions and diesel 
pollutant concentrations in the project study area. The annual report shall include an 
analysis of the actual (current) and proposed changes in train schedules relative to criteria 
pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant concentration levels in the project study area. The 
report shall be prepared annually by December 31 of each year, beginning the calendar year 
after implementation of regional/intercity rail run-through service through 2040 and shall 
include results of the emissions inventory and effectiveness of the measures implemented.  

Rail Fleet Emerging Technologies: To achieve a reduction of criteria pollutant emissions 
below the SCAQMD thresholds and diesel pollutant concentrations below a level that would 
not exceed SCAQMD thresholds, the regional and intercity rail operators may replace, 
retrofit, or supplement some or all of their existing fleet with zero or low-emission features. 
The types of emerging technologies that can be implemented, include, but are not limited to 
the following:  
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• Electric multiple unit systems  

• Diesel multiple units  

• Battery-hybrid multiple units  

• Renewable diesel and other alternative fuels 

Metro shall coordinate with regional rail/intercity rail operators to incorporate these 
emerging technologies into existing and/or future funding and/or operating agreements to 
reduce locomotive exhaust emissions in the project study area. 

Threshold 3.5-D: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  

Construction 

The peak cancer risks during construction exceed the SCAQMD’s 
threshold of 10 in 1 million.  

Operations 

During operations, when compared with conditions without the 
project, the project-related increase in cancer risk would exceed 
SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million.  

Construction 
Significant  

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 

Construction 

AQ-1 Fugitive Dust Control 

AQ-2 Compliance with U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 Exhaust Emission Standards and Renewable Diesel Fuel 
for Off-Road Equipment 

Operations 

AQ-3 Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 

Threshold 3.5-E: Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial 
number of people.  

The proposed project would not create objectionable odors affecting 
a substantial number of people. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.5-F: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have an adverse effect on the environment.  

The proposed project would not generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have an adverse effect on the 
environment. Although not required to mitigate a significant impact, 
proposed air quality mitigation would further reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  

Construction and Operations 
Beneficial Impact 

Indirect 
No Impact 

AQ-2 Compliance with U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 Exhaust Emission Standards 

AQ-3 Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan 

Construction and Operations 
Beneficial Impact 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.5-G: Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation 
adopted for the purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse 
gases. 

The proposed project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases. 

Construction and Operations 
Less than Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction and Operations 
Less than Significant  

Indirect 
No Impact 
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Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-A: A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without the project.  

Threshold 3.6-C: Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels 
in excess of standards established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other agencies. 

Operations 

In the 2031 and 2040 conditions, the proposed project would result 
in severe noise impacts on William Mead Homes.  

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Operations 

NV-1  Construct Sound Wall: Prior to reaching the forecasted maximum daily regional/intercity 
train movements through LAUS in 2031 (770 trains), Metro shall construct a sound wall up 
to 22 feet in height to reduce operational noise impacts at William Mead Homes. The sound 
wall shall be constructed of materials that achieve similar reductions or insertion loss at 
impacted receptors and shall have an approximate sound transmission class rating of 50 
and a surface density of at least 4 pounds per square foot. Metro may construct the sound 
wall earlier than 2031 to reduce construction-related noise impacts and/or moderate 
operational noise impacts from increased train movements that may occur as early as 2026. 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.6-B: Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise levels.  

Construction 

Because construction would occur within 300 feet of an impact pile 
driver and 140 feet of the vibratory roller from sensitive land uses, a 
severe impact would occur related to William Mead Homes and 
Mozaic Apartments from an annoyance perspective. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

NV-2 Employ Noise- and Vibration Reducing Measures during Construction: The construction 
contractor shall employ measures to minimize and reduce construction noise and vibration. 
Noise and vibration reduction measures that would be implemented include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

• Design considerations and project layout: 

o Construct temporary noise walls, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated 
material, between noisy activities and noise-sensitive receivers 

o Reroute truck traffic away from residential streets, if possible, and select streets 
with fewest residences if no alternatives are available 

o Site equipment on the construction site as far away from noise-sensitive sites as 
possible 

o Construct walled enclosures around especially noisy activities or clusters of noisy 
equipment (i.e., shields can be used around pavement breakers and loaded vinyl 
curtains can be draped under elevated structures) 

• Sequence of operations: 

o Restrict pile driving to daytime periods 

o Combine noisy operations to occur in the same time period  

 The total noise level produced would not be significantly greater than the 
level produced if the operations were performed separately 

o Avoid nighttime activities to the maximum extent feasible  

 Sensitivity to noise increases during the nighttime hours in residential 
neighborhoods 

• Alternative construction methods: 

o Avoid use of an impact pile driver in noise and/or vibration-sensitive areas, where 
possible 

 Drilled piles or the use of a sonic or vibratory pile driver are quieter 
alternatives where the geological conditions permit their use 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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o Use specially-quieted equipment, such as quieted and enclosed air compressors 
and properly-working mufflers on all engines 

o Select quieter demolition methods, where possible (e.g., sawing bridge decks into 
sections that can be loaded onto trucks results in lower cumulative noise levels 
than impact demolition by pavement breakers) 

In an effort to keep construction noise levels below FTA’s construction noise or vibration 
criteria, Metro shall monitor noise and vibration during the loudest and most vibration 
intensive types of construction activities. Continuous construction noise and vibration 
monitoring shall be conducted at the first row of residences at William Mead Homes and 
Mozaic Apartments, within 300 feet of construction activities, approximately). Monitors 
shall be deployed closest to the construction activity because demonstration of compliance 
with the construction thresholds at the nearest locations guarantees compliance further 
away. If FTA’s construction noise or vibration criteria are exceeded, the contractor shall be 
alerted and directed by Metro to incorporate additional noise and vibration reduction 
methods (examples above).  

NV-3 Prepare a Community Notification Plan for Project Construction: To proactively address 
community concerns related to construction noise and vibration, prior to construction, 
Metro and/or the construction contractor shall prepare and maintain a community 
notification plan. Components of the plan shall include initial information packets prepared 
and mailed to all residences within a 500-foot radius of project construction. Updates to the 
plan shall be prepared as necessary to indicate changes to the construction schedule or 
other processes. Metro shall identify a project liaison to be available to respond to questions 
from the community or other interested groups. 

Threshold 3.6-D: A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels existing without the project. 

Construction 

Construction-related noise would exceed FTA’s construction noise 
guidelines at sensitive receptors nearest to the project, including the 
William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. 

Operations 

In the 2031 and 2040 conditions, the proposed project would result 
in severe noise impacts on William Mead Homes.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Construction 

NV-2 Employ Noise- and Vibration Reducing Measures during Construction 

NV-3 Prepare a Community Notification Plan for Project Construction 

Operations 

NV-1 Construct Sound Wall 

Construction 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Section 3.7, Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.7-A: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or 
through habitat modifications, on any species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or special status species in local or regional 
plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS.  

Construction and Indirect 

Potential Impacts on: 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Construction 

BIO-1 Bats: Preconstruction surveys for roosting special-status bats (including western mastiff 
bats and western yellow bats) and other native bat species shall be conducted by a 
Metro-approved qualified bat biologist within 2 weeks prior to construction. Surveys shall be 
conducted where suitable habitat and/or bridge structures that will be removed or that will 
have modifications to the substructure are present. All locations with suitable roosting 
habitat (including potential maternity roosts) shall be surveyed using an appropriate 
combination of structure inspection, exit counts, acoustic surveys, or other suitable 
methods. Surveys shall be conducted during the appropriate season and time of day/night 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
Executive Summary 

 

 

 ES-xxxii 

Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

• Two California Species of Special Concern (western mastiff 
bat and western yellow bat) 

o Potential impacts on western mastiff bats as a result of 
construction activities in the vicinity of bridges  

o Potential impacts on western yellow bats as a result of 
removal of naturally occurring or planted (ornamental) 
trees, including palm trees 

• Maternity bat roost sites 

• Nesting birds protected under federal Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act 

to ensure detection of day- and night-roosting bats (i.e., preferably one daytime and one 
nighttime survey shall be conducted at each location with suitable roosting habitat during 
the maternity season, May 1 through August 31). If no roosts are detected, trees that 
provide suitable roosting habitat may be removed under the guidance of the qualified bat 
biologist.  

If a roost is detected, passive exclusion shall include monitoring the roost for 3 days to 
determine if the roost is active. If the roost is determined to support a reproductive female 
with young, the roost shall be avoided until it is no longer active. If the roost remains active 
during the 3 monitoring days and observations confirm it is not a maternity colony, a 
temporary bat exclusion device shall be installed under the supervision of a Metro-approved 
qualified bat biologist. At the discretion of the biologist, based on his or her expertise, an 
alternative roosting structure(s) may be constructed and installed prior to the installation of 
exclusion devices. Exclusion shall be conducted during the fall (September or October) to 
avoid trapping flightless young inside during the summer months or torpid (overwintering) 
individuals during the winter. If it cannot be determined whether an active roost site 
supports a maternity colony, the roost site shall not be disturbed, and construction within 
300 feet shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and the young are volant 
(able to fly). Exclusion efforts shall be monitored on a weekly basis and continued for the 
duration of project construction activities and removed when no longer necessary. 

The following avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented during 
construction: 

• All work conducted on bridges shall occur during the day. If this is not feasible, 
lighting and noise shall be directed away from night roosting and foraging areas. 

• Combustion equipment (such as generators, pumps, and vehicles) shall not be 
parked or operated under a bridge. Construction personnel shall not be present 
directly under a roosting colony. Construction activities shall not severely restrict 
airspace access to the roosts.  

• Removal of mature trees that provide suitable bat roosting habitat shall be conducted 
outside of the maternity season (May 1 through August 31); that is, removal shall be 
conducted between September 1 and April 30. Because bats may be present in a 
torpid state during the winter, suitable roosting habitat shall be removed before the 
onset of cold weather (approximately November 1) or as determined by a qualified 
bat biologist).  

• When removing palm trees, the dead fronds shall be removed first before felling the 
palm to allow any bats to escape.  

BIO–2 MBTA Species: Vegetation removal shall be conducted outside of the bird nesting season 
(February 1 through September 30) to the extent feasible. If vegetation removal cannot be 
conducted outside of the nesting season, a Metro-approved qualified bird biologist shall 
conduct preconstruction surveys to locate active nests within 7 days prior to vegetation 
removal in each area with suitable nesting habitat. If nesting birds are found during 
preconstruction surveys, an exclusionary buffer (150 feet for passerines and 500 feet for 
raptors) suitable to prevent nest disturbance shall be established by the biologist. The buffer 
may be reduced based on species-specific and site-specific conditions as determined by the 
qualified biologist. This buffer shall be clearly marked in the field by construction personnel 
under the guidance of the biologist, and construction or vegetation removal shall not be 
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conducted within the buffer until the biologist determines that the young have fledged or the 
nest is no longer active. 

Exclusionary devices (hard surface materials, such as plywood or plexiglass, flexible 
materials, such as vinyl, or a similar mechanism that keeps birds from building nests) shall 
be installed over suitable nest sites at the bridges that will be removed or that will have 
modifications to the substructure before the nesting season (February 1 through September 
30) to prevent nesting at the bridges by bridge- and crevice-nesting birds (i.e., swifts and 
swallows). Netting shall not be used as an exclusionary material because it can injure or kill 
birds, which would be in violation of the MBTA.  

In addition, if work on existing bridges with potential nest sites that will be removed or that 
will have modifications to the substructure is to be conducted between February 1 and 
September 30, all bird nests shall be removed prior to February 1. Immediately prior to nest 
removal, a qualified biologist shall inspect each nest for the presence of torpid bats, which 
are known to use old swallow nests. Nest removal shall be conducted under the guidance 
and observation of a qualified biologist. Removal of swallow nests on bridges that are under 
construction shall be repeated as frequently as necessary to prevent nest completion unless 
a nest exclusion device has already been installed. Nest removal and exclusion device 
installation shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. Such exclusion efforts shall be 
continued to keep the structures free of swallows until October or the completion of 
construction.  

Threshold 3.7-D: Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or impede 
the use of native wildlife nursery sites. 

The proposed project would not interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

No mitigation is required.  Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.7-E: Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or 
ordinance.  

Construction and Indirect 

The proposed project may require the removal or disturbance of one 
or more native tree species that are considered a Protected Tree 
under the City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Construction and Indirect 

BIO-3 Protected Trees: Preconstruction surveys for protected trees (native trees 4 inches or more 
in cumulative diameter, as measured at 4.5 feet above the ground level, that are subject to 
protection under Ordinance No. 177404, Preservation of Protected Trees of the City of Los 
Angeles’ municipal code, including oaks, southern California black walnut, western 
sycamore, and California bay), shall be conducted by a registered consulting arborist with 
the American Society of Consulting Arborists at least 120 days prior to construction. The 
locations and sizes of all protected trees shall be identified prior to construction and 
overlaid on project footprint maps to determine which trees may be protected in accordance 
with Ordinance No. 177404. The registered consulting arborist shall prepare a Protected 
Tree Report and shall submit three copies to the City of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works. Any protected trees that must be removed due to project construction shall be 
replaced at a 2:1 ratio (or up to a 4:1 ratio for protected trees on private property) except 
when the protected tree is relocated on the same property, the City of Los Angeles has 
approved the tree for removal, and the relocation is economically reasonable and favorable 
to the survival of the tree. Each replacement tree shall be at least a 15-gallon specimen, 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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measuring 1 inch or more in diameter, 1 foot above the base, and shall be at least 7 feet in 
height measured from the base. 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-A: Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or 
interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local 
groundwater table level.  

The proposed project would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-B: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a manner, which would result in flooding on or off 
site.  

Construction 

The proposed project would require substantial amounts of grading 
and excavation to reconfigure existing drainage patterns and ensure 
that connections to existing drainage infrastructure are maintained 
and/or improved. Any increases in sediment load from the 
construction area could lead to alterations in drainage patterns due 
to accumulations of sediment in downstream areas, if not properly 
managed. 

Operations 

The proposed project would result in alterations to the existing 
drainage patterns in the project study area that could result in 
localized flooding if not properly managed.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Construction 

HWQ-1 Prepare and Implement a SWPPP: During construction, Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA shall 
comply with the provisions of the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (CGP) (Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002), and any subsequent amendments (Order No. 
2010-0014-DWQ and Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ), as they relate to project construction 
activities. Construction activities shall not commence until a waste discharger identification 
number is received from the Stormwater Multiple Application and Report Tracking System. 
The contractor shall implement all required aspects of the SWPPP during project 
construction. Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA shall comply with the Risk Level 1 sampling and 
reporting requirements of the CGP. A rain event action plan shall be prepared and 
implemented by a qualified SWPPP developer within 48 hours prior to a rain event of 50 
percent or greater probability of precipitation according to the National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration. A Notice of Termination shall be submitted to SWRCB within 
90 days of completion of construction and stabilization of the site. 

Operations 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW): Metro 
shall comply with the provisions of the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit (Order No. 
2012-0011-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003), effective July 1, 2013 (known as the Caltrans 
MS4 permit). This post-construction requirement would only apply to the US-101 overhead 
viaduct improvements. Metro shall prepare a stormwater data report for the plans, 
specifications, and estimate phase that will address post-construction BMPs for the US-101 
overhead viaduct in accordance with the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide (latest 
edition). 

HWQ-3 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW): 
For the portion of the project outside Caltrans ROW that accommodates the planned HSR 
system, Metro shall comply with the NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Stormwater Discharges from Small MS4 (Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ, 
NPDES No. CAS000004), effective July 1, 2013 (known as the Phase II permit). This 
post-construction requirement only applies to CHSRA facilities. 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles): Metro shall comply with the NPDES Waste Discharge 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 
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Requirements for MS4 Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, 
Except Those Discharges Originating from the City of Long Beach MS4 (Order No. 
2012-0175, NPDES No. CAS004001), effective December 28, 2012 (known as the Phase I 
Permit). This post-construction requirement shall apply to the entire project except for those 
portions under the jurisdiction of the Caltrans MS4 Permit and CHSRA’sthe Phase II Permit. 
Metro shall prepare a final LID report in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Planning 
and Land Development Handbook for Low Impact Development (LID Manual), May 9, 2016. 
This document shall identify the required BMPs to be in place prior to project operation and 
maintenance. 

HWQ-5 Long-Term MOU: An MOU shall be executed prior to completion of the final engineering 
design and before approval of the corresponding plans, specifications, and estimate phase 
of the project. The MOU shall clarify and addresses overlapping, multiagency MS4-related 
technical, financial, legal, and other responsibilities for the design, construction, and 
operational phases of the project. Agencies involved in the MOU shall include, but not be 
limited to, Caltrans, CHSRA, and Metro. The MOU shall address, but not be limited to, the 
stormwater runoff quality to be conveyed and accepted among the affected parties.  

Threshold 3.8-C: Create or contribute runoff water which would 
exceed the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff.  

Construction 

If not properly managed, sediments, petroleum products, and 
concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked and have the 
potential to be transported via stormwater runoff into receiving 
waters.  

Operations 

An overall increase in storm runoff is anticipated to result from 
increased impervious surface area, which would increase the volume 
of flow and exceed the capacity of some on-site drainage systems. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Construction 

HWQ-1 Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

Operations 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-3  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW) 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles)  

HWQ-5 Long-Term MOU 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-D: Expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, 
or death involving flooding, including flooding as a result of the 
failure of a levee or dam.  

The proposed project would not expose people or structures to a risk 
of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.8-E: Violate any water quality standards or waste 
discharge requirements.  

Threshold 3.8-G: Otherwise substantially degrade water quality.  

Construction 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Construction 

HWQ-1 Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

HWQ-56 Comply with Local Dewatering Requirements: The contractor shall comply with the 
provisions of the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater 
from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los 
Angeles and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0095, NPDES Permit No. CAG994004), 
effective July 6, 2013 (known as the Dewatering Permit), as they relate to discharge of 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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Construction activities could result in a significant impact on water 
quality and exceed water discharge requirements if runoff is not 
properly managed.  

Operation 

Minor amounts of oil and grease would originate from train cars 
during operation, which could discharge oil, grease, and other 
chemical pollutants into existing drainage systems. 

Indirect 

The proposed project could result in on- and off-site discharges that 
could indirectly impact downstream surface waters by increasing 
scour and/or sedimentation.  

non-stormwater dewatering wastes. The two options to discharge shall be to the local storm 
drain system and/or to the sanitary sewer system, and the contractor shall obtain a permit 
from the RWQCB and/or the City of Los Angeles, respectively. 

HWQ-67 Comply with Local Dewatering Requirements for Contaminated Sites: The contractor shall 
comply with the provisions of the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Treated Groundwater from Investigation and/or Cleanup of Volatile Organic 
Compounds-Contaminated Sites to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles 
and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0043, NPDES Permit No. CAG914001), effective 
April 7, 2013 (known as the Dewatering Permit for contaminated sites), for discharge of 
non-stormwater dewatering wastes from contaminated sites affected during construction. 
The two options to discharge shall be to the local storm drain system and/or to the sanitary 
sewer system, and the contractor shall require a permit from the RWQCB and/or the City of 
Los Angeles, respectively. 

Operations 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-3 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW) 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles)  

HWQ-5  Long-Term MOU 

Indirect 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-3 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW 
ROW) 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles)  

HWQ-5 Long-Term MOU 

HWQ-78 Prepare and Implement Industrial SWPPP for Relocated, Regulated Industrial Uses: Metro 
shall comply with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Industrial Activities (IGP; Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000001) for 
demolished, relocated, or new industrial-related properties impacted by the project. This 
shall include preparation of industrial SWPPP(s), as applicable. 

Threshold 3.8-F: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of 
the site or area, including through the alteration of the course of a 
stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial 
erosion or siltation on or off site.  

Construction 

During construction, it may be necessary for the contractor to 
reroute drainage around one or more construction areas, which, in 
turn, may concentrate runoff and/or direct it off site, thereby 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Construction 

HWQ-1 Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

Operations 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-3 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW) 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles)  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 
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(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

resulting in substantial erosion on adjacent properties, if not 
properly managed. 

Operations 

The proposed project would result in an increase of impervious 
surfaces in the project study area by 3.5 acres (non-Caltrans ROW). 
This could cause a decrease in infiltration and increase the volume 
and velocity of runoff during a storm event, which transports 
pollutants to receiving waters and may lead to downstream erosion 
and increases in suspended particles and sediment 

HWQ-5 Long-Term MOU 

Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 

Threshold 3.9-A: Expose people or structures to potential substantial 
adverse effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

i. Strong seismic ground shaking; and, 

ii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

Indirect 

Liquefaction is expected between depths of about 20 and 30 feet bgs 
in Segment 1: Throat Segment and Segment 2: Concourse Segment 
of the project study area. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Indirect 

GEO-1 Prepare Final Geotechnical Report: During final design, a final geotechnical report shall be 
prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer (to be retained by Metro). The final 
geotechnical report shall address and include site-specific design recommendations on the 
following: 

• Site preparation 

• Soil bearing capacity 

• Appropriate sources and types of fill 

• Liquefaction 

• Lateral spreading 

• Corrosive soils 

• Structural foundations 

• Grading practices 

The recommendations shall mitigate the risk of seismic ground shaking and ground failure, 
including liquefaction. In addition to the recommendations for the conditions listed above, 
the report shall include results of subsurface testing of soil and groundwater conditions, and 
shall provide recommendations as to the appropriate foundation designs that are consistent 
with the latest version of the CBC, as applicable at the time building and grading permits are 
pursued. Additional recommendations shall be included in that report to provide guidance 
for design of project-related infrastructure in accordance with Metro Rail Design Criteria, 
Manual for Railway Engineering, California High-Speed Train Project Design Criteria, 
California Amendments to the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials Load and Resistance Factor Design Bridge Design Specifications, and applicable 
local city codes (Appendix L of this EIR). The project shall be designed and constructed to 
comply with the site-specific recommendations as provided in the final geotechnical report 
to be prepared. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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Threshold 3.9-B: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil.  

The proposed project would not result in substantial soil erosion or 
the loss of topsoil.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

No mitigation is required.  Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.9-C: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable 
or that would become unstable as a result of the project and 
potentially result in an on-site or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, 
subsidence, liquefaction, or collapse.  

Construction 

Due to the presence of compressible layers within the upper 30 feet 
in Segment 2: Concourse Segment of the project study area, 
settlement is anticipated to occur for those improvements proposed 
to be founded on shallow foundations. In addition, liquefaction is 
expected due to the soil conditions and groundwater level. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

GEO-1 Prepare Final Geotechnical Report 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.9-D: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 
18-1-B of the UBC (1994), creating substantial risk to life or property.  

The proposed project would not be located on expansive soil that 
would create substantial risk to life or property. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

No mitigation is required.  Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Threshold 3.10-A: Create a hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous 
materials.  

Construction 

Project construction could result in accidental release hazardous 
materials and wastes during routine transport. There is also a 
potential to encounter contaminated soil and/or groundwater during 
excavation.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

HAZ-1 Prepare a Construction HMMP: Prior to construction, an HMMP shall be prepared by Metro 
that outlines provisions for safe storage, containment, and disposal of chemicals and 
hazardous materials, contaminated soils, and contaminated groundwater used or exposed 
during construction, including the proper locations for disposal. The HMMP shall be 
prepared to address the area of the project footprint, and would include, but shall not be 
limited to, the following: 

• A description of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes used (29 CFR 1910.1200) 

• A description of handling, transport, treatment, and disposal procedures, as relevant 
for each hazardous material or hazardous waste (29 CFR 1910.120) 

• Preparedness, prevention, contingency, and emergency procedures, including 
emergency contact information (29 CFR 1910.38) 

• A description of personnel training including, but not limited to: (1) recognition of 
existing or potential hazards resulting from accidental spills or other releases; 
(2) implementation of evacuation, notification, and other emergency response 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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procedures; (3) management, awareness, and handling of hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes, as required by their level of responsibility (29 CFR 1910) 

• Instructions on keeping Safety Data Sheets on site for each on-site hazardous 
chemical (29 CFR 1910.1200) 

• Identification of the locations of hazardous material storage areas, including 
temporary storage areas, which shall be equipped with secondary containment 
sufficient in size to contain the volume of the largest container or tank (29 CFR 
1910.120) 

Threshold 3.10-B: Create a hazard to the public or the environment 
through reasonably foreseeable upset or accidental conditions 
involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment.  

Construction 

The proposed project has the potential to create a hazard to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset or 
accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials 
into the environment:  

• The project study area contains 35 Recognized Environmental 
Condition sites and 7 sites with land use restrictions 

• Potential to encounter contaminated soil and/or groundwater 
during excavation 

• Demolition of structures could result in the accidental release 
of asbestos containing materials or lead 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

HAZ-1 Prepare a Construction HMMP 

HAZ-2 Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA): Prior to final design, a 
Phase II Environmental Site Investigation shall be prepared to focus on likely sources of 
contamination (based on completed Phase I ESA) for properties within the project footprint 
that would be affected by excavation. Phase II activities shall consist of: 

• Collection of soil, groundwater, and soil vapor samples from borings, for geologic 
analysis and collection/submittal of samples to an environmental laboratory for 
implementation of an analytical program. Sampling shall be based on the findings of 
the Phase I ESA for the project area. 

• Laboratory analysis of samples for contaminants of concern, which vary by location, 
but may include: VOCs, PAHs, TPHs, and California Title 22 metals. 

A Phase II ESA Report shall be prepared that summarizes the results of the drilling and 
sampling activities, and provides recommendations based on the investigation’s findings. 
Metro shall implement the Phase II ESA findings. The Phase II ESA shall be conducted 
under the direct supervision of a Professional Geologist, licensed in the State of California, 
with expertise in environmental site assessments and evaluation of contaminated sites. 

HAZ-3 Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan: Prior to construction, Metro shall 
prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan that includes general provisions for 
how soils will be managed within the project footprint for the duration of construction. Any 
soil imported to the project site for backfill shall be certified clean prior to use. General soil 
management controls to be implemented by the contractor and the following topics shall be 
addressed within the Soil Management Plan:  

• General worker health and safety procedures 

• Dust control 

• Management of soil stockpiles 

• Traffic control  

• Stormwater erosion control using BMPs 

HAZ-4 Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety Plans: Prior to 
construction, Metro shall prepare parcel-specific Soil Management Plans for known 
contaminated sites and LUC-adjudicated sites for submittal and approval by DTSC. The 
plans shall include specific hazards and provisions for how soils will be managed for known 
contaminated sites and LUC-adjudicated sites. The nature and extent of contamination 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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varies widely across the project footprint, and the parcel-specific Soil Management Plan 
shall provide parcel-specific requirements addressing the following:  

• Soil disposal protocols 

• Protocols governing the discovery of unknown contaminants 

• Management of soil on properties within the project footprint with LUCs or known 
contaminants  

Prior to construction on individual properties with LUCs or known contaminants, a 
parcel-specific HASPs shall also be prepared for submittal and approval by DTSC. The 
HASPs shall be prepared to meet OSHA requirements, Title 29 of the CFR 1910.120 and 
CCR Title 8, Section 5192, and all applicable federal, state and local regulations and agency 
ordinances related to the proposed management, transport, and disposal of contaminated 
media during implementation of work and field activities. The HASPs shall be signed and 
sealed by a Certified Industrial Hygienist, licensed by the American Board of Industrial 
Hygiene. In addition to general construction soil management plan provisions, the following 
parcel-specific HASPs provisions shall also be implemented: 

• Training requirements for site workers who may be handling contaminated material 

• Chemical exposure hazards in soil, groundwater, or soil vapor that are known to be 
present on a property 

• Mitigation and monitoring measures that are protective of site worker and public 
health and safety  

Prior to construction, Metro shall coordinate proposed soil management measures and 
reporting activities with stakeholders and regulatory agencies with jurisdiction, to establish 
an appropriate monitoring and reporting program that meets all federal, state, and local 
laws for the project, and each of the contaminated sites.  

HAZ-5 Land Use Covenant Sites and Coordination with the DTSC: Prior to construction on 
properties with a LUC, Metro shall coordinate with the DTSC regarding any plans specified 
in HAZ-4, construction activities, and/or public outreach activities needed to verify that 
construction activities on properties with LUCs would be managed in a manner protective of 
public health and the environment. 

HAZ-6 Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned Oil Wells are 
Encountered: Contractors shall follow all applicable local, state, and federal regulations 
regarding discovery, notification, response, disposal, and remediation for hazardous 
materials and/or abandoned oil wells encountered during the construction process.  

HAZ-7 Compliance with the City of Los Angeles Building Code Methane Regulations: Prior to final 
design, Metro shall verify that the design of infrastructure improvements located within 
Methane Buffer Zones (as defined by LABOE) comply with the City of Los Angeles Building 
Code regulations set forth in Ordinances 175790 and 180619. The ordinances require 
evaluation of methane hazards and mitigation of a methane hazard, if one exists, depending 
on the severity of the hazard.  

HAZ-8  Pre-Demolition Investigation: Prior to the demolition of any structures constructed prior to 
the 1970s, a survey shall be conducted for the presence of hazardous building materials, 
such as asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paints, and other materials falling under 
the Universal Waste requirements. The results of this survey shall be submitted to Metro, 
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and applicable stakeholders as deemed appropriate by Metro. If any hazardous building 
materials are discovered, prior to demolition of any structures, a plan for proper removal 
shall be prepared in accordance with applicable OSHA and the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Health requirements. The contractor performing the work shall be 
required to implement the removal plan and shall be required to have a C-21 license in the 
State of California, and possess an A or B classification. If asbestos-related work is required, 
the contractor or their subcontractor shall be required to possess a California Contractor 
License (Asbestos Certification). Prior to any demolition activities, the contractor shall be 
required to secure the site and ensure the disconnection of utilities.  

Threshold 3.10-C: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of 
an existing or proposed school.  

Indirect 

The proposed project would involve the transport and disposal of 
soil or other media contaminated with hazardous materials, and 
accidental release of these hazardous materials to nearby schools. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Indirect 

HAZ-1  Prepare a Construction HMMP 

HAZ-2  Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA) 

HAZ-3 Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan 

HAZ-4 Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety Plans 

HAZ-5 Land Use Covenant Sites and Coordination with the Department of DTSC 

HAZ-6  Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned Oil Wells are 
Encountered 

HAZ-7 Compliance with the City of Los Angeles Methane Regulations 

HAZ-8 Pre-Demolition Investigation 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-D: Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites complies pursuant to Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and as a result, would create an adverse hazard to 
the public or the environment.  

Construction 

The close proximity of existing RECs to project-related construction 
activities would carry the potential for encountering contaminated 
soil and/or groundwater. The REC sites adjacent to or in the vicinity 
of the project could be indirectly affected during construction. 

Indirect 

Based on the uncertainties regarding the level of clean up or 
remediation on the land use restricted sites, there is potential to 
encounter undocumented sources of contamination. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Significant 

Construction 

HAZ-2 Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA) 

HAZ-3 Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan 

HAZ-4 Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety Plans 

HAZ-5 Land Use Covenant Sites and Coordination with the DTSC 

HAZ-6 Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned Oil Wells are 
Encountered 

Indirect 

HAZ-6  Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned Oil Wells are 
Encountered 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-EG: Impair implementation of an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

Construction 

Construction activities could interfere with emergency response and 
access.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  
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Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Threshold 3.11-A: Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the 
applicable RWCQB.  

The proposed project would not exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable RWQCB.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-B: Require or result in the construction of new water 
or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities, 
the construction of which could cause significant environmental 
effects.  

Construction 

Construction of the project, including utility replacements and/or 
relocations, would have the potential to encounter documented and 
undocumented cultural resources.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-C: Require or result in the construction of new 
stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental effects.  

Construction 

Construction of the project, including storm drain replacements 
and/or relocations, would have the potential to encounter 
documented and undocumented cultural resources 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

HIST-5  Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H:  Preparation of a CRMMP 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-D: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and resources, or are new or 
expanded entitlements needed.  

The proposed project would have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project from existing entitlements and resources. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-E: Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the project that it has 
adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in 
addition to the provider’s existing commitments. 

The proposed project would not exceed the City’s existing 
wastewater treatment requirements.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 
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Threshold 3.11-F: Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste disposal needs. 

The proposed project would be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.11-G: Comply with Federal, state, and local statutes and 
regulations related to solid waste.  

The proposed project would comply with federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-H: Require or result in the construction of new gas or 
electric facilities or expansion of existing facilities.  

The proposed project would not require or result in the construction 
of new gas or electric facilities or expansion of existing facilities. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-I: Have insufficient gas or electricity supplies 
available to serve the project. 

The proposed project would have sufficient gas or electricity supplies 
available to serve the project.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-J: Generate unnecessary consumption of energy 
resources or conflict with initiatives for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency. 

The proposed project would not generate unnecessary consumption 
of energy resources or conflict with initiatives for renewable energy 
or energy efficiency.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant  

No mitigation is required. Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Section 3.12, Cultural Resources 

Threshold 3.12-A: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in §150464.5.  

Construction 

The proposed project may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the following six historical resources: 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
No Impact 

Construction 

HIST-1a LAUS City of Los Angeles CHC Review and Consultation: Metro shall comply with the 
applicable Cultural Heritage Ordinance sections for LAUS as an HCM by obtaining a Permit 
for Substantial Alteration and/or Permit for the Demolition or Relocation of a Site, Building 
or Structure Designated a Monument. Per Article 1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance, no person, owner or other entity shall demolish, alter, rehabilitate, 

Construction 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations 
No Impact 
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• LAUS 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing  

• William Mead Homes 

• Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

• Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Indirect 

The proposed project would result in an indirect visual impact 
associated with the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concoursenew modified expanded passageway and grand canopy if 
implemented. The new modified expanded passageway is of 
non-historic dimensions, design, and materials, and would have new 
vertical and expanded horizontal circulation elements.  

Indirect 
Significant 

develop, construct, restore, remove, or change the appearance of any Designated HCM 
without first having applied for and been granted a permit. The Director of Planning may 
refer a permit to the CHC when there is potential discrepancy between the proposal and the 
standards. The CHC may vote to object or not object to the issuance of a permit, for up to 
180 days, with an additional 180-day extension to the objection period upon a vote of the 
City Council.  

HIST-1b LAUS HABS-Like Documentation: Historic Resource Recordation: Impacts resulting from 
the demolition or alteration of character-defining features of LAUS shall be minimized 
through archival documentation of as-built and as-found condition. Prior to initiation of 
construction work at LAUS, Metro shall ensure that documentation of the character-defining 
features proposed for demolition is completed in a manner similar to a HABS, Level I survey 
documentation. The further documentation of LAUS shall include large-format photographic 
recordation, detailed historic narrative report, and compilation of historic research. The 
documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian or historian who 
meets the Secretary of the Interior’s professional qualification standards for history and/or 
architectural history. The archival documentation shall be donated to a suitable repository, 
such as the City of Los Angeles Public Library. 

At a minimum, but not limited to, the following character-defining features shall be included 
in this documentation:  

• Pedestrian passageway 

• Ramps 

• Railings 

• Platforms 

• Butterfly shed canopies 

• South retaining wall 

• Terminal Tower 

• Car Supply/Maintenance Building 

• Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing (this bridge, which was constructed as part of LAUS, 
does not require additional individual HABS documentation)  

HIST-1c LAUS Restoration of the Existing Passenger Concourse (west of pedestrian passageway): To 
ensure compatibility with the architecturally significant buildings that are part of LAUS and 
to mitigate the demolition or alteration of character-defining features at LAUS, the original 
passenger concourse shall be restored, where feasible, from an engineering and 
constructability standpoint, to its 1939 appearance in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Restoration. The original passenger concourse is a distinct 
transitional space between the waiting hall and the pedestrian passageway, having a low and 
flat ceiling with chamfered, rectangular columns with flared capitals. The original passenger 
concourse presently contains multiple retail spaces, restrooms, Amtrak ticketing and 
baggage handling, and the entrance to the subterranean Red and Purple subway lines. This 
includes possible redesign of the entrance to the Metro Red Line Subway to be more 
compatible with the historic LAUS design. Metro shall design and implement the restoration 

Indirect 
Significant and Unavoidable 
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in consultation with and with approval from the City of Los Angeles CHC and OHR prior to 
finalizing design. 

HIST-1d LAUS Educational Exhibit: Because the passenger interface (i.e., the pedestrian passageway, 
ramps, railings, and butterfly shed canopies) between the trains and the architecturally 
significant buildings at LAUS would be demolished and replaced by a new design, an 
educational display would shall be created by Metro and installed at LAUS that could be 
viewed by the public and would demonstrate the history of LAUS and how it was used by 
past railroad passengers. Metro shall design and implement the educational display in 
consultation with the City of Los Angeles CHC and OHR prior to finalizing design.  

HIST-2 William Mead Homes Consultation: Mitigation Measure AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, 
Aesthetics) requires coordination with HACLA on the aesthetic treatments for the proposed 
retaining wall and sound wall. Metro shall send copies of pertinent consultation 
documentation regarding proposed retaining wall and sound wall design and/or aesthetic 
treatments including plans, specifications, and other documentation to the City of Los 
Angeles OHR to keep them apprised of the consultation process. 

HIST-3 Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building-City of Los Angeles Office of Historical 
Resources Review and Consultation and HABS-Like Documentation: Prior to demolition, the 
character-defining features of the historical resource shall be photographed in a manner 
similar to HABS standards, submitted to OHR for review and approval, and the archival 
documentation shall be donated to a suitable repository, such as the City of Los Angeles 
Public Library.  

HIST-4: North Main Street Bridge City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission Review and 
Consultation: Metro shall ensure that prior to construction, work proposed on all elements 
and character-defining features of the North Main Street Bridge, including, but not limited 
to, its sidewalks, decking, and wingwalls, shall follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 
for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The North Main Street Bridge is designated a 
LAHCM (#901). Pursuant to Article 1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural Heritage 
Ordinance, no person, owner or other entity shall demolish, alter, rehabilitate, develop, 
construct, restore, remove, or change the appearance of the North Main Street Bridge 
without first having applied for and been granted a permit by the City of Los Angeles. The 
Director of Planning may refer a permit to the CHC when there is a potential discrepancy 
between the proposal and the standards. The commission may vote to object or not object 
to the issuance of a permit, for up to 180 days, with an additional 180-day extension to the 
objection period upon a vote of the City Council. 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP: Prior to construction, 
Metro’s qualified archaeologist, herein defined as a person who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in Archaeology and experienced in analysis 
and evaluation of the types of material anticipated to be encountered, shall develop a 
CRMMP that includes the treatment and management for known historical resources, 
determines thresholds of significance for each of the feature types that may be encountered, 
and the process for treating unanticipated discoveries. The CRMMP shall contain a robust 
research design, a data recovery plan, a monitoring plan for sensitive areas, and a plan for 
the analysis and long-term curation of archaeological materials recovered during 
construction. The CRMMP shall detail the discovery protocol if human remains and/or 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of cultural patrimony are encountered and shall 
include a plan for reburial in an appropriate location. The CRMMP shall be consistent with 
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation and 
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the California Office of Historic Preservation’s Archaeological Resources Management Reports: 
Recommended Contents and Format.  

Consulting Tribes under AB 52 for the project shall have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Draft CRMMP. Provisions within the CRMMP may include arrangements 
with tribal representatives, for example, to respectfully reinter tribal resources on site if 
practicable.  

Caltrans shall have the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft CRMMP.  

The CRMMP shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

• Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place: The CRMMP, per CEQA Guidelines 
15162.4(b)(3), shall attempt to avoid impacts on Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
and preserve in place any areas where significant components of Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H are known to exist, if feasible.  

• Development of a Preconstruction Site-Specific Sensitivity Model: Final design feature 
location and the respective level and depth of ground disturbance shall serve as the 
basis for impacts on known locations of previously recorded archaeological features. 
Comparison of final design feature location with “as-built plans” especially as they 
relate to US-101 with and historic maps for the area shall identify specific site features 
buried within the project study area, if any. Further, specific geotechnical boring 
results and past archaeological reports that identify depth of fill shall determine the 
level of sensitivity to encounter archaeological remains for each construction 
component. A three-dimensional model or other relatable graphic depiction shall be 
created to assist Metro with the interpretation of potential archaeological impacts.  

• Phasing of Feature Testing in Advance of Construction, Excavation, and Recovery: The 
CRMMP shall contain very specific methodology regarding testing of known features 
identified through the development of the sensitivity model. Due to the extreme 
constraints posed by the project area location (affecting public transportation 
through closure of roads, etc.), testing shall occur as part of the preconstruction 
activities. This CRMMP shall also contain specific methodology regarding feature 
evaluation, data recovery, and analysis for reporting.  

• Archaeological Monitoring: The CRMMP CRMMMP shall identify monitoring 
locations and protocols based on the final design and potential impacts. Metro shall 
retain archaeological monitors who will be supervised by a qualified archaeologist 
who meets the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in 
Archaeology and experienced in analysis and evaluation of the types of material 
anticipated to be encountered. All archaeological monitors shall be trained in the 
types of materials they may encounter. The CRMMP shall rely on an Occupational 
Safety and Health Administration-qualified determinations in regards to the safety of 
monitoring locations and the potential for contaminated soils or other hazards.  

• Native American Monitoring: The CRMMP shall identify Native American monitoring 
locations and protocols based on the final design and potential impacts. Metro shall 
retain Native American monitors consistent with the requirements detailed in 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1. The CRMMP shall rely on an Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration-qualified determinations in regards to the safety of monitoring 
locations and the potential for contaminated soils or other hazards.  

• Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) Training: A qualified archaeologist 
shall be retained to prepare a cultural resource-focused WEAP training that shall be 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
Executive Summary 

 

 

 ES-xlvii 

Table ES-2. Summary of Environmental Impacts and Proposed Mitigation Measures 

Potential Environmental Impact 
Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) Proposed Mitigation Measures 
Significance Determination  

(After Mitigation) 

given to all ground-disturbing construction personnel to minimize harm to 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H and any previously undiscovered archaeological 
resources. Topics to be included for WEAP training shall be identified in the CRMMP. 
All site workers shall be required to complete WEAP Training, with a focus on cultural 
resources, including education on the consequences of unauthorized collection of 
artifacts, and a review of discovery protocol. WEAP training shall also explain the 
requirements of mitigation measures that must be implemented during 
ground-disturbing construction activities in archaeologically sensitive areas.  

• Archaeological Reporting: All archaeological reports shall meet the requirements set 
forth for reporting in the CRMMP and be submitted to Metro. 

o Evaluation and Data Recovery Reports: Where archaeological evaluation and data 
recovery are required, the results shall be documented in an evaluation and data 
recovery report. This document shall summarize the evaluation efforts and data 
recovery results. For each site or feature that undergoes data recovery, the report 
shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines established by the Secretary 
of the Interior’s Standards for Archaeological Documentation and the OHP’s 
Archaeological Resource Management Reports: Recommended Contents and Format. 

o Archaeological Monitoring Report: Metro’s qualified archaeologist shall prepare a 
yearly written report detailing monitoring activities performed at Archaeological 
Site CA-LAN-1575/H and at any other previously undiscovered archaeological 
site. A final monitoring report shall be written by Metro’s qualified archaeologist 
upon completion of grading and excavation activities within cultural bearing 
soils. The yearly report shall include the results of the fieldwork for the time 
period and all appropriate laboratory and analytical studies that were performed 
in conjunction with excavations.  

• Curation of Archaeological Collections: Archaeological collections are comprised of 
several components, including but not limited to artifacts, environmental and dating 
samples, field documentation, laboratory documentation, photographic records, 
related historical documents, and reports. All artifacts, notes, photographs, and other 
materials recovered during the monitoring program related to Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H, and any historical resource encountered during construction shall 
be curated or reburied by Metro, following the specific guidelines presented in the 
CRMMP. 

HIST-6 Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan for P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H): Prior to construction, Metro shall develop a public outreach and 
educational plan that includes continued consultation and input from Native American 
Tribes consulting under AB 52, cultural resource professionals, including, but not limited to, 
qualified archaeologists, historians, and/or architectural historians, and other potential 
stakeholders, such as local historic societies. The plan may include visual/educational 
exhibits or murals within LAUS, the development of an educational telephone application, or 
other published or digital educational material that may be used to inform the public 
regarding the significance of Historic Chinatown or earlier use and sacredness of the area as 
it relates to Native Americans.  

Indirect 

HIST-1a LAUS City of Los Angeles CHC Review and Consultation 
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HIST-1b LAUS HABS-Like Documentation: Historic Resource Recordation 

HIST-1c LAUS Restoration of the Existing Passenger Concourse (west of pedestrian passageway) 

HIST-1d LAUS Educational Exhibit 

HIST-2 William Mead Homes Consultation 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP  

AES-1 Aesthetic Treatments 

Threshold 3.12-B: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to §15064.5.  

Construction 

The proposed project would result in ground-disturbing construction 
activities in areas known to contain Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and in areas that may contain previously 
undiscovered prehistoric and historical archaeological features or 
sites. 

Indirect 

Increased accessibility to archaeological resources (such as artifacts) 
by construction personnel that could lead to resource looting or 
vandalism activities.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Significant 

Construction 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP  

HIST-6 Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan for P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H) 

Indirect 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.12-C: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.  

Construction 

Excavations for foundations and support piers to support the 
above-grade concourse and other proposed bridge structures are 
anticipated to extend up to 100 feet below the surface and have the 
potential to impact paleontologically sensitive deposits of older 
Quaternary alluvium and underlying Puente Formation. 

Indirect 

Increased accessibility by construction personnel to fossils through 
construction activities could lead to resource looting or vandalism 
activities. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Significant 

Construction and Indirect 

PAL-1 Prepare a PMP: It is anticipated that Quaternary older alluvium or Puente Formation, which 
have a high sensitivity level, would be impacted during construction. A PMP shall be 
prepared by Metro’s qualified Paleontologist using final excavation plans to determine 
where these geologic units would be impacted, and Metro shall implement the PMP prior to 
the start of any ground-disturbing construction activities. The PMP shall include site-specific 
impact mitigation recommendations and specific procedures for construction monitoring 
and fossil discovery.  

The PMP shall include a requirement for full-time paleontological monitoring if excavations 
would occur within native Quaternary older alluvium and/or Puente Formation, with the 
exception of pile-driving activities. While pile-driving activities for foundation construction 
may impact paleontologically sensitive sediments due to the need for foundations to be 
within firm strata, this activity is not conducive to paleontological monitoring, as fossils 
would be destroyed by the construction process. Monitoring is not recommended for 
excavations that only impact artificial fill and Quaternary alluvium.  

The PMP shall detail a discovery protocol in the event potentially significant paleontological 
resources are encountered during construction. For example, the contractor shall halt 
surface disturbing activities in the immediate area (within a 25-foot radius of the discovery), 
and a qualified paleontologist shall make an immediate evaluation of the significance and 
appropriate treatment of the encountered paleontological resources in accordance with the 
PMP. If necessary, appropriate salvage measures and mitigation measures shall be 
developed in conformance with state guidelines and best practices. Construction activities 
may continue on other areas of the project site while evaluation and treatment of the 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Less than Significant 
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discovered paleontological resources take place. Work may not resume in the discovery area 
until it has been authorized by a qualified paleontologist.  

PAL-2 WEAP Training: Metro’s qualified paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological 
resource-focused WEAP training that shall be given to all ground-disturbing construction 
personnel. All site workers shall be required to complete WEAP training with a focus on 
paleontological resources, including a review of what to do in the case of an unanticipated 
fossil discovery, as identified in the PMP.  

PAL-3 Curation: Significant fossils recovered during construction shall be curated by Metro in 
perpetuity at an accredited repository, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County. These fossils shall be prepared, identified, and catalogued for curation (but not 
prepared for a level of exhibition of any salvaged specimens) by Metro’s qualified 
paleontologist. This includes removal of all or most of the enclosing sediment to reduce the 
specimen volume, increase surface area for the application of consolidants or preservatives, 
provide repairs and stabilization of fragile or damaged areas on a specimen, and allow 
identification of the fossils. All field notes, photographs, stratigraphic sections, and other 
data associated with the recovery of the specimens shall be deposited with the institution 
receiving the specimens.  

Threshold 3.12-D: Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

Construction 

Ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the 
proposed project would occur in areas with the potential to contain 
human remains. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
No Impact 

Construction 

HR-1 Human Remains: In the event that any human remains or related resources are discovered 
during construction, such resources shall be treated in accordance with applicable state and 
local regulations and guidelines for disclosure, recovery, relocation, and preservation, as 
appropriate. All construction affecting the discovery site shall immediately cease until the 
County Coroner is contacted (within 24 hours of the discovery of potential human remains, 
as required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[e]), and the human remains are evaluated 
by the County Coroner for the nature of the remains and cause of death. The County 
Coroner must determine within 2 working days of being notified if the remains are subject to 
their authority. PRC Section 5097.98 requires that the immediate vicinity where the discovery 
occurred be subject to no further disturbances and be adequately protected according to 
generally accepted cultural and archaeological standards, and that further activities take into 
account the possibility of multiple burials. If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American origin, the coroner shall contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours, and the 
NAHC shall be asked to determine the most likely descendants who are to be notified or, if 
the remains are unidentifiable, to establish the procedures for burial within 48 hours of 
notification. All parties involved shall ensure that any such remains are treated in a 
respectful manner and that all applicable local, state, and federal laws are followed. This 
discovery protocol shall be included in the CRMMP.  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
No Impact  

Threshold 3.12-E: Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal cultural resources as defined in §21074.  

Construction 

Ground-disturbing construction activities for any phases of the 
proposed project include components that would have excavations 
in areas with the potential to contain Tribal Cultural Resource 
CA-LAN-1575/H as it relates to the descendants of groups that 
inhabited the area in the Native American period. 

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Significant 

Construction 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP  

HIST-6 Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan for P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H) 

TCR-1 Native American Monitoring: To ensure TCRs are treated with culturally appropriate dignity, 
Metro shall retain a Native American monitor to be present at all phases of work with the 
potential to impact Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. A Native American monitor shall 
also be present at all phases of work with the potential to impact other previously 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Less than Significant 
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Indirect 

Increased accessibility by construction personnel to the tribal cultural 
resource (such as artifacts or sacred items) could lead to resource 
looting or vandalism activities. 

undiscovered archaeological resources related to ethnohistoric or prehistoric archaeological 
deposits. The Native American monitor shall be selected from a tribal group with ancestral 
ties to this location, to be present alongside the archaeological monitor. The CRMMP shall 
guide Native American monitoring and shall include details on the potential discovery of 
previously undiscovered ethnographic and prehistoric archaeological deposits, human 
remains, and other sensitive resources. 

Indirect  

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP  

Section 3.13, Public Services 

Threshold 3.13-A: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts 
associated with the provision of new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable 
service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for 
any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

Construction 

Increased traffic congestion caused by construction vehicles and 
access disruptions, such as road closures or road construction, 
could affect emergency response times.  

Construction 
Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Construction 

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Notes: 
AB=Assembly Bill; BMP=best management practice; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CARB=California Air Resources Board; CBC=California Building Code; CCR=California Code of Regulations; CDFW=California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CFR=Code of 
Federal Regulations; CGP=construction general permit; CHC=Cultural Heritage Commission; CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; CIH=Certified Industrial Hygienist; CRMMP=Cultural Resource Mitigation and Monitoring Management Plan; DTSC=Department of Toxic Substance Control; EIR=environmental 
impact report; ESA=environmental site assessment; HABS=Historic American Buildings Survey; HACLA=Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles; HCM=Historic Cultural Monument; HMMP=Hazardous materials management plan; LABOE=Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering; LADOT=City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation; LAHCM=Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; LOSSAN=Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo; LUC=Land Use Covenant; MBTA=Migratory Bird Treaty Act; MOU=memorandum of understanding; NAHC=Native American Heritage Commission; NOX=nitrogen oxides; 
NPDES=National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; OHR=Office of Historic Resources; OSHA=Occupational Safety and Health Administration; PAH=polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon; PMP=Paleontological Mitigation Plan; PRC=Public Resources Code; ROW=right-of-way; RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control 
Board; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SCORE=Southern California Optimized Rail Expansion; SCRRA=Southern California Regional Rail Authority; SWPPP=stormwater pollution prevention plan; TMP=traffic management plan; TPH=total petroleum hydrocarbons; UBC=Uniform Building Code; 
USFWS=United States Fish and Wildlife Service; WB=westbound; WEAP=worker environmental awareness program 
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1.0 Introduction 

This EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA PRC Section 21000 et seq. and the CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15000 et seq.), as promulgated by the California Resources Agency and the Governor’s Office of 
Planning and Research. The purpose of this environmental document is to disclose the potential 
environmental impacts associated with the proposed project.  

1.1 Existing Conditions at Los Angeles Union Station 
LAUS was opened for service in 1939 and is the central hub for regional transportation in Southern 
California, providing direct linkages for the Metro rail system (e.g., Red, Purple, and Gold Lines), Metrolink 
commuter trains, Amtrak intercity and long-distance trains, and Metro and municipal bus systems. 

The existing LAUS does not have adequate operational and passenger capacity to serve future rail 
transportation needs. Rail yard operations and passenger circulation at LAUS are currently constrained, 
congested, and nearing capacity. The combination of limited throat track and stub-end track capacity, along 
with the limited concourse capacity resulting from the current configuration of the pedestrian passageway 
and platforms, restrict Metro’s ability to accommodate the forecasted increase in rail and transit service 
(including accommodation of the planned HSR system) and corresponding increase in passenger capacity 
within the existing facility. 

1.1.1 Limited Throat Tracks and Stub-Tracks Capacity 

Under existing conditions, inbound and outbound trains are required to operate over the same track 
network into and out of LAUS via the throat. As a result, the capacity of the rail yard is operationally 
constrained because opposing train movements take approximately twice as long to clear track segments 
than under a scenario with the proposed run-through tracks in place.  

The throat design at the entrance to the LAUS rail yard limits the number of trains that can enter and exit 
LAUS during the 3-hour AM and PM peak operating periods. The current pull in/back out movement 
requires trains to pull into the terminal and then reverse their direction of travel after unloading or loading 
passengers. The Run-Through Tracks Project EIS/EIR explains that scheduling reliability begins to 
deteriorate as an increased number of trains attempt to use LAUS, primarily during peak hours. This 
deterioration is expected to continue to increase as additional trains attempt to move into and out of LAUS 
within constrained time periods. If trains are delayed, their planned “slots” for arrival/unloading or 
loading/departure could be lost, which could interfere with other train slots. With LAUS approaching its 
overall capacity, there are likely to be even fewer opportunities for schedule recovery with the current 
stub-end configuration.  

The proposed project is the central element of the SCORE Program that calls for significant investments in 
rail infrastructure in the Southern California region. Metrolink administers the SCORE Program and 
estimates the project-related capacity enhancements at LAUS would facilitate forecasted increases in 
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ridership, reduce train idling time at LAUS, and facilitate other cumulative benefits for the region, including 
a regional reduction of GHG) and VMT. 

1.1.2 Limited Passenger Concourse Capacity 

LAUS functions as a regional transfer point for multiple transit modes in Los Angeles and throughout 
Southern California. These transit operations occur at the following key locations within LAUS: the rail yard, 
Patsaouras Transit Plaza (off Vignes Street), Amtrak Thruway bus plaza (on the north side of LAUS), Gold 
Line Station, and Red and Purple Line subway station. These transit modes are connected via the existing 
28-foot-wide reinforced concrete pedestrian passageway located under the rail yard platforms (pedestrian 
passageway).  

The pedestrian passageway connects the historic ticketing and waiting halls at LAUS to the East Portal 
Building and Patsaouras Transit Plaza. The current configuration of the pedestrian passageway causes 
ponding during rain events (water drains down stairways and also down the ramps that provide passenger 
access up to the rail platforms) and based on the current level of ridership, restricts cross-campus 
circulation and the associated access to and from transit modes served at LAUS.  

The current layout and arrangement of the existing rail yard and its relationship to the existing pedestrian 
passageway is constricted, highly congested during peak travel hours, and unable to provide capacity to 
accommodate the forecasted increase of transit riders. Platform 1 (serving the Gold Line) is a high-level 
platform that is 30 feet wide. Platforms 2 through 7 (serving Metrolink and Amtrak) are low-level platforms 
that are 21 feet wide, which is 9 feet less than the SCRRA Engineering Standard 3003 of 30 feet. The existing 
21-foot-wide platforms provide 30 inches of clear wheelchair aisles on each side of the platform stair/ramp 
portals, which are over 100 feet long. Wheelchairs coming from opposite directions cannot pass each other 
and turning a wheelchair around can only be accomplished by encroaching into the safety zone of the 
platform. The current combination of narrow platforms with insufficient space for passenger and baggage 
services in the rail yard area, in addition to non-ADA-compliant connections to and from the rail yard and 
pedestrian passageway limit the functionality and overall circulation through LAUS. 

1.2 Project Overview 
Metro is proposing the Link US project to improve operational efficiency, capacity, flexibility, and 
connectivity for existing and future regional and intercity rail services at LAUS while minimizing the impacts 
on the environment; accommodate the planned HSR system and forecasted increases in passengers; and 
improve and increase pedestrian access to the train platforms, passenger flow and capacity, and 
accessibility for passengers with disabilities.  

The proposed project would transform LAUS from a “stub-end tracks station” into a “run-through tracks 
station” with a new passenger concourse that would improve the efficiency of the station and accommodate 
forecasted increases in passengers and transportation demands in the region.  
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1.3 EIR Intended Uses  
All discretionary projects in the State of California are required to comply with CEQA if implementation of 
the project has the potential to result in either a direct physical change to the environment or a reasonably 
foreseeable indirect physical change to the environment. More specifically, a project requires environmental 
review if it incorporates a discretionary action undertaken by a public agency. Discretionary actions are 
activities that are supported in whole, or in part, through public agency contracts, grants, subsidies, etc.; 
or activities requiring a public agency to issue a lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement. If 
the project may have a “significant” impact on any environmental resource, an EIR must be prepared. In 
accordance with Section 15121(a) of the CEQA Guidelines (California Administrative Code, 
Title 14, Division 6, Chapter 3), the purpose of an EIR is as follows: 

An EIR is an informational document, which will inform public agency decision makers and 
the public generally of the significant environmental effect of a project, identify possible ways 
to minimize the significant effects, and describe reasonable alternatives to the project. 

Pursuant to Section 15378(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, Metro, acting as the CEQA lead agency, has 
identified a CEQA proposed project (proposed project) in this EIR to provide an accurate, stable, and finite 
description of the “development proposal for the purpose of environmental analysis.” Identification of the 
proposed project is intended to facilitate public comment at the local and state level. Metro is preparing 
this project-level EIR to provide information to public agencies, the general public, and decision makers, 
regarding the project-specific and cumulative environmental impacts of the proposed project. This EIR also 
identifies required mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce significant impacts resulting from 
implementation of the proposed project.  

This EIR will be used by Metro to make decisions regarding project approval and implementation. It also 
may be used by CEQA responsible and trustee agencies (i.e., local jurisdictions and state agencies) in the 
event that permits or discretionary approvals from these agencies are required for the project.  

1.3.1 CEQA Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

The information in this EIR may also be used by other agencies involved with the project that have a 
responsibility under CEQA, including but not limited to, the following: 

• Caltrans 

• CHSRA 

• SCRRA 

• City of Los Angeles 

CDFW is a CEQA trustee agency (Section 15386[a] of the CEQA Guidelines) and must be notified if the 
project involves fish and wildlife of the state’s rare and endangered native plants, wildlife areas, and 
ecological reserves. 
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1.4 Document Organization 
The content and format of this EIR meet the current requirements of CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines. This 
EIR is organized into the following sections with supporting technical appendices, so the reader can easily 
obtain information about the proposed project and its specific issues. 

This Final EIR includes an environmental evaluation of the Draft EIR project and the Final EIR project. For 
ease of review, the Final EIR project description and environmental evaluation is consolidated within 
Section 2.0, Section 10.0, and Appendix P of this Final EIR. Revisions to the remaining sections of the Final 
EIR, including Sections 3.2 through 3.13 were made in response to comments. Where applicable, revisions 
are also made to distinguish the Draft EIR project and Final EIR project with modifications. 

Executive Summary: This section provides a summary of the potential impacts, mitigation measures of the 
proposed project and impact conclusions, and a summary of alternatives to the proposed project. Areas of 
controversy and issues to be resolved are discussed. 

Section 1 – Introduction: This section describes the purpose and use of the EIR and the organization of the 
EIR. This section provides a description of the NOP and scoping process. A list of environmental topics 
addressed in the EIR is provided. 

Section 2 – Project Description: This section provides a detailed description of the proposed project, project 
components, and discretionary actions, as well as identifies the overall objectives for the proposed project. 

Section 3 – Environmental Impact Analysis: For each environmental issue, this section presents the existing 
environmental setting and conditions before project implementation, regulatory environment, methods 
and assumptions used in the impact analysis, thresholds for determining significance, impacts that would 
result from the project, mitigation measures that would eliminate or reduce significant impacts, and the 
level of significance of each impact area after implementation of mitigation. 

Section 4 – Cumulative Impacts: This section identifies cumulative impacts. 

Section 5 – Alternatives: This section evaluates the environmental impacts of the No Project/No Build 
Alternative, Build Alternative (dedicated track alignment with an at-grade passenger concourse), and the 
Reduced Historic Impact Alternative. Additionally, this section identifies an environmentally superior 
alternative. 

Section 6 – Other Statutory Considerations: This section identifies growth-inducing impacts, significant 
irreversible environmental changes, impacts found not to be significant, and significant and unavoidable 
environmental impacts. 

Section 7 – Response to Comments (Final EIR): Following completion of the review process for the Draft 
EIR, tThis section will contains the written comments received by Metro on the Draft EIR during the public 
comment period and Metro’s responses to those comments. 
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Section 8 – References: This section identifies the documents (printed references) and individuals 
(personal communications) consulted in preparing this EIR and also lists the individuals involved in 
preparing this EIR. 

Section 9 – EIR Preparers and Organizations and Persons Consulted: This section identifies the individuals 
involved in preparing this EIR and the organizations and persons consulted. 

Section 10 – Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation: This section includes documentation to support 
the Final EIR project environmental evaluation. 

Technical Appendices: This section presents data supporting the analysis or contents in this EIR. All 
technical appendices are provided electronically on a CD in a pocket on the back cover of this document. 
In addition, copies of these reports are posted on Metro’s website (metro.net/projects/link-us/) and 
available on file at Metro Headquarters (One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, California 90012) during normal 
business hours and are available at local public libraries. 

1.5 Notice of Preparation and Scoping Meeting 
Metro began the environmental review process pursuant to CEQA by sending out an NOP (Appendix A of 
this EIR). The NOP was first distributed locally to interested local public agencies and the general public, 
and then to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to state responsible and trustee agencies. The 
CEQA-required 30-day NOP review period began May 27, 2016, and identified that Metro intended to 
prepare an EIR for the proposed project. The NOP served as a chance for interested local public agencies 
and the general public to comment on the project and the scope and content of environmental issues to 
be examined in the EIR. Pursuant to CEQA, the NOP review period is 30 days; therefore, the comment 
period closed June 27, 2016. 

The NOP was distributed to the public through mail and advertisements. The NOP was also available on 
the project website. The NOP was also published in several local, multicultural publications in different 
languages, including the following: Los Angeles Downtown News (English), La Opinion (Spanish), Rafu 
Shimpo (Japanese), and the Chinese LA Daily News (Chinese). These are the predominant newspapers 
circulated in the neighborhoods around LAUS and cover the main languages spoken in these areas. 

In addition, Metro held a public scoping meeting for the project to further obtain input as to the scope of 
environmental issues to be evaluated in the EIR. The scoping meeting was held June 2, 2016, from 
6:00-8:00 PM on the first floor plaza of Metro Headquarters (One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, California 
90012). 

At the scoping meeting, members of the public were invited to ask questions regarding the proposed 
project and the environmental review process and comment both verbally and in writing on the scope and 
content of the EIR. Written comments received during the 30-day review period for the NOP, as well as 
during the public scoping meeting, are included in Appendix A of this EIR. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
1.0 Introduction 

 

 

 1-6 

1.6 Environmental Topics Addressed 
This EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project and was prepared 
following input from the public and the responsible and affected agencies, through the EIR scoping process, 
as discussed previously. The contents of this EIR were established based on public and agency input. This 
following environmental topics are analyzed in this EIR: 

• Land Use and Planning 

• Transportation and Traffic 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

• Noise and Vibration 

• Biological Resources 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Geology and Soils 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

• Cultural Resources 

• Public Services 

1.7 Draft EIR Processing 
Theis Draft EIR is beingwas distributed to interested agencies, stakeholder organizations, and individuals. 
This distribution ensureds that interested parties have had an opportunity to express their views regarding 
the environmental impacts of the project and to ensure that information pertinent to permits, 
authorizations, and discretionary approvals is was provided to decision makers, lead agencies, and 
CEQA-responsible and trustee agencies. This document isThe Draft EIR was available for review by the 
public at Metro’s office during normal business hours. The document will was also be available on Metro’s 
website. 
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1.8 Comments Requested 
Theis Draft EIR is beingwas distributed for a 45-day period that will beginfrom January 17, 2019, and end 
through March 4, 2019. Written comments should be were sent to the following address: 

Vincent Chio 

Link US Deputy Project Manager 

Metro Headquarters 

One Gateway Plaza (Mail Stop MS 99-17-2) 

Los Angeles, California 90012 

Comments may bewere also provided via online comment form at metro.net/linkus or via email. Please 
Interested parties were requested to include the project title in the subject line, attach comments in 
Microsoft Word format, and include the commenter’s U.S. Postal Service mailing address. Email 
comments should bewere directed to LinkUnionStation@metro.net. Metro will has responded to these 
comments in the this Final EIR. Metro requested Aall public comments must be received by 5:00 PM, 
March 4, 2019, to ensure incorporation into the Final EIR. 

Public Hearing: Metro will holdheld a public hearing to explain the project and the Draft EIR analysis. 
Comments from the public may be were submitted at the public hearing via comment card or court 
reporter. Information regarding the public hearing is provided below. 

Date: Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

Time: 6:00 – 8:00 PM 

Location: Metro Headquarters,  
One Gateway Plaza  

Board Room, 3rd Floor  
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Once all comments have been assembled and reviewed, rResponses will bewere prepared to address 
significant environmental issues that have been raised in the comments. The responses will beare included 
in the this Final EIR.  
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2.0 Project Description 

This section discusses the project background and history, identifies the project study area, provides a 
detailed description of the project-related operational enhancements and key infrastructure improvements, 
and presents Metro’s approach to project implementation.  

2.1 Project Background and History 
The project background and history are described below to provide context for the proposed project (and 
the build alternative considered in Section 5.0, Alternatives). Previous iterations of the proposed project 
include the Run-Through Tracks project and the Southern California Regional Interconnector project 
(SCRIP). Section 2.1.4 describes the Draft EIR project and Section 2.1.5 describes the Final EIR project and 
the modifications to the proposed project after the Draft EIR was distributed for public review.  

2.1.1 Run-Through Tracks Project (2002 to 2005) 

In 2002, Caltrans and FRA (in cooperation with Amtrak) initiated conceptual engineering and preparation 
of an environmental impact statement (EIS)/EIR for a capacity improvement project known as the 
Run-Through Tracks project. As part of preparing the Run-Through Tracks Project EIS/EIR, the Amtrak 
Union Station Run-Through Tracks Alternatives Analysis (AA) Report (HDR 2002) was completed to define 
and screen a range of potential run-through track alignments south of LAUS. The 2002 AA Report included 
an evaluation of 48 potential alignments between US-101 to the north, Fourth Street to the south, and 
Alameda Street to the west (Figure 2-1). The 48 alignments were screened to 4 that were further studied, 
and 2 alternatives (Alternatives A and A-1) were carried forward and evaluated in the Los Angeles Union 
Station Run-Through Tracks EIS/EIR (HDR 2005). In 2005, FRA issued a Final EIS, and Caltrans certified 
the Final EIR for the Run-Through Tracks project. FRA did not issue a Record of Decision after the Final EIS 
was completed.  

During the 2002 AA Report screening process for the original Run-Through Tracks project, the optimal 
configuration for run-through tracks south of LAUS was an alignment parallel to the freeway along 
Commercial Street toward the main line tracks in an “s-shaped band” configuration (Figure 2-1). This 
s-shaped band was selected as the optimal configuration largely because of the curvature required to 
maintain safe rail operations, the projected cost-benefit analysis, and avoided and/or reduced 
environmental impacts. 
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Figure 2-1. Run-Through Alignments Previously Considered 

 
Source: HDR 2005 
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The engineering and environmental screening criteria considered during the 2002 alternatives analysis 
process that led to selection of a preferred alignment along Commercial Street included: 

• Track design and geometric considerations 

• Rail operational considerations 

• Structural considerations 

• Local operations considerations 

• Utility impacts 

• Cost considerations 

• Use of Section 4(f) properties 

• Conflict with other transportation projects 

• Conflict with entitled projects 

• Property acquisitions 

• Noise and vibration impacts 

• Visual impacts 

The proposed alignment was configured in a manner to utilize existing railroad ROW and follow the 
s-shaped band alignment along Commercial Street to optimize the alignment and curvature for new 
run-through tracks and maximize efficiency of the system, while avoiding unnecessary infrastructure and 
operational costs.  

South of LAUS, the most optimal alignment from 2005 was used as a basis because all other alignments 
were previously considered and determined to not be feasible based on additional ROW requirements, 
potential environmental impacts, and input from the public and stakeholders. Based on applicable findings 
from the 2005 Run-Through Tracks project that provide the basis for an alignment along Commercial Street, 
an alignment along Commercial Street would have the least overall impact on the surrounding area 
compared with alignments on parallel streets south of Commercial Street for the following reasons:  

• ROW impacts would primarily be industrial properties, not residential. 

• Noise and vibration impacts are anticipated to be minimal due to the distance from and fewer 
number of sensitive resources. 

• An alignment along Commercial Street has the potential to result in reduced environmental 
impacts related to visual aesthetics and historic resources compared with alignments on parallel 
streets south of Commercial Street because it does not require a structure that crosses above the 
historic First Street Bridge. 
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2.1.2 Southern California Regional Interconnector Project  

Subsequent to completion of the environmental process for the Run-Through Tracks project, the following 
circumstances occurred that resulted in the need to approach the planned LAUS infrastructure in a different 
manner: 

• Metro purchased LAUS in 2011 and began a master planning effort for the LAUS campus and 
surrounding areas. 

• Service operators identified a need to increase the capacity of the rail yard, while further enhancing 
capacity with an operational northern loop track south of LAUS.  

• Metro determined the existing 28-foot-wide pedestrian passageway connecting the east and west 
ends of LAUS would be unable to meet forecasted demand.  

In 2015, Metro released Transforming Los Angeles Union Station, A Summary Report (Metro 2015b), which 
provided a synopsis of the 2-year master planning process accompanied with an implementation strategy. 
Metro initiated work on SCRIP concurrent with development of the LAUS Master Plan to identify new 
run-through track alternatives for regional/intercity (Metrolink/Amtrak) rail run-through service south of 
LAUS in conjunction with a new at-grade passenger concourse at LAUS (below the rail yard), an elevated 
rail yard, and a northern loop track. As part of SCRIP, Metro determined environmental clearance of a new 
passenger concourse with new run-through tracks would provide an opportunity to meet current building 
code standards, while implementing long-term rail, transit, and mobility improvements at LAUS. Eleven 
run-through track alignment alternatives were considered for SCRIP, none of which accommodated the 
planned HSR system because all early concepts for the planned HSR system avoided the LAUS rail yard, 
and it was unknown at that time that HSR planned to use the LAUS rail yard as a station location.  

2.1.3 Link Union Station Project 

In April 2016, Metro issued the EIR NOP for the Link US project. In June 2016, Metro and CHSRA entered 
into an agreement to accommodate the planned HSR system at the LAUS rail yard as part of the project 
design and project-level environmental analysis and preliminary engineering. 

The run-through track improvements over US-101 remain the fundamental component to improving 
operational efficiency, capacity, flexibility, reliability, and connectivity for regional/intercity trains using 
LAUS; however, both circumstances and conditions in and around LAUS have changed. New project 
considerations that were not addressed in the Los Angeles Union Station Run-Through Tracks EIS/EIR, as 
well as changed circumstances and area conditions since consideration of SCRIP, include: 

• Coordination between Metro and CHSRA to accommodate the planned HSR system within the 
context of the project  

• Coordination between Metro and stakeholders to consider an above-grade passenger concourse 
option at LAUS 
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• Coordination between Metro and stakeholders to implement infrastructure designed to be 
operable for multiple rail service providers (regional/intercity rail and HSR trains) from LAUS to 
the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River 

• Other completed, planned, and cumulative Metro and public projects that pose 
design/compatibility constraints and/or multimodal opportunities, including, but not limited to 
(Figure 2-2): 

o CHSRA Planned HSR System – FRA and CHSRA are currently evaluating the construction and 
operation of the Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections of the 
planned HSR system. These project sections are in the environmental phase and have not 
received full funding. The final environmental clearance for both project sections is anticipated 
to be completed by 2020. 

o Metro West Santa Ana Branch (WSAB) Line project – The WSAB Line project is a proposed 
20-mile light-rail transit line originally planned by Metro and FTA to include a terminal platform 
at LAUS and connect Downtown Los Angeles to southeast Los Angeles County (County). On 
May 24, 2018, the Metro Board of Directors approved further study of two potential route 
alignments for the northern section of the WSAB light-rail project – one serving LAUS 
underground via Alameda Street with a station at the LAUS forecourt or east of the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) building (Concept E) and one 
serving the downtown transit core underground (Concept G). Concept F, the alignment with 
an aerial configuration on Center Street and terminus above the Gold Line or at Platform 2 in 
the rail yard, was eliminated from further consideration. The project is currently in the 
environmental phase, and the Final EIS/EIR is anticipated to be published in 2021. The project 
is partially funded under Measures R and M and is expected to break ground in 2022. 

o Metro Connect US Action Plan and Eastside Access Improvements – The Connect US Action 
Plan (formerly Los Angeles Union Station and First/Central Linkages Study) (Metro 2015a) was 
developed to improve connections and access around Downtown Los Angeles and LAUS. 
Elements of the Connect US Action Plan, such as ultimate roadway widths and streetscape 
improvements (Cesar Chavez Avenue, Vignes Street, Center Street, and Commercial Street), 
are incorporated intowere considered during the project design. The project is currently in the 
design phase and has received funding from a federal Transportation Investment Generating 
Economic Recovery grant in 2015 and an Active Transportation Program Cycle 3 grant in 
2017. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2020.  

o Metro Union Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project – The Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project consists of a new passenger 
boarding/alighting platform at the southern end of Patsaouras Transit Plaza on the El Monte 
Busway to provide a direct pedestrian connection between the El Monte Busway and LAUS. 
This project is fully funded, primarily by FTA and Los Angeles County Proposition C, and is 
currently in construction projected for completion in February 2019. 
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o Metro Emergency Security Operations Center (ESOC) project – The ESOC project is a planned 
facility, located on Center Street between Jackson Street and Ducommun Street, to serve as the 
central location for Metro’s emergency coordination and security operations, and, in the future, 
can be expanded to integrate with Metro’s rail and bus operations. The project was 
environmentally cleared in 2015, and is currently in the final design phase. The project is 
funded by a $112.7 million Proposition 1B 2010-2011 California Transit Security Grant and 
scheduled to open in 2021.  

o Metro LAUS Forecourt and Esplanade Improvements project – The LAUS Forecourt and 
Esplanade Improvements project would re-establish the connection between LAUS and 
surrounding communities by enhancing the passenger experience at LAUS and connectivity 
for residents, visitors, and workers. The modifications to Alameda Street would reduce the 
number of lanes from Cesar Chavez Avenue to Arcadia Street/El Monte Busway. The 
northbound and southbound through lanes would be reduced from three lanes to two lanes. 
The two driveways off of Alameda Street into LAUS would be consolidated into one. The 
Esplanade portion of the project is fully funded by Active Transportation Program Cycle 2 and 
Cycle 3 funding, as well as Metro local funds, but the Forecourt portion of the project is not yet 
funded. The Final EIR was certified by the Metro Board of Directors in March 
2018. Construction is anticipated to begin in 2020.  

o Metro Division 20 Portal Widening and Turnback Tracks – The existing subway portal at the 
north end of the Division 20 Rail Yard, south of US-101, will be upgraded to accommodate 
higher operating speeds and more frequent train operations. The turnback facility would 
consist of additional tracks being added to the Division 20 Rail Yard to allow more frequent 
“turn backs” of Red and Purple Line trains leaving and re-entering service. The Division 
20 project includes infrastructure south of US-101, east of Center Street, and was considered 
during the project design of the project. (a column and cast-in-drilled-hole pile foundation 
supporting the HSR viaduct east of Center Street may be constructedwas considered in the 
Draft EIR to minimize future impacts on the Division 20 project; however, this column and 
cast-in-drilled-hole pile foundation was subsequently removed with the proposed project 
modification in the Final EIR). This The column and cast-in-drilled-hole pile foundation are 
reflected no longer required in the Division 20 project design because a common embankment 
is proposed at this location currently in the late stage of the CEQA process. If approved, the 
Division 20 project is anticipated to start construction in spring 2019. In October 2018, the 
Metro Board of Directors certified the Final EIR for the project. 

o Metro Los AngelesLA River Path project – The Los AngelesLA River Path project is a planned 
bicycle and pedestrian project along an 8-mile stretch of the Los Angeles River from Elysian 
Valley through Downtown Los Angeles. The Los AngelesLA River Path project would be located 
along the west bank of the Los Angeles River (adjacent to the project study area) and was 
considered during the project design (design provided consideration for roadway/circulation 
improvements and run-through tracks connection to main line). This project is funded under 

--------------
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Measure M and is currently in the environmental phase with a planned completion date in 
2025. 

o LADOT Bus Maintenance and Compressed Natural Gas Facility – The City of Los Angeles has 
designated 3.6 acres for an LADOT bus maintenance and compressed natural gas fueling 
facility at 454-462 and 506 Commercial Street, as well as 459-461 and 503-511 Ducommun 
Street, within the project study area. The LADOT Bus Maintenance and Compressed Natural 
Gas Facility is located just south of US-101 and was considered during the project design 
(run-through track structure over US-101). The facility is currently in construction. The 
staging/assembly area previously proposed on this site is no longer proposed and was 
removed in the Final EIR. 

• Property ownership and valuation changes 

• Land use changes within the project study area 

• New and/or updated SCRRA, American Railway Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association, 
Metro, CHSRA, CPUC, FRA, and the City of Los Angeles building and safety standards, regulations, 
and discretionary action requirements 

Figure 2-2. Other Projects Considered During Link Union Station Design Process 
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2.1.4 Draft EIR Project 

The Draft EIR included an environmental evaluation of the proposed project (as defined in this section) 
within Sections 3.2 through 3.13 and Section 4. The Draft EIR proposed project consisted of the following 
major components: 

• Shared track alignment with one new lead track (six total lead tracks) and reconstruction of the 
throat north of LAUS 

• Elevated rail yard and new above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway 

• Up to 10 run-through tracks (including a loop track)  

Other project components included modifications to local streets south of US-101, including realignment 
of Commercial Street, closure of the Vignes Street connection to Commercial Street, and lowering of Center 
Street. 

2.1.5 Final EIR Project 

Modifications to the Proposed Project after Draft EIR Public Review 

The Draft EIR was distributed and made available for a 45-day public comment period from January 17, 
2019, through March 4, 2019, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. Based on the substantial 
number of comments received regarding various aspects of the elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse, as well as the outcome of recent coordination activities with project funding partners 
on implementation of interoperable run-through service, Metro modified the proposed project in the Final 
EIR, as summarized below.  

• Removal of Above-Grade Passenger Concourse – The Final EIR project includes modifications to 
the expanded passageway in the Draft EIR to include transit amenities so the elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse can be removed. The expanded passageway in the Draft EIR 
will be modified from a width of approximately 120 feet to 140 feet in the Final EIR to include 
additional space for waiting areas, restrooms, retail areas, and other passenger amenities, while 
providing sufficient pedestrian capacity to meet the 2040 forecasted ridership at LAUS and points 
of safety to meet applicable building codes and National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) 130 
requirements for safe evacuation. 

• Removal of Loop Track – Based on ongoing coordination with the project funding partners and rail 
operators, the loop track was removed from the project. The Final EIR project includes a modified 
run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street to reduce overall project impacts and 
improve interoperability for regional/intercity trains and future HSR trains to the main line along 
the west bank of the Los Angeles River. With removal of the loop track, the run-through track 
alignment south of LAUS would shift approximately 125 to 150 feet to the north, thereby resulting 
in modifications to the associated run-through track infrastructure and civil improvements south 
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of US-101. Removal of the loop track will result in six fewer property acquisitions and avoid the 
need to realign Commercial Street, lower Center Street, or close Vignes Street south of US-101.  

• Removal of Construction Access Road on LAUS Property – Based on comments received 
expressing opposition to the use of an access road at the southern extent of the LAUS campus 
(which provides vehicular access to the First 5 LA Headquarters, La Petite Academy, and MWD 
building), the access road was removed from the Final EIR project. 

• Removal of Construction Staging/Assembly Areas – Two laydown/staging areas identified in the 
Draft EIR were removed from the Final EIR project due to other projects already under construction 
by the City and County of Los Angeles on the two parcels where staging areas were previously 
considered (i.e., LADOT Bus Maintenance Facility and Los Angeles County Mental Health 
Treatment Center). Based on the modified run-through track alignment, two additional staging 
areas on the south side of Commercial Street between Garey Street and Center Street were also 
removed because the Final EIR project avoids direct physical impacts to the properties south of 
Commercial Street. 

Final EIR Project Definition 

The Final EIR project components are summarized north to south below.  

• Throat and Elevated Rail Yard – The Final EIR project includes subgrade and structural 
improvements in Segment 1 of the project study area (throat segment) to increase the elevation of 
the tracks leading to the rail yard. The Final EIR project includes the addition of one new lead track 
in the throat segment for a total of six lead tracks to facilitate enhanced operations for 
regional/intercity rail service providers (Metrolink/Amtrak) and accommodate the planned HSR 
system within a shared track alignment. Regional/intercity and HSR trains would share the two 
western lead tracks in the throat segment. The rail yard would be elevated approximately 15 feet. 
New passenger platforms would be constructed on the elevated rail yard, with an underlying 
assumption that the platform infrastructure and associated VCEs (stairs, escalators, and elevators) 
would be modified at a later date to accommodate the planned HSR system. Platform 1 serving 
the Gold Line would be lengthened and may also be elevated to optimize east/west passenger 
circulation. The existing railroad bridges in the throat segment at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue would also be reconstructed. North of CP Chavez, the Final EIR project would also include 
safety improvements at the Main Street public at-grade crossing on the west bank of the Los 
Angeles River (medians, restriping, signals, and pedestrian and vehicular gate systems) to facilitate 
future implementation of a quiet zone by the City. 

• New Modified Expanded Passageway – The Final EIR project would include expansion of the 
existing pedestrian passageway in Segment 2 of the project study area (concourse segment) to a 
140-foot width to accommodate a substantial increase in passenger capacity with enhanced 
passenger amenities, while providing points of safety to meet applicable building code and NFPA 
130 requirements for safe evacuation. The new modified expanded passageway and associated 
concourse improvements would facilitate enhanced passenger circulation below the rail yard and 
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provide space for ancillary support functions (back-of-house uses, baggage handling, etc.), 
transit-serving retail, and office/commercial uses) while creating an opportunity for an outdoor, 
community-oriented space with new plazas east and west of the elevated rail yard (East and West 
Plazas). Amtrak ticketing and baggage check-in services would be enhanced, and new carousels 
would be constructed in a centralized location under the rail yard. A canopy would be constructed 
over the West Plaza up to 70 feet in height. Individual canopies that would extend up to 25 feet 
over each platform or a grand canopy that would extend up to 75 feet in height over the rail yard 
would also be constructed. Platform enhancements and amenities including a new or modified 
canopy and furnishings along Platform 4 may also be implemented in the interim condition. The 
new modified expanded passageway and associated concourse improvements would be 
functionally modern with enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities in 
accordance with the basic project objectives.  

• Run-Through Tracks – The Final EIR project includes up to 10 new run-through tracks (without a 
loop track) south of LAUS in Segment 3 of the project study area (run-through segment). To 
improve interoperability for multiple rail service providers, run-through track infrastructure 
extending from LAUS to the area where the Amtrak lead track is located would be constructed on 
“common” infrastructure to support regional/intercity rail and HSR trains. Run-through track 
structures and embankments would be constructed wide enough to support regional/intercity rail 
run-through trains in the interim and full build-out condition, as well as future HSR trains in the 
full build-out with HSR condition. 

The Final EIR project would also require modifications to US-101 and local streets (including potential 
street closures and geometric modifications); railroad signal, PTC, and communications-related 
improvements; modifications to the Gold Line light rail platform and tracks; modifications to the main line 
tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River; modifications to Keller Yard and BNSF West Bank Yard 
(First Street Yard); modifications to the Amtrak lead track; new access roadways to the railroad ROW; 
additional ROW; new utilities; utility relocations, replacements, and abandonments; and new drainage 
facilities/water quality improvements. 

 A summary of major project components associated with the Final EIR Project is shown in Table 2-1. 

Table 2-1. Description of Major Final EIR Project Components 

Project Location Final EIR Project Components 

North of LAUS • Shared track alignment (two compatible lead tracks for future HSR service) 

• Reconstructed throat (one new lead track) from CP Chavez to Cesar Chavez Avenue  

• Vignes Street Bridge and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge replacements 

• Safety improvements at Main Street 
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Table 2-1. Description of Major Final EIR Project Components 

Project Location Final EIR Project Components 

LAUS – Rail Yard • New modified expanded passageway, West Plaza, and East Plaza  

• Elevated rail yard with six new regional/intercity rail platforms and one lengthened Gold 
Line platform  

• New VCEs (stairs, escalators, and elevators) between the platforms and the new 
modified expanded passageway  

South of LAUS • Up to 10 run-through tracks 

• Common viaduct/deck over US-101 

• Common embankment from Vignes Street to west of Center Street  

• Common bridge over Center Street 

• Common embankment east of Center Street 

• Bridge and embankment to main line (regional/intercity rail in interim/full build-out 
conditions)  

• Widened bridge and embankment for HSR main line connection to southern terminus at 
First Street 

Notes: 
CP=control point; EIR=environmental impact report; HSR=High-Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; VCE=vertical circulation 
element; 

Final EIR Project Footprint 

As a result of the project modifications, the project footprint as analyzed in the Draft EIR was reduced. The 
modifications to the proposed project and reductions to the project footprint are depicted on Figure 2-3. 
The Final EIR project footprint reflects the removal of following areas: 

• Two construction staging areas, one on Vignes Street north of the Gold Line alignment in the throat 
segment and the second on the corner of Garey Street and Commercial Street in the run-through 
segment, as these properties are no longer available for use. Two additional staging areas on the 
south side of Commercial Street between Garey Street and Center Street were also removed (see 
removal of six properties below).  

• A construction access road adjacent to the First 5 LA Headquarters building, as this road would no 
longer be used for temporary access to the rail yard during construction 

• Six properties south of Commercial Street, as these properties would no longer be impacted with 
removal of the loop track 
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Figure 2-4 depicts the major Final EIR project components. Figure 2-5 through Figure 2-9 depict the extent 
of temporary work areas (temporary impacts) and permanent infrastructure (permanent impacts) 
associated with the Final EIR project.  

Final EIR Project Environmental Evaluation 

An environmental evaluation of the Final EIR project relative to the potential impacts, mitigation measures, 
and significance determination of the Draft EIR project is included in Table 2-2. For each CEQA threshold, 
a qualitative and/or quantitative analysis was conducted to determine if the Final EIR project modifications 
would result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously 
identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. Section 10.0 of the Final EIR includes documentation to support 
the Final EIR project environmental evaluation.  

The Final EIR project was analyzed under all CEQA issue areas, and, based on the comparison of impacts 
and significance determinations in Table 2-2, was determined to have no new significant impacts or 
substantially greater impacts as compared with the Draft EIR project. As with the Draft EIR project, 
significant and unavoidable impacts related to Air Quality and Global Climate Change (temporary), Noise 
(temporary), and Cultural Resources (permanent) would remain with the Final EIR project. A significant 
and unavoidable impact related to Transportation and Traffic is eliminated due to the Final EIR project 
modifications. The Metro Board of Directors would be required to adopt the CEQA Findings of Fact and 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for any significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from the 
Final EIR project, should the Metro Board of Directors decide to certify the Final EIR and approve the 
project. 
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Figure 2-3. Modifications to Draft EIR Project 
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Figure 2-4. Major Final EIR Project Components  
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Figure 2-5. Final EIR Project Footprint (Throat Segment) (Map 1 of 5) 
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Figure 2-6. Final EIR Project Footprint (Throat, Concourse, and Run-Through Segment) (Map 2 of 5) 

 

LEGEND • Throat Track Reconstruction • -- Gold Line Rail Track (1 Lead Track 
Permanent Impacts 

- Gold Line Platform - Shared Alignment) • c:J Temporary Impacts 
- Regional/Intercity Rail P latform • Vignes Street Bridge 

-- Regional/Intercity Rail Track 
Bridge Replacement • Replacement • Remove Garden Tracks Future High-Speed Rail Track (Full c:J New Modified Expanded Passageway Build-Out with HSR Condijion) • Cesar Chavez Avenue • Viaduct\Bridge - Run-Through Track Embankment Bridge Replacement 

1-)~ 

Elevated Rail Yard 

East Plaza 

V'kst Plaza 

Run-Through Tracks 
(up to 10 Total) 

• • • • 

Regional/Intercity Rail and 
High-Speed Rail US-101 
Combined ViaducUDeck 
US-101 Highway Modifications/ 
Safety Improvements 

Run-Through Track Embankment 

Construction Staging/ 
Assembly Area 

• Construction Access 

Center Street Bridge and 
Median 

MAP INDEX 

~w:r 
0 

C 
Feet 300 

G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-22 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

  

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-23 

Figure 2-7. Final EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 3 of 5) 
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Figure 2-8. Final EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 4 of 5) 
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Figure 2-9. Final EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 5 of 5) 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 3.2-A: 
Physically divide an 
established 
community.  

Less than Significant – The Draft EIR project would be 
constructed mostly within the existing railroad ROW, 
and no residential communities are located within the 
Draft EIR project footprint. South of US-101 in Segment 
3, run-through track infrastructure would be constructed 
in the interim condition outside of the existing 
transportation ROW where vacant properties and 
commercial and manufacturing/industrial land uses are 
currently present. 

— Less than Significant  Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location 
described in the Draft EIR. Although the run-through 
structures in Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street 
in the Final EIR, the Final EIR project would be located 
within the previously evaluated Draft EIR project footprint, 
and the surrounding land uses remain the same as 
described in the Draft EIR (vacant properties and 
commercial and manufacturing/industrial land uses). 
Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project would 
be constructed mostly within the existing railroad ROW, and 
no residential communities are located within the project 
footprint. Fewer commercial and industrial land uses would 
be subject to direct impacts as a result of the modified run-
through track alignment.  

— Less than Significant  Reduced –The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
project footprint is 
smaller and fewer 
commercial and 
industrial land uses 
would be affected.   

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.2-B: 
Conflict with any 
applicable land use 
plan, policy, or 
regulation of an 
agency with 
jurisdiction over the 
project.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project conflicts with plans 
that promote neighborhood sustainability, connectivity, 
and non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los 
Angeles River (Los Angeles River Revitalization Master 
Plan, RIO Overlay District guidelines, LAUS Sustainable 
Neighborhood Assessment, City of Los Angeles Mobility 
Plan, and Metro’s LA River Path project). The Draft EIR 
project does not include a non-motorized route from 
LAUS to the Los Angeles River, and proposed 
infrastructure would conflict with the vision of a 
neighborhood gateway portal to the Los Angeles River.  

LU-1  Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street, the Final EIR project 
would be located within the previously evaluated Draft EIR 
project footprint. Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final 
EIR project would not include a non-motorized route from 
LAUS to the Los Angeles River and would conflict with plans 
that promote non-motorized connections from LAUS to the 
Los Angeles River (Los Angeles River Revitalization Master 
Plan, RIO Overlay District guidelines, LAUS Sustainable 
Neighborhood Assessment, City of Los Angeles Mobility 
Plan, and Metro’s LA River Path Project).  

LU-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
LU-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project.  

Less than Significant  Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would conflict 
with plans that promote 
non-motorized 
connections from LAUS 
to the Los Angeles River 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.2-C: 
Conflict with any 
applicable habitat 
conservation plan or 
natural community 
conservation plan. 

No Impact – There are no habitat conservation plans or 
natural community conservation plans that are 
applicable within the project study area. Therefore, no 
conflicts with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, 
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan would occur. 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would not conflict with an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community Conservation Plan, 
or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

— No Impact Similar – There are no 
habitat conservations 
plans or natural 
community conservation 
plans applicable to the 
Final EIR project.   

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-A: 
Impact local traffic 
plans, policies, or 
ordinances.  

Significant 

Intersections 

During construction of the Draft EIR project for the 2031 
plus project construction condition, increased delays at 
the following three intersections would result in 
significant impacts: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street 
(LOS E - AM peak hour, LOS D – PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles 
Street (WB) (LOS C - PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street 
(LOS E - PM peak hour) 

During operation of the Draft EIR project for the 2031 
and 2040 plus Project  scenarios, increased delays at the 
following two intersections would result in significant 
impacts: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street  

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street 

Detours and Local Road Closures 

TR-1  

TR-2 

LU-1 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant  

Intersections 

After the close of the Draft EIR 45-day public review period 
during preparation of the Final EIR, engineering design 
advanced, including the availability of more detailed 
information regarding the construction process and 
material types (i.e., cellular concrete fill) required to 
construct the elevated rail yard and new modified expanded 
passageway as part of the Final EIR project. As described in 
Section 10.0, Final EIR Project Supplemental 
Documentation, of this Final EIR, construction-related truck 
trips slightly increased with the Final EIR project.  

During construction, although the Final EIR project would 
generate more construction-related truck trips than the 
Draft EIR project, due to the redistribution of trips and 
removal of staging areas, Intersection #2 and #10 would 
not be subject to increased delays that would result in 
significant impacts as previously disclosed in the Draft EIR; 
however, the Final EIR project would redistribute traffic 
such that an impact would occur at Intersection #27. 
Therefore, similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would generate increased delays that would result in 

TR-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

TR-2 

LU-1(modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
LU-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and operational impacts 
are reduced and the 
CEQA significance 
determination for this 
threshold is changed 
from significant and 
unavoidable to less than 
significant after 
mitigation.  

Impacts are reduced 
because one less 
intersection would be 
impacted during 
construction and fewer 
road closures/detours 
with shorter durations 
are required. 
Additionally, the 
Vignes/Commercial 
Street intersection would 
remain open, and a 
significant and 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

The Draft EIR project would require short-term closure 
of Vignes Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, El Monte 
Busway, Commercial Street, and Center Street.  

US-101 Main Line 

During construction, night closures are expected to last 
up to 20 consecutive days but would not increase the 
traffic demand by more than 2 percent of the capacity.  

The proposed modifications/safety enhancements 
within Caltrans ROW are related to safety, sight 
distance, and driver comfort, and there will be no 
change in long-term capacity or operations along the 
freeway. 

a significant impact. Impacts resulting from the Final EIR 
project would occur at the following two intersections: 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (LOS F –
PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue (LOS E – AM peak hour) 

In total, construction would result in significant impacts at 
three intersections under the Draft EIR project and two 
intersections under the Final EIR project. 

When compared with the 2031 and 2040 no Project scenario 
(which includes the existing conditions plus background 
traffic growth), after implementation of retail and 
office/commercial space at LAUS, the Final EIR project 
would result in increased delays at Intersection #4 (Center 
Street and Commercial Street). The Final EIR project would 
avoid the previously identified significant and unavoidable 
impact at Intersection #2 (Garey Street and Commercial 
Street).   

Detours and Local Road Closures 

The Final EIR project would result in no changes to the 
previously considered short-term closures on Vignes Street 
and Cesar Chavez Avenue north of LAUS. Run-through track 
infrastructure is proposed north of Commercial Street, 
thereby avoiding long-term closure of Commercial Street. 
As required by Mitigation Measure LU-1, restriping along 
Commercial Street would occur, which is a short-term 
operation that would be completed at night or on weekends 
to minimize impacts on traffic and circulation. The duration 
of temporary road closures and/or detours along Center 
Street would also be reduced because the intersection of 
Commercial Street and Center Street will not be lowered.  

Vignes Street at Commercial Street would also remain open 
to long-term vehicular traffic with the Final EIR project. 

US-101 Main Line 

On US-101, night closures are expected to last for 8 to 12 
weeks during weekends only, rather than the 20 consecutive 
days discussed in the Draft EIR. Access to NB US-101 from 
Vignes Street may also be partially or fully restricted for 
extended periods during construction of the US-101 
roadway modifications. The changes in locations of 
construction staging areas associated with the Final EIR 
project would not result in changes to travel patterns that 

unavoidable long-term 
impact previously 
identified at Intersection 
#2 (Garey Street and 
Commercial Street) 
would be avoided.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

would increase the traffic demand by more than 2 percent 
of the capacity because trucks and vehicles would still be 
using the same segment of US-101 to access the 
construction site. However, as discussed under Threshold 
3.3-D, due to the required closures and potential for other 
hazardous situations associated with the freeway closures 
along US-101, Mitigation Measure TR-1 is proposed to 
maintain capacity along the US-101 during construction to 
the maximum extent practicable.  

Similar to the Draft EIR, the proposed modifications/safety 
enhancements within Caltrans ROW are related to safety, 
sight distance and driver comfort and would not increase or 
decrease the existing capacity of the freeway segment; 
therefore, there will be no change in the LOS analysis for the 
US-101 mainline presented in the Draft EIR during 2031 and 
2040 plus project scenarios. 

Threshold 3.3-B: 
Conflict with an 
applicable congestion 
management program, 
including, but not 
limited to, LOS 
standards and travel 
demand measures or 
other standards 
established by the 
county congestion 
management agency 
for designated roads 
or highways.  

No Impact – Based on the project-related trip 
assignments identified in the traffic impact assessment, 
the project-related traffic would not exceed the arterial 
intersection analysis threshold or the freeway analysis 
threshold at the nearest monitoring locations or at any 
location. As traffic during either AM or PM peak hours is 
projected to be less than the minimum threshold of 50 
vehicles per hour for arterial intersections and 150 
vehicles per hour for freeway locations, no further 
analysis of CMP arterial monitoring intersections or 
freeway monitoring locations is required.  

— No Impact No Impact – The Final EIR project would not exceed the 
arterial intersection analysis threshold or the freeway 
analysis threshold at the nearest monitoring locations or at 
any location. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR and similar to the 
Draft EIR project, the 
thresholds that would 
require further analysis 
of the CMP would not be 
triggered. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.3-C. 
Result in a change in 
air traffic patterns, 
including either an 
increase in traffic 
levels or a change in 
location that results in 

No Impact – The Draft EIR project would not include 
the construction of any structural facilities that would 
create a runway hazard. Likewise, the project does not 
include expansion of airport facilities or increase air 
traffic. The project would not require a change in air 
traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would not include the construction of any structural 
facilities that would create a runway hazard or include 
expansion of airport facilities that would increase air traffic 
patterns.  

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not create 
runway hazards or 
change air traffic 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

substantial safety 
risks.  

levels or a change in location that results in substantial 
safety risks.  

patterns similar to the 
Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.3-D: 
Create or increase 
hazards from project 
design features.  

Significant – Construction activities would result in 
temporary construction-related roadway hazards in the 
traffic study area. Existing roadways and intersections 
may be subject to temporary detours and lane blockages 
at multiple locations throughout the traffic study area. 
The US-101 main line and on- and off-ramps at 
Commercial Street would also be subject to temporary 
lane width reductions. 

TR-1 Less than Significant Significant – Construction activities associated with the 
Final EIR project would result in temporary 
construction-related roadway hazards in the traffic study 
area, although impacts would be reduced because run-
through track infrastructure is proposed north of 
Commercial Street, thereby avoiding long-term closure of 
Commercial Street. As required by Mitigation Measure 
LU-1, restriping along Commercial Street would occur, 
which is a short-term operation that would be completed at 
night or on weekends to minimize impacts on traffic and 
circulation. The duration of temporary road closures and/or 
detours along Center Street would also be reduced because 
the intersection of Commercial Street and Center Street 
would not be lowered.  

In addition, the design of the modified run-through track 
alignment would allow the Vignes Street and Commercial 
Street intersection to remain open throughout operation. 

TR-1 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because fewer 
road closures/detours 
with shorter durations 
are required. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.3-E: Result 
in inadequate 
emergency access. 

Significant – Modifications to the Vignes Street Bridge, 
Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge, and construction of the 
US-101 viaduct would result in temporary closures that 
could interfere with emergency response and access, 
especially on Cesar Chavez Avenue and Alameda Street, 
which are designated as disaster routes, and US-101, 
which is designated as a disaster route freeway. Delays 
would also occur on Commercial Street, thereby 
affecting emergency response and access.  

TR-1 Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project is generally in the same 

location described in the Draft EIR. Construction activities 
in the vicinity of Vignes Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, US-
101, and Alameda Street would interfere with emergency 
response and access and remain relatively unchanged from 
the activities considered in the Draft EIR. The duration of 
temporary road closures and/or detours south of LAUS 
would be reduced because Commercial Street would not be 
realigned, and the intersection of Commercial Street and 
Center Street will not be lowered.  

TR-1 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because fewer 
road closures/detours 
with shorter durations 
are required. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.3-F: 
Conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or 
programs regarding 
public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, 
or otherwise decrease 
the performance or 
safety of such 
facilities. 

Significant – Construction of the lead tracks, the 
elevated rail yard, and associated platform 
improvements would cause potential schedule delays 
and increased dwell times at LAUS, as well as other 
station locations, because not all lead tracks and rail 
yard tracks and platforms would be in service at one 
time. Decreased performance for rail operators at LAUS 
and temporary disruptions to commuters daily travel 
patterns may occur. Passengers may also be affected by 
construction of the above-grade passenger concourse 
and new expanded passageway due to detours and 
temporary accessibility disruptions to Gold Line, Red 
Line, and Purple Line platforms.  

LADOT’s Dash Route D, which uses Center Street, 
would also be impacted by project construction. During 
construction of the run- through track structures south 
of LAUS, a full closure of Commercial Street between 
US-101 ramp/Garey Street and Center Street is required. 
As a result, the Draft EIR project has the potential to 
impact the bus schedule for this route through a 
combination of detours, temporary road closures, and 
changes in scheduling.  

During operations, beneficial impacts would result from 
new run-through service, enhanced station capacity, and 
accessibility. The Draft EIR project would conflict with 
the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.12.  

TR-1 

TR-3 

LU-1 

Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project would result in similar 
impacts with regard to decreased performance for rail 
operators because lead tracks, the elevated rail yard, and 
associated platform improvements are still required, and no 
change to these project elements would result from the 
Final EIR project. Passengers may be impacted by 
construction of the new modified expanded passageway due 
to detours and temporary accessibility disruptions to 
Metrolink, Amtrak, Gold Line, Red Line, and Purple Line 
platforms. The Final EIR project modifications south of 
LAUS would reduce potential impacts on Dash Route D 
because Center Street does not need to be lowered, and 
Commercial Street would remain in the current alignment, 
thereby reducing temporary construction-related impacts. 

During operations, the Final EIR project would still result in 
beneficial impacts from new run-through service, enhanced 
station capacity, and accessibility.  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project would 
conflict with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.12.  

TR-1 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

TR-3 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
TR-3 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

LU-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
LU-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because Center 
Street does not need to 
be lowered, and 
Commercial Street 
would remain in the 
current alignment; 
thereby reducing 
temporary construction-
related impacts on Dash 
Route D.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.4, Aesthetics 

Threshold 3.4-A: Have 
a substantial adverse 
effect on a scenic 
vista. 

No Impact – There are no scenic vistas or designated 
scenic resources that would be obstructed by the Draft 
EIR project. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. The Final EIR 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

project would not obstruct scenic vistas or designated 
scenic resources as none are located in the project study 
area.  

obstruct scenic vistas or 
designated scenic 
resource similar to the 
Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-B: 
Substantially damage 
scenic resources, 
including, but not 
limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and 
historic buildings 
within a state scenic 
highway. 

No Impact – There are no designated state scenic 
highways in the project study area. Therefore, the Draft 
EIR project would not substantially damage scenic 
resources within a state scenic highway. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. The Final EIR 
project would not substantially damage scenic resources 
within a state scenic highway, as none are located in the 
project study area. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not 
substantially damage 
scenic resources within 
a state scenic highway 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-C: 
Substantially degrade 
the existing visual 
character or quality of 
the site or its 
surroundings.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would present a new 
linear infrastructure element (retaining wall) in Visual 
Assessment Unit #1 that would be a dominant feature 
substantially larger than any of the current surroundings 
within the William Mead Homes residential community.  

From Visual Assessment Unit #4, the elevated portion 
of the above-grade passenger concourse would be 
visible from portions of Father Serra Park and the 
adjacent plaza area. From Visual Assessment Unit #5, 
the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 

AES-1 Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the proposed infrastructure in Visual 
Assessment Unit #1 considered in the Draft EIR, the Final 
EIR project would include new linear infrastructure 
elements that would be substantially larger than any 
existing infrastructure elements in the immediate area 
adjacent to the William Mead Homes. The Final EIR project 
would still result in visual impacts at William Mead Homes, 
because the retaining wall identified in the Draft EIR would 
still be implemented. Therefore, a significant impact still 
remains. 

AES-1 Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because 
outrigger bents are not 
required, thereby 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

concourse would be visible, and placement of outrigger 
bents over the intersection of Commercial Street and 
the US-101 on /off ramps are required that would result 
in potential shadow impacts on Commercial Street. 

The Final EIR project would not include the elevated portion 
of the above-grade passenger concourse identified in the 
Draft EIR. Therefore, from Visual Assessment Unit #4, the 
elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would not be visible from portions of Father Serra Park and 
the adjacent plaza area. The grand canopy would be visible 
from portions of Father Serra Park and the adjacent plaza 
area and would result in a moderately high change to visual 
character (although at a reduced scale than the above-grade 
passenger concourse considered in the Draft EIR).   

In Segment 3, the modified run-through track alignment 
would be north of Commercial Street. Section 10.0, Final 
EIR Project Supplemental Documentation, of this Final EIR 
includes the revised visual simulations of the Final EIR 
project. Views of project-related infrastructure would 
change within Visual Assessment Unit #5 from Key View 
#5a, #5b, and #5c due to the shift in run-through track 
alignment and the proposed retaining wall along 
Commercial Street. From Visual Assessment Unit #5, the 
elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would not be visible, and placement of outrigger bents over 
the intersection of Commercial Street and the US-101 
on/off ramps would not be required, thereby avoiding 
potential shadow impacts on Commercial Street. 

Within Visual Assessment Unit #6, the elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse would not be visible.  

avoiding potential 
shadow impacts, and 
the elevated portion of 
the concourse would not 
be visible from Key 
Views #4a and #4b. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.4-D: 
Create a new source of 
substantial light or 
glare that would 
adversely affect 
daytime or nighttime 
views in the area. 

Significant – The Draft EIR project would require a 
significant amount of construction, and residents of 
Mozaic Apartments and William Mead Homes would be 
exposed to higher levels of lighting during the nighttime 
hours for a temporary duration throughout project 
construction. Additionally, during operation, more 
trains would operate in front of the William Mead 
Homes, and new lighting would be incorporated into 
the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concourse for safety purposes, as well as lighting placed 
below canopies, which may result in added light for 
some of the units in the Mozaic Apartments.  

AES-2  

AES-3 

NV-1  

Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project would create new sources 
of light or glare affecting daytime and nighttime views 
temporarily and long term, similar to those described in the 
Draft EIR. Nighttime lighting for temporary construction 
would still be required with the Final EIR project. The Final 
EIR project would not include the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse identified in the Draft 
EIR. For residents in the Mozaic Apartment units nearest to 
the rail yard, the significant impact resulting from the light 
and/or glare from the elevated portion of the concourse 
would be avoided. Exposure to more direct light and glare 
could still occur after the rail yard is elevated due to the 
canopy structures or grand canopy that would be 
constructed above the rail yard and West Plaza.  

AES-2 

AES-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
AES-3 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

NV-1 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger 
concourse would not be 
constructed. For 
residents in the Mozaic 
Apartment units nearest 
to the rail yard, the light 
and/or glare impacts 
from the elevated 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

portion of the concourse 
would be avoided.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Threshold 3.5-A: 
Conflict with or 
obstruct 
implementation of the 
applicable air quality 
plan.  

Less than Significant – The Draft EIR project provides 
increased station capacity for regional/intercity rail 
trains and accommodates the planned HSR system and 
would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the 
road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle 
travel. The Draft EIR project would also contribute to 
other cumulative benefits for the region, including a 
regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT. The 
Draft EIR project would not conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of the applicable air quality plan.  

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the 
Final EIR project would increase station capacity to meet 
forecasted increases in for regional/intercity rail trains and 
accommodates the planned HSR system. The Final EIR 
project would also indirectly reduce the number of vehicles 
on the road, indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle 
travel, and contribute to other cumulative benefits for the 
region, including a regional reduction of GHG emissions 
and VMT to a similar level as the Draft EIR. The Final EIR 
project does not include modifications that would change 
the daily trip generation at LAUS from what was considered 
in the Draft EIR. The Final EIR project would not conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality 
plan. 

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not 
change the daily trip 
generation or overall 
train capacity LAUS 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project. The operational 
emissions and 
cumulative benefits to 
the region associated 
with the Final EIR 
project are the same as 
those evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.5-B: 
Violate any air quality 
standard or contribute 

Significant – The construction emissions associated 
with the Draft EIR project would exceed the SCAQMD’s 
daily criteria pollutant threshold for NOx, PM10, and 

AQ-1 

AQ-2 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant – After the close of the Draft EIR 45-day public 
review period during preparation of the Final EIR, 
engineering design advanced, including the availability of 

AQ-1 

AQ-2 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Similar – Although 
construction activities 
and associated 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

substantially to an 
existing or projected 
air quality violation.  

Threshold 3.5-C: 
Result in a 
cumulatively 
considerable net 
increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the 
project region is 
nonattainment under 
an applicable federal 
or state ambient air 
quality standard 
(including release 
emissions which 
exceed quantitative 
thresholds for O3 
precursors). 

PM2.5 and the localized significance thresholds for PM10 
and PM2.5. The operational emissions associated with 
the Draft EIR project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s 
daily criteria pollutant or localized significance 
thresholds.  

AQ-3 more detailed information regarding the construction 
process and material types (i.e., cellular concrete fill) 
required to construct the elevated rail yard and new 
modified expanded passageway as part of the Final EIR 
project. As described in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, of this Final EIR, the Final EIR 
project would result in a slightly higher quantity of daily and 
annual construction-related emissions than identified in the 
Draft EIR. This is primarily due to the advancement of 
engineering design for the project, and because more 
detailed information is known regarding the material types 
(i.e., cellular concrete fill).  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, the construction emissions 
associated with Final EIR project would also exceed the 
SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant threshold for NOx, PM10, 
and PM2.5 and the localized significance thresholds for PM10 
and PM2.5. No new daily criteria pollutants would be 
exceeded, and the change in particulate matter emissions, 
after mitigation, between the Draft EIR project and the Final 
EIR project is 1 pound per day or less, which is not a 
substantial increase in the severity of the impact. 

The operational emissions associated with the Final EIR 
project would not exceed the SCAQMD’s daily criteria 
pollutant or localized significance thresholds. 

AQ-3 emissions would 
increase slightly, this 
impact was previously 
identified as significant 
and unavoidable due to 
the exceedance of the 
same daily criteria 
pollutant thresholds. 
The Final EIR project 
would not result in new 
exceedances of the 
SCAQMD thresholds, 
and the change in 
particulate matter 
emissions after 
mitigation is 1 pound 
per day or less. In 
addition, the operational 
emissions associated 
with the Final EIR 
project are the same as 
those evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.5-D: 
Expose sensitive 
receptors to 
substantial pollutant 
concentrations.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would exceed the 
SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million peak cancer 
risks during construction. After mitigation, the peak 
cancer risk associated with the construction activities is 
8.4 in 1 million.  

AQ-1 

AQ-2 

AQ-3 

Less than Significant Significant – After the close of the Draft EIR 45-day public 
review period during preparation of the Final EIR, 
engineering design advanced, including the availability of 
more detailed information regarding the construction 
process and material types (i.e., cellular concrete fill) 
required to construct the elevated rail yard and new 
modified expanded passageway as part of the Final EIR 
project. As described in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, of this Final EIR, the Final EIR 
project would result in a slightly higher quantity of 
emissions of construction related DPM than identified in 
the Draft EIR. When compared to the Draft EIR project, the 
Final EIR project would increase the DPM emissions by less 

AQ-1 

AQ-2 

AQ-3 

Less than Significant Similar – Although the 
Final EIR project 
increases the peak 
mitigated DPM 
concentrations and 
resulting incremental 
cancer risk from 8.4 to 
9.3 in 1 million at the 
closest sensitive 
receptor (Mozaic 
Apartments), the health 
risk remains below the 
10 in a million threshold. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

than 0.4 pound per day. After mitigation, the increase would 
be reduced to less than 0.06 pound per day, which is not a 
substantial increase in the severity of the impact. This 
increase is primarily due to the advancement of engineering 
design for the project, and because more detailed 
information is known regarding the material types (i.e., 
cellular concrete fill).  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, before mitigation, the Final 
EIR project would also result in construction-related cancer 
risks that would exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 
million. After mitigation, the Final EIR project would 
decrease the peak cancer risk to 9.3 in 1 million at the 
Mozaic Apartments adjacent to LAUS. The health risk 
impact of the Final EIR project resulting from exposure of 
sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
is similar to the Draft EIR project because the peak cancer 
risk is below the SCAQMD threshold of 10 in 1 million. 
Impacts remain less than significant after mitigation.  

In addition, the 
operational emissions 
associated with the Final 
EIR project are the same 
as those evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.   

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.5-E: 
Create objectionable 
odors affecting a 
substantial number of 
people.  

Less than Significant – Construction of the Draft EIR 
project could result in emission of odors from 
construction equipment and vehicles (e.g., diesel 
exhaust). It is anticipated that these odors would be 
short term, limited in extent at any given time, and 
distributed throughout the project study area during the 
duration of construction, and, therefore, would not 
impact a substantial number of individuals. 

During operation, emissions from train idling (i.e., 
diesel exhaust and VOCs) would result in objectionable 
odors. However, upon implementation of the project 
and with enhanced capacity at LAUS, the improved 
efficiency and reduced idling would reduce the potential 
for odor generation. Improved engine technologies 
required as part of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would 
further minimize any increase in odor generation. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the 
Final EIR project would not create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people because 
construction activities would be temporary. Additionally, 
improved efficiency and reduced idling at LAUS would 
reduce the potential for long-term odor generation. 

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would require 
the use of the same type 
of construction 
equipment within the 
same general location as 
the Draft EIR project. 
Similar to the Draft EIR 
project, the Final EIR 
project would improve 
efficiency and reduce 
idling at LAUS which 
reduces long-term 
potential for odor 
generation.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.5-F: 
Generate greenhouse 
gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, 
that may have an 
adverse effect on the 
environment.  

Beneficial – The Draft EIR project would not generate 
GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may 
have an adverse effect on the environment. Although 
not required to mitigate for GHG emissions because 
impacts have been determined to be less than 
significant, proposed air quality mitigation would further 
reduce GHG emissions. 

AQ-2 

AQ-3 

Less than Significant Beneficial – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would not generate GHG emissions, either directly 
or indirectly, that may have an adverse effect on the 
environment. 

The additional construction equipment required to build the 
Final EIR project would increase the annual amortized GHG 
emissions by 121 metric tons; from 946 to 1,067 metric 
tons of CO2e, which is not a substantial increase in the 
severity of the impact. However, this increase in emissions 
would not affect the conclusions included in the Draft EIR 
because the long-term regional benefits would continue to 
result in a net reduction in GHG emissions.  

The Final EIR project does not include modifications that 
would change the daily trip generation at LAUS from what 
was considered in the Draft EIR. Between 2026 and 2078, 
estimated contribution to the VMT and GHG reductions 
from the Final EIR project would be 898 million miles and 
13.5 million metric tons of CO2e, respectively. The 
long-term VMT and GHG reductions would more than 
offset the Final EIR project-related annual GHG emissions 
of 11,421 metric tons of CO2e. 

AQ-2 

AQ-3 

Less than Significant Similar – The long-term 
regional benefits would 
continue to result in a 
net reduction in GHG 
emissions, and the 
operational emissions 
associated with the Final 
EIR project are the same 
as those evaluated in the 
Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.5-G: 
Conflict with 
applicable plan, policy, 
or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of 
reducing the 
emissions of 
greenhouse gases.  

Less than Significant – The Draft EIR project would 
assist Metro and California in meeting the GHG 
emission reduction targets as mandated under AB 32 
and SB 375. Implementation of the Draft EIR project 
would allow Metro to accommodate regional growth 
through increased and more frequent access to 
alternative modes of transit for local communities. The 
Draft project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of GHGs. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the 
Final EIR project would not conflict with an applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation adopted reducing the emissions of 
GHGs. The long-term regional benefits would continue to 
result in a net reduction in GHG emissions. 

— Less than Significant Similar – Although the 
Final EIR project would 
generate additional 
construction emissions, 
the long-term regional 
benefits would continue 
to result in a net 
reduction in GHG 
emissions. The Final EIR 
project would also 
contribute toward 
meeting the GHG 
emission reduction 
targets, as mandated 
under AB 32 and SB 375 
in a similar manner as 
the Draft EIR project. In 
addition, the operational 
emissions associated 
with the Final EIR 

L=:::::::=---__JL_---=========----__J....._-==---=------=----- -- - ----_ -_ - _- _ L___--==========-----____J L---======--------1 L-=========-..J L...-=========--.J 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-41 

Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

project are the same as 
those evaluated in the 
Draft EIR. The long-term 
regional benefits would 
continue to result in a 
net reduction in GHG 
emissions. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-A: A 
substantial permanent 
increase in ambient 
noise levels in the 
project vicinity above 
levels existing without 
the project. 

Threshold 3.6-C: 
Exposure of persons to 
or generation of noise 
levels in excess of 
standards established 
in the local general 
plan or noise 
ordinance, or 
applicable standards 
of other agencies. 

Significant – The Draft EIR project would result in 
moderate and severe noise impacts in 2026, 2031, and 
2040 at Category 2 and 3 land uses as follows. 

2026 

• Moderate impacts would occur at 24 multifamily 
residences (24 William Mead Homes units)  

2031 

• Moderate impacts would occur at 73 multifamily 
residences (40 William Mead Homes units and 33 
Mozaic units) 

• Severe impacts would occur at 40 multifamily 
residences (all William Mead Homes units) and one 
park/athletic field near William Mead Homes (Severe 
impacts are considered a significant impact under 
CEQA). 

2040 

• Moderate impacts would occur at 49 multifamily 
residences (16 William Mead Homes units and 33 
Mozaic units) 

• Severe impacts would occur at 30 multifamily 
residences (24 William Mead Homes units and 6 
Mozaic units) and one park/athletic field near 
William Mead Homes. 

NV-1 Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would result in moderate and severe noise impacts 
in 2026, 2031, and 2040 at the same Category 2 and 3 land 
uses. No change to operational noise levels for the 
receptors considered in the Draft EIR is anticipated to occur 
as a result of the Final EIR project.  

North of LAUS, the Final EIR project includes a shared track 
alignment with one new lead track, and no modifications 
are proposed that would generate a substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels.  

South of LAUS, although Category 1 through 3 land uses 
were not identified in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR project 
avoids demolition of buildings from Garey Street to Center 
Street and includes a modified run-through track alignment 
north of Commercial Street closer to US-101. As a result, 
the permanent increase in noise levels for buildings on 
Ducommon Street and southward are anticipated to be 
lower because intervening buildings would remain in place, 
and the alignment would be located farther from buildings 
than previously considered in the Draft EIR. 

NV-1 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
NV-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
Final EIR project avoids 
demolition of buildings 
from Garey Street to 
Center Street. Although 
noise-sensitive receptors 
were not identified for 
this area, with the 
presence of intervening 
buildings along 
Commercial Street, 
operational noise would 
be attenuated at 
commercial and 
industrial land uses, 
without outdoor uses, as 
well as for community 
members on 
Ducommon Street; 
thereby resulting in an 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

approximate 1-2 decibel 
reduction in this area 
throughout operations 
as compared to what 
was analyzed in the 
Draft EIR.   

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.6-B: 
Exposure of persons to 
or generation of 
excessive 
ground-borne vibration 
or ground-borne noise 
levels.  

Significant – Construction would occur within 300 feet 
of sensitive receptors and could involve an impact pile 
driver and/or vibratory roller with potential to cause 
vibration impacts (from an annoyance perspective) at 
William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. 

NV-2 

NV-3 

Less than Significant Significant – During construction, the Final EIR project 
would require similar activities including use of a pile driver 
and/or vibratory roller near William Mead Homes and 
Mozaic Apartments. At the First 5 LA Headquarters (La 
Petite Academy) on the LAUS campus, reduced 
construction noise and vibration would occur due to 
removal of the access road and associated truck/vehicular 
traffic.  

South of LAUS, buildings on the south side of Commercial 
Street would not be demolished; therefore, associated 
vibration impacts resulting from this activity at adjacent 
buildings/land uses would not occur.  

Throughout operations, no changes to train speeds or the 
track alignment at or north of LAUS are proposed that 
would result in modifications to long-term vibration levels. 
South of LAUS, run-through tracks would be located north 
of Commercial Street away from existing buildings in 
Segment 3. Although the land uses and buildings along 
Commercial Street would be subject to long-term exposure 
of the run-through track alignment, these land uses and 
buildings were not defined as “vibration-sensitive” Category 
1 through 3 land uses. Land uses and buildings on 
Ducommon Street were also determined to be non-
vibration-sensitive. However, the modified run-through 
track alignment and retention of buildings along 
Commercial Street would reduce vibration levels for these 
land uses/buildings on Ducommon Street because 
construction activities would be located farther from these 
areas, as would run-through operations, and anticipated 

NV-2 

NV-3 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because 
buildings on the south 
side of Commercial 
Street would not be 
demolished; therefore, 
associated vibration 
impacts resulting from 
construction activities 
would be located farther 
from these areas, as 
would run-through 
operations. In addition, 
reduced construction 
noise and vibration 
would occur at the First 
5 LA Headquarters 
because construction 
trucks and vehicles 
would not be using the 
adjacent access road.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

vibration levels would be lower than previously considered 
in the Draft EIR.  

significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.6-D: A 
substantial temporary 
or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels 
existing without the 
project.  

Significant and unavoidable – During construction, 
impacts would occur at Category 2 land uses at 
distances of up to approximately 250 feet under daytime 
(7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) impact criteria (i.e., 80 dBA Leq) 
and approximately 300 feet under nighttime (10:00 PM 
to 7:00 AM) impact criteria (i.e., 70 dBA Leq). It is 
anticipated that some construction work would take 
place during nighttime hours to utilize the efficiencies of 
working during off-peak times of the day and meet 
Metro’s desired construction completion timeframe. 

At William Mead Homes specifically, construction of the 
sound wall required as part of Mitigation Measure NV-1 
would also result in construction noise impacts. 
Specifically, construction noise associated with the 
installation of the sound wall and use of heavy 
machinery. 

NV-1 

NV-2 

NV-3 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant and unavoidable – Similar to the Draft EIR 
project, during construction of the Final EIR project, 
impacts would occur at Category 2 land uses at distances of 
up to approximately 250 feet under daytime (7:00 AM to 
10:00 PM) impact criteria (i.e., 80 dBA Leq) and 
approximately 300 feet under nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 
AM) impact criteria (i.e., 70 dBA Leq). Nighttime 
construction would also occur.  

With removal of the access road on LAUS property, 
temporary construction noise impacts on the First 5 LA 
Headquarters (La Petite Academy) are anticipated to be 
reduced because trucks would not be using this access 
road. The shift in track alignment south of LAUS would 
result in lower noise and vibration levels on commercial and 
industrial land uses south of LAUS, primarily because 
buildings on Commercial Street would not be demolished 
and run-through tracks would be located closer to existing 
transportation-related noise along US-101.  

NV-1 

NV-2 

NV-3 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because 
buildings on the south 
side of Commercial 
Street would not be 
demolished; therefore, 
construction noise levels 
south of LAUS are 
anticipated to be lower. 
In addition, reduced 
construction noise is 
anticipated at the First 5 
LA Headquarters 
because construction 
trucks and vehicles 
would not be using the 
adjacent access road.  

Although the Final EIR 
project includes less 
construction activity 
near sensitive receptors, 
impacts would remain 
significant and 
unavoidable for 
receptors closest to the 
project due to the 
proximity of 
construction activities.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.6-E: 
Exposure of persons 
residing or working in 
the project area to 
excessive noise levels 
for a project located 
within an airport land 
use plan or, where 
such a plan has not 
been adopted, within 2 
miles of a public 
airport or public use 
airport. 

No Impact – The project study area is not located within 
2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. No new 
heliports or airport facilities are proposed as part of the 
Draft EIR project. 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project is not located within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public use airport. No new heliports or airport facilities are 
proposed as part of the project. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not be 
located within 2 miles of 
a public airport or public 
use airport similar to the 
Draft EIR project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.6-F: 
Exposure of persons 
residing or working in 
the project area to 
excessive noise levels 
for a project within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip.  

No Impact – No new heliports or airport facilities are 
proposed as part of the Draft EIR project, and no private 
airstrips are located in the project study area. 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, no new 
heliports or airport facilities are proposed as part of the 
Final EIR project, and no private airstrips are located in the 
project study area. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not be 
located within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip similar to the 
Draft EIR project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.7, Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.7-A: Have 
a substantial adverse 
effect, either directly or 
through habitat 
modifications, on any 
species identified as a 
candidate, sensitive, or 
special status species 
in local or regional 
plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the 
CDFW or USFWS.  

Significant – Two special status bat species (western 
mastiff bat and western yellow bat) were identified as 
having potential to occur within the BSA. Additionally, 
several migratory bird species were observed in the BSA 
and suitable habitat that would support breeding 
migratory birds is present in the BSA. Construction of 
the Draft EIR project has the potential to cause direct or 
indirect impacts on these species.  

BIO-1 

BIO-2 

Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location as described in 
the Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in 
Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street, the Final EIR 
project would be located within the previously evaluated 
(larger) Draft EIR project footprint (synonymous with BSA). 
The Final EIR project would have the same potential to 
impact two special status bat species and several migratory 
bird species, because the suitable habitat for these species 
identified in the Draft EIR would still be impacted in the 
Final EIR project.  

BIO-1 

BIO-2 

Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. Although the Final 
EIR project includes a 
smaller project footprint 
than the Draft EIR 
project, suitable habitat 
identified in the Draft 
EIR remains in the Final 
EIR project footprint.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.7-B: Have 
a substantial adverse 
effect on any riparian 
habitat or other 
sensitive natural 
community identified 
in local or regional 
plans, policies, 
regulations or by 
CDFW or USFWS. 

No Impact – The BSA does not contain riparian habitat 
or other sensitive natural communities identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by 
CDFW or USFWS. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street, the Final EIR project 
would be located within the previously evaluated (larger) 
Draft EIR project footprint (synonymous with BSA). The 
Final EIR project footprint (BSA) does not contain riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in 
local or regional plans, policies, regulations, or by CDFW or 
USFWS. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project would 
not impact riparian 
habitat or other sensitive 
natural communities 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.7-C: Have 
a substantial adverse 
effect on federally 
protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 
of the CWA (including, 
but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, 
hydrological 
interruption, or other 
means. 

No Impact – The BSA does not contain federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
CWA. Therefore, there is no potential for direct or 
indirect impacts on federally protected wetlands to 
occur. 

— No Impact No Impact –- With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street, the Final EIR project 
would be located within the previously evaluated (larger) 
Draft EIR project footprint. The Final EIR project footprint 
(BSA) does not contain federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the CWA. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project would 
not impact federally 
protected wetlands 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.7-D: 
Interfere substantially 
with the movement of 
any native resident or 
migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with 
established native 
resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or 
impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery 
sites.  

Less than Significant – The Draft EIR project would not 
interfere substantially with the movement of any native 
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with 
established native resident or migratory wildlife 
corridors or impede the use of native wildlife nursery 
sites. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location 
described in the Draft EIR. Although the run-through 
structures in Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street 
in the Final EIR, the Final EIR project would be located 
within the previously evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project 
footprint. The Final EIR project would not interfere 
substantially with the movement of any native resident or 
migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native 
resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites. 

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project would not 
impact wildlife 
movement similar to the 
Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.7-E: 
Conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances 
protecting biological 

Significant – The Draft EIR project may require the 
removal or disturbance of one or more native tree 
species that are considered a Protected Tree under the 
City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. Western sycamore 

BIO-3 Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location as described in 
the Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in 
Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final 

BIO-3 Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

resources, such as a 
tree preservation 
policy or ordinance.  

trees were observed within disturbed habitat within one 
or more of the proposed staging areas.  

EIR, the Final EIR project would be located within the 
previously evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. 
Western sycamore trees were observed within disturbed 
habitat within proposed staging areas. Although one of 
these staging areas was removed, the Final EIR project may 
still require the removal or disturbance of one or more 
native tree species that are considered a Protected Tree 
under the City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance.  

significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
Final EIR project would 
result in fewer impacts 
on native trees (Western 
Sycamore Trees). 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.7-F: 
Conflict with the 
provisions of an 
adopted habitat 
conservation plan, 
natural community 
conservation plan, or 
other approved local, 
regional, or state 
habitat conservation 
plan 

No Impact – The BSA is not within an established 
habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, significant ecological area, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation 
plan. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location as described in 
the Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in 
Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final 
EIR, the Final EIR project would be located within the 
previously evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. The 
Final EIR project footprint (BSA) is not within an 
established habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, significant ecological area, or other 
approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

— No Impact Similar – There are no 
habitat conservations 
plans or natural 
community conservation 
plans applicable to the 
Final EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-A: 
Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies 
or interfere 
substantially with 
groundwater recharge 
such that there would 
be a net deficit in 
aquifer volume or a 

Less than Significant – There are no groundwater 
recharge facilities in the project study area, and 
operation of the Draft EIR project would not require 
groundwater extraction for consumptive use. The Draft 
EIR project would not substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – As described in the Draft EIR, there 
are no groundwater recharge facilities in the project study 
area, and operation of the Final EIR project would not 
require groundwater extraction for consumptive use. 

— Less than Significant Similar – There are no 
groundwater recharge 
facilities in the project 
study area. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

lowering of the local 
groundwater table 
level (e.g., the 
production rate of 
pre-existing nearby 
wells would drop to a 
level which would not 
support existing land 
uses or planned uses 
for which permits have 
been granted).  

the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-B: 
Substantially alter the 
existing drainage 
pattern of the site or 
area, including 
through the alteration 
of the course of a 
stream or river, or 
substantially increase 
the rate or amount of 
surface runoff in a 
manner which would 
result in flooding 
on- or off-site.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would require 
substantial amounts of grading and excavation to 
reconfigure existing drainage patterns and ensure that 
connections to existing drainage infrastructure are 
maintained and/or improved. Any increases in sediment 
load from the construction area could lead to alterations 
in drainage patterns due to accumulations of sediment 
in downstream areas that could result in localized 
flooding if not properly managed. 

Throughout operations, the Draft EIR project would also 
result in alterations to the existing drainage patterns in 
the project study area that could result in localized 
flooding, if not properly managed. 

HWQ-1 

HWQ-2 

HWQ-3 

HWQ-4 

HWQ-5 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would result in alterations to the existing drainage 
patterns due to grading and excavation activities. However, 
the amount of grading and excavation and disturbed surface 
area would be reduced because the Final EIR project reflects 
a reduced project scope and footprint. The Final EIR project 
would avoid grading and excavation activities associated 
with the realignment of Commercial Street and lowering of 
the Commercial Street/Center Street intersection.  

Throughout operations, the Final EIR project would also 
result in alterations to the existing drainage patterns in the 
project study area that could result in localized flooding, 
although reduced post-construction disturbance and BMPs 
within the previously-identified Tributary Areas G and F 
would be required for the modified run-through track 
alignment. 

HWQ-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-2 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-2 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-3 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-4 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-4 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-5 (deleted) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-5 has been 
deleted in the Final 
EIR, and is no longer 
applicable to the Draft 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
grading and excavation 
is required and fewer 
drainage alterations and 
post-construction BMPs 
would be required in 
Tributary Areas G and F.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

EIR project or Final 
EIR project.  

Threshold 3.8-C: 
Create or contribute 
runoff water which 
would exceed the 
capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater 
drainage systems or 
provide substantial 
additional sources of 
polluted runoff.  

Significant – During construction, excavated soil would 
be exposed, and there would be increased potential for 
soil erosion. In addition, chemicals, liquid products, 
petroleum products (e.g., paints, solvents, and fuels), 
and concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked and 
have the potential to be transported via stormwater 
runoff into receiving waters.  

During operations, an overall increase in storm runoff is 
anticipated to result from increased impervious surface 
area associated with the Draft EIR project, which would 
increase the volume of flow and exceed the capacity of 
some on-site drainage systems. 

HWQ-1 

HWQ-2 

HWQ-3 

HWQ-4 

HWQ-5 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, during 
construction, the Final EIR project would require excavation 
and site disturbance, which could cause soil erosion; 
however, the amount of grading and excavation and 
disturbed surface area would be reduced because the Final 
EIR project reflects a reduced project scope and footprint. 
The Final EIR project would avoid grading and excavation 
activities associated with the realignment of Commercial 
Street and lowering of the Commercial Street/Center Street 
intersection.  

During operations, the Final EIR project could cause an 
increase in storm runoff from increased impervious surface 
area, which would increase the volume of flow and exceed 
the capacity of some on-site drainage systems. However, 
the amount of impervious surface area would be reduced 
because the Final EIR project reduces the project scope and 
footprint with the removal of the above-grade passenger 
concourse over the rail yard, removal of the loop track, and 
consolidation of run-through track infrastructure south of 
LAUS to facilitate enhance interoperability.  

HWQ-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-2 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-2 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-3 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-4 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-4 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-5 (deleted) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-5 has been 
deleted in the Final 
EIR, and is no longer 
applicable to the Draft 
EIR project or Final 
EIR project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
project footprint and 
disturbance area is 
smaller and the amount 
of impervious surface 
area is reduced.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-D: 
Expose people or 
structures to a risk of 
loss, injury, or death 
involving flooding, 
including flooding as a 

Less than Significant – The project study area is located 
on land that is protected by levees for the 1 percent 
(100-year) annual chance flood, Zone X, per FEMA’s 
National Flood Insurance Program. The project study 
area is not located within a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain; therefore, construction activities would not 
be subject to impacts associated with flooding. 
Although the Draft EIR project would improve and 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the 
Final EIR project is not located within a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain; therefore, construction activities would not be 
subject to impacts associated with flooding. The Final EIR 
project modifications would not increase or negatively 
impact the project study area’s vulnerability to levee and 
dam failure. 

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project is not located 
within a 100-year or 500-
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

result of the failure of 
a levee or dam. 

modify drainage within the project study area to 
maintain existing drainage flow patterns and 
accommodate for increased flow volumes, the Draft EIR 
project would not increase or negatively impact the 
project study area’s vulnerability to levee and dam 
failure. 

year floodplain similar to 
the Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-E: 
Violate any water 
quality standards or 
waste discharge 
requirements. 

Threshold 3.8-G: 
Otherwise 
substantially degrade 
water quality.  

Significant – Construction activities could result in a 
significant impact on water quality and exceed water 
discharge requirements if runoff is not properly 
managed. Furthermore, the compaction of soils by 
heavy equipment may reduce the infiltration capacity of 
soils and increase runoff and erosion potential. If 
uncontrolled, soil materials could block storm drainage 
channels and cause downstream sedimentation.  

During operations, minor amounts of oil and grease 
would originate from train cars, which could discharge 
oil, grease, and other chemical pollutants into existing 
drainage systems. 

HWQ-1 

HWQ-2 

HWQ-3 

HWQ-4 

HWQ-5 

HWQ-6 

HWQ-7 

HWQ-8 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project could result in on- and off-site discharges that could 
degrade water quality. However, the amount of grading and 
excavation, and polluted runoff would be reduced because 
the Final EIR project reflects a reduced project scope and 
footprint. The Final EIR project would avoid grading and 
excavation activities associated with the realignment of 
Commercial Street and lowering of the Commercial 
Street/Center Street Intersection. No change to rail 
operations would occur as a result of the Final EIR project 
modifications.  

HWQ-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project.  

HWQ-2 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-2 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-3 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-4 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-4 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-5 (previously 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-6 in the Draft 
EIR) 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
project footprint and 
disturbance area is 
smaller. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

HWQ-6 (previously 
HWQ-7 in the Draft 
EIR) 

HWQ-7 (previously 
HWQ-8 in the Draft 
EIR) 

Threshold 3.8-F: 
Substantially alter the 
existing drainage 
pattern of the site or 
area, including 
through the alteration 
of the course of a 
stream or river, in a 
manner which would 
result in substantial 
erosion or siltation 
on- or off-site.  

Significant – During construction, it may be necessary 
for the contractor to reroute drainage around one or 
more construction areas, which, in turn, may 
concentrate runoff and/or direct it off site, thereby 
resulting in substantial erosion on adjacent properties, 
if not properly managed. 

An overall increase in storm runoff is anticipated to 
result from increased impervious surface area 
associated with the Draft EIR project. This could cause a 
decrease in infiltration and increase the volume and 
velocity of runoff during a storm event, which transports 
pollutants to receiving waters and may lead to 
downstream erosion and increases in suspended 
particles and sediment.  

HWQ-1 

HWQ-2 

HWQ-3 

HWQ-4 

HWQ-5 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site; however, the amount of grading and excavation and 
disturbed surface area would be reduced because the Final 
EIR project reflects a reduced project scope and footprint. 
The Final EIR project would avoid grading and excavation 
activities associated with the realignment of Commercial 
Street and lowering of the Commercial Street/Center Street 
intersection.  

During operations, the amount of overall impervious 
surface area would be reduced because the Final EIR project 
reduces the project scope and footprint with the removal of 
the above-grade passenger concourse over the rail yard, 
removal of the loop track, and consolidation of run-through 
track infrastructure south of LAUS to facilitate enhance 
interoperability. 

HWQ-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-1 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-2 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-2 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-3 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-4 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-4 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

HWQ-5 (deleted) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HWQ-5 has been 
deleted in the Final 
EIR, and is no longer 
applicable to the Draft 
EIR project or Final 
EIR project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
project footprint and 
disturbance area is 
smaller and the amount 
of impervious surface 
area is reduced.   

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-H: Place 
housing within a 
100-year flood hazard 

No Impact – The Draft EIR project would not involve 
construction of residential housing; therefore, it would 
not place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would not involve construction of residential 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project would not 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

area as mapped on a 
federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary Map or 
FIRM or other flood 
hazard delineation 
map. 

mapped on the most recent FIRMs for the project study 
area.  

housing and is not located with a 100-year flood hazard 
area.  

involve the construction 
of residential housing.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-I: Place 
within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures 
which would impede 
or redirect flood flows.  

No Impact – The Draft EIR project is not within a 
100-year flood hazard area; therefore, its 
implementation would not involve the construction of 
structures within the 100-year flood hazard area that 
would otherwise impede or redirect floods.  

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project is not within a 100-year flood hazard area and would 
not impede or redirect flood flows.  

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project is not 
within a 100-year flood 
hazard area similar to 
the Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.8-J: 
Inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow.  

No Impact – In recognition of the Draft EIR project’s 
inland location and the lack of proximity to the ocean, a 
large lake, or other body of water, the risk related to 
exposing people or structures to a tsunami or seiche is 
negligible. Also, the Draft EIR project is located on 
relatively flat ground; therefore, the hazard of mudflows 
adversely impacting the Draft EIR project is very low.  

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project is located inland. The risk related to exposing people 
or structures to a tsunami, seiche, or mudflow is low.  

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
risk related to exposing 
people or structures to a 
tsunami, seiche, or 
mudflow for the Final 
EIR project remains low 
similar to the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 

Threshold 3.9-A: 
Expose people or 
structures to potential 
substantial adverse 
effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:  

i. Rupture of a known 
earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most 
recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Map issued by 
the state Geologist for 
the area or based on 
the other substantial 
evidence of a known 
fault. Refer to Division 
of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42 

ii. Strong seismic 
ground shaking 

Significant – Based on the preliminary liquefaction 
analysis performed for the Draft EIR project, liquefaction 
is expected in Segment 1: Throat Segment and Segment 
2: Concourse Segment of the project study area. 

GEO-1 Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, liquefaction is 
a potential hazard within Segment 1: Throat Segment and 
Segment 2: Concourse Segment of the Final EIR project.  

GEO-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project has the 
same liquefaction 
potential hazard as the 
Draft EIR project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.9-B: 
Result in substantial 
soil erosion or the loss 
of topsoil.  

Less than Significant – The majority of the project study 
area consists of disturbed areas with existing rail tracks, 
developed properties, and the rail yard. The LAUS 
campus is on disturbed area and fill. The potential for 
impacts relative to topsoil is extremely low due to the 
urban developed nature of the project study area.  

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location as 
described in the Draft EIR. Similar to the Draft EIR project, 
the potential for impacts relative to topsoil is extremely low 
due to the urban developed nature of the project study area. 

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project has the 
same extremely low 
potential for loss of 
topsoil as the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.9-C: Be 
located on a geologic 
unit or soil that is 
unstable or that would 
become unstable as a 
result of the project 
and potentially result 
in an on-site or off-site 
landslide, lateral 
spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction, or 
collapse.  

Significant – During construction, due to the presence 
of compressible layers within the upper 30 feet in 
Segment 2: Concourse Segment of the project study 
area, settlement, both long term and immediate, is 
anticipated to occur for those improvements proposed 
to be founded on shallow foundations. In addition, 
liquefaction is expected due to the soil conditions and 
groundwater level. 

GEO-1 Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location as described in 
the Draft EIR. Similar to the Draft EIR project, the potential 
impacts relative to settlement and liquefaction could occur 
with implementation of the Final EIR project. 

GEO-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project has a similar 
potential for exposure to 
settlement and 
liquefaction as the Draft 
EIR project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.9-D: Be 
located on expansive 
soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the 
UBC (1994), creating 
substantial risk to life 
or property.  

Less than Significant – The soils within the project study 
area are considered to have a low expansion potential 
based on the results from the preliminary geotechnical 
investigation. Project infrastructure would be 
constructed in accordance with standard engineering 
practices, which would also minimize the potential for 
project-related infrastructure to be subject to expansive 
soils. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location as 
described in the Draft EIR. Similar to the Draft EIR project, 
the soils in the project study area are considered to have a 
low expansion potential.  

— Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project has a 
similar low potential for 
encountering expansive 
soils as the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

Threshold 3.9-E: Have 
soils incapable of 
adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks 
or alternative waste 
disposal systems 
where sewers are not 
available for the 
disposal of wastewater 

No Impact – The Draft EIR project would connect to 
local sanitary sewer infrastructure with wastewater 
treatment provided by the City of Los Angeles. The Draft 
EIR project would not require the use of septic tanks or 
an alternative wastewater disposal system. 

— No Impact No Impact – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would connect to local sanitary sewer infrastructure 
with wastewater treatment provided by the City of Los 
Angeles. The Final EIR project would not require the use of 
septic tanks or an alternative wastewater disposal system. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project would not 
require the use of septic 
tanks or an alternative 
wastewater disposal 
system. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Threshold 3.10-A: 
Create a hazard to the 
public or the 
environment through 
the routine transport, 
use, or disposal of 
hazardous materials.  

Significant – Construction during the interim, full 
build-out, and full build-out with HSR conditions would 
involve the handling, storage, transport, and disposal of 
hazardous materials. Potential hazards generated by the 
routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous 
materials, contaminated soils, and/or contaminated 
groundwater during construction are considered a 
significant impact, if not adequately managed. 

HAZ-1 Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would require the routine transport, use, and 
disposal of hazardous materials, contaminated soils, 
and/or contaminated groundwater during construction, 
which is considered a significant impact, if not adequately 
managed. 

HAZ-1 Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location 
described in the Draft 
EIR. The Final EIR 
project has the same 
potential for 
inadequately managed 
hazardous materials as 
the Draft EIR project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.10-B: 
Create a hazard to the 
public or the 
environment through 
reasonably foreseeable 
upset or accidental 
conditions involving 

Significant – The project study area contains or is in 
proximity to known hazardous materials, including 35 
REC sites, the Union Station Oil Field, and properties 
with buildings that may contain asbestos and lead. An 
accidental release of hazardous materials could pose a 
hazard both to construction employees, the public, and 

HAZ-1 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 

Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint.  

HAZ-1 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-3 in the Draft EIR 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

the release of 
hazardous materials 
into the environment.  

the environment, depending on the magnitude and 
relative hazard of the material released. 

HAZ-6 

HAZ-7 

HAZ-8 

Similar to the Draft EIR project, construction activities pose 
a risk for an accidental release of hazardous materials; 
however, the reduced project footprint reduces the extent of 
potential impacts resulting from REC sites because less 
ground disturbance would occur on these sites. In addition, 
fewer buildings would be demolished that could have lead 
and asbestos. Less excavation within contaminated soils 
would also reduce exposure to petroleum and petroleum 
products and the release of volatile contaminant vapors. 

remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-5 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-6 

HAZ-7 

HAZ-8 

reduced because less 
REC sites would be 
affected, less ground 
disturbance would occur 
within contaminated 
soils, and fewer 
buildings would be 
demolished.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.10-C: Emit 
hazardous emissions 
or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, 
or waste within 0.25 
mile of an existing or 
proposed school.  

Significant – During construction, there would be use of 
commercially available hazardous materials, such as 
gasoline, brake fluids, coolants, and paints. Standard 
equipment maintenance and good housekeeping 
practices during construction would minimize the risk 
of any release; however, if any release of these 
substances did occur, releases are anticipated to be 
localized and unlikely to pose a risk to the three 
educational institutions within a 0.25 mile of the Draft 
EIR project, mainly due to distance from proposed 
construction areas. Additionally, during construction 
multiple construction vehicles would operate 
simultaneously within the Draft EIR project footprint. 
The DPM emissions associated with construction 
activities would not result in an increased cancer risk at 
schools within 0.25 mile of the Draft EIR project. 

Construction of the Draft EIR project would involve the 
transport and disposal of soil or other media 
contaminated with hazardous materials. This would be 
an indirect impact through the accidental release of 
these hazardous materials to nearby schools. The 
accidental release of ACMs or lead into the environment 
would also represent a risk. 

HAZ-1 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 

HAZ-6 

HAZ-7 

HAZ-8 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project has a low risk of accidental release of hazardous 
materials during construction to a school within 0.25 mile 
of the project footprint due to the distance form 
construction activities. The DPM emissions associated with 
construction activities for the Final EIR project would not 
result in an increased cancer risk at schools within 0.25 mile 
of the project. 

HAZ-1 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-3 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-5 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-6 

HAZ-7 

HAZ-8 

Less than Significant Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project. The 
Final EIR project has the 
same potential for 
hazardous emissions 
within 0.25 mile of a 
school as the Draft EIR 
project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.10-D: Be 
located on a site which 
is included on a list of 

Significant – Thirty-five REC sites (14 RECs, 16 
HRECs, and 5 CRECs) have been identified with a 
Moderate to High risk ranking because they have the 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 

Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 

HAZ-2 

HAZ-3 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

hazardous materials 
sites complies 
pursuant to 
Government Code 
Section 65962.5 and as 
a result, would create 
an adverse hazard to 
the public or the 
environment.  

potential to affect the environment as a result of 
excavation activities on acquired parcels where 
project-related construction activities would occur. 
Some of the parcels identified would either be acquired 
or used for temporary construction activities and 
staging where no ground disturbance would occur. The 
close proximity of these existing RECs to project-related 
construction activities would carry the potential for 
encountering contaminated soil and/or groundwater. 
Construction activities could also cause the migration of 
contaminants through changes in groundwater flow. 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 

HAZ-6 

3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint.  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project would 
also have potential to impact the environment as a result of 
excavation within contaminated hazardous soils and/or 
groundwater. However, the reduced project footprint 
reduces the extent of potential impacts resulting from REC 
sites and properties with land use covenants because less 
ground disturbance would occur on these sites. In addition, 
less excavation within contaminated soils would reduce the 
potential for migration of contaminants through changes in 
groundwater flow. 

HAZ-3 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-4 

HAZ-5 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-5 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

HAZ-6 

however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
REC sites and properties 
with land use covenants 
would be affected and 
less ground disturbance 
would occur within 
contaminated soils.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.10-E: 
Result in a safety 
hazard for people 
residing or working in 
the project area (for 
projects located within 
an airport land use 
plan or, where such a 
plan has not been 
adopted, within two 
miles of a public 
airport or public use 
airport). 

Threshold 3.10-F: 
Result in a safety 
hazard for people 
residing or working in 
the project area (for 
projects within the 
vicinity of a private 
airstrip). 

No Impact – The project study area is not located within 
2 miles of a public airport or public use airport. The 
surrounding area does contain rooftop heliports on 
surrounding high-rise buildings. The nearest heliports 
to the Draft EIR project footprint are located on the 
Metro Headquarters Building, One Gateway Plaza, and 
at the County Twin Towers Correctional Facility, 450 
Bauchet Street. During construction, crane operations 
would be required similar to construction of other high-
rise buildings in Downtown Los Angeles. The operations 
of the project would be consistent with the current 
operating conditions of the existing heliports in the area 
and any proposed heliports to be constructed in the 
future. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. Similar to the 
Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project study area is not 
located within 2 miles of a private air strip, public airport, or 
public use airport. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.10-G: 
Impair implementation 

Significant – The Draft EIR project is located within an 
urbanized area with numerous roadways. The Draft EIR 

TR-1 Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 

TR-1 (modified) – 
Mitigation Measure 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

of an adopted 
emergency response 
plan or emergency 
evacuation plan.  

project could impact the following roadways during 
construction: the El Monte Busway, US-101, Cesar 
Chavez Avenue, Commercial Street, Ducommun Street, 
Jackson Street, Temple Street, Banning Street, First 
Street, Alameda Street, Main Street, Garey Street, 
Vignes Street, and Center Street. 

Construction activities in the areas of Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, Alameda Street, Fourth Street, US-101, and I-10 
(especially US-101) could interfere with emergency 
response and access because these streets are 
designated disaster routes. 

As described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, 
construction activities would generate additional traffic 
on US-101 and result in temporary closure of portions 
of US-101. US-101 would be closed temporarily at night 
(10:00 PM to 6:00 AM) in one direction at a time during 
construction of the bridge superstructure. These night 
closures are expected to last up to 20 consecutive days. 
The SB ramps at Commercial Street would also be 
partially or fully restricted for extended periods during 
construction of the US-101 viaduct over the existing 
on- and off ramps. 

Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint.  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project would 
also impact emergency and evacuation routes from detours 
and road closures, which would impair implementation of 
adopted emergency response and evacuation plans in the 
study area; however, no impacts on Commercial Street or 
closures are planned for the Final EIR project. 

Construction activities in the vicinity of Vignes Street, Cesar 
Chavez Avenue, US-101, and Alameda Street would interfere 
with emergency response and access and remain relatively 
unchanged from the activities considered in the Draft EIR. 
The duration of temporary road closures and/or detours 
south of LAUS would be reduced because Commercial 
Street would not be realigned, and the intersection of 
Commercial Street and Center Street will not be lowered.  

On US-101, night closures are expected to last for 8 to 12 
weeks during weekends only, rather than the 20 consecutive 
days discussed in the Draft EIR. Access to NB US-101 from 
Vignes Street may also be partially or fully restricted for 
extended periods during construction of the US-101 
roadway modifications. 

TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR project. 

impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because fewer 
road closures/detours 
with shorter durations 
are required. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  

Threshold 3.10-H: 
Expose people or 
structures to a 
significant risk of loss, 
injury, or death 
involving wildland 
fires, including where 
wildlands are adjacent 
to urbanized areas or 
where residences are 
intermixed with 
wildlands.  

No Impact – The nearest state responsibility area very 
high fire hazard severity zone is located to the west in 
the Santa Monica Mountains (CALFire 2007), and the 
nearest local responsibility area very high fire hazard 
severity zone is located west of the project study area, 
adjacent to the Los Angeles Dodger Stadium (CALFire 
2011). Considering the highly developed and urban 
nature of the project study area, the potential risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires is 
considered low. 

— No Impact No Impact – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. Similar to the 
Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project is located in a highly 
developed and urban area; therefore, the potential risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires is considered 
low. 

— No Impact Similar – The Final EIR 
project is essentially in 
the same location as the 
Draft EIR project.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR.  

Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Threshold 3.11-A: 
Exceed wastewater 
treatment 

Less than Significant – Construction activities 
associated with the Draft EIR project would not result in 
new substantial discharges of wastewater to the City’s 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location 
described in the Draft EIR. Although the run-through 

— Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

requirements of the 
applicable Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board.  

Threshold 3.11-E: 
Result in a 
determination by the 
wastewater treatment 
provider which serves 
or may serve the 
project that it has 
adequate capacity to 
serve the project’s 
projected demand in 
addition to the 
provider’s existing 
commitments. 

sanitary sewer collection system and would be 
conducted in compliance with applicable permits to 
minimize the potential for any discharges that could 
exceed existing wastewater treatment requirements.  

The level of development proposed at LAUS is 
anticipated within local planning documents and 
included in the maximum permitted floor area within 
the ADSP (for LAUS). Likewise, the wastewater 
generated by the Draft EIR project in the full build-out 
condition would be of domestic quality and, if required, 
would be subject to pretreatment requirements (e.g., 
fats, oils, and grease) per the City’s Industrial Waste 
Control Ordinance. The Hyperion Treatment Plant is 
currently operating at an average of 275 mgd and is 
designed to treat 450 mgd in dry months and 800 mgd 
in peak wet weather flows. Therefore, adequate capacity 
exists in this facility to accommodate the Draft EIR 
project’s increase in wastewater generation as a result 
of the proposed infrastructure at LAUS.  

structures in Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street 
in the Final EIR, the Final EIR project would be located 
within the previously evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project 
footprint. Similar to the Draft EIR project, construction of 
the Final EIR project would need to comply with the Los 
Angeles RWQCB Order No. R4-2013-005, NPDES No. 
CAG994004. Compliance with these permits would 
minimize the potential for any discharges that could 
otherwise exceed existing wastewater treatment 
requirements. The new modified expanded passageway is 
also expected to generate less wastewater than the above-
grade passenger concourse with expanded passageway 
considered in the Draft EIR due to the smaller scale and 
size.  

however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
wastewater would be 
generated in the new 
modified expanded 
passageway.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.11-B: 
Require or result in the 
construction of new 
water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing 
facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause significant 
environmental 
impacts.  

Significant – Construction of the Draft EIR project, 
including utility replacements and/or relocations, would 
have the potential to encounter documented and 
undocumented cultural resources. Some of these 
resources could be historically significant.  

HIST-5 Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 
Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint. Similar to the 
Draft EIR project, construction of the Final EIR project, 
including utility replacements and/or relocations, would 
have the potential to encounter documented and 
undocumented cultural resources; however, the reduced 
project footprint reduces the extent of potential impacts 
because less ground disturbance and excavation would 
occur south of LAUS. Some of these resources could be 
historically significant.  

HIST-5 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
ground disturbance that 
could encounter 
documented and 
undocumented cultural 
resources would occur. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.11-C: 
Require or result in the 

Significant – Constructions of the Draft EIR project, 
including storm drain replacements and/or relocations, 

HIST-5 Less than Significant Significant – With exception of infrastructure in Segment 3, 
the Final EIR project is in the same location described in the 

HIST-5 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

construction of new 
stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, 
the construction of 
which could cause 
significant 
environmental 
impacts.  

would have the potential to encounter documented and 
undocumented cultural resources. Some of these 
resources could be historically significant. Throughout 
operations, the proposed drainage system is designed 
to function in accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ 
storm drainage design standards and all other 
applicable standards for post construction BMPs to 
avoid potential for significant impacts on the 
environment. Reconfiguration or realignment of the 
storm drains would be conducted in coordination with 
LABOE. Where possible, existing storm drains would be 
protected-in-place through the use of casings, concrete 
blankets, or other industry-approved structural 
protection methods.  

Draft EIR. Although the run-through structures in Segment 
3 shifted north of Commercial Street in the Final EIR, the 
Final EIR project would be located within the previously 
evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project footprint.  

Similar to the Draft EIR project, construction of the Final 
EIR project, including storm drain replacements and/or 
relocations, would have the potential to encounter 
documented and undocumented cultural resources; 
however, the reduced project footprint reduces the extent of 
potential impacts because less ground disturbance and 
excavation would occur south of LAUS. All proposed 
drainage system associated with the Final EIR project would 
be designed to function in accordance with the City of Los 
Angeles’ storm drainage design standards and all other 
applicable standards for post construction BMPs to avoid 
potential for significant long-term impacts on the 
environment. 

HIST-5 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
ground disturbance that 
could encounter 
documented and 
undocumented cultural 
resources would occur.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.11-D: 
Have sufficient water 
supplies available to 
serve the project from 
existing entitlements 
and resources, or are 
new or expanded 
entitlements needed.  

Less than Significant – Construction of the Draft EIR 
project would require the use of locally available water 
supplies during construction of each phase for various 
activities, such as controlling dust, compacting soil, and 
mixing concrete. Average water use during construction 
is estimated at 63,000 gallons per day. Additionally, 
Metro would implement its General Management Water 
Use and Conservation Policy that outlines guidance for 
potable water during construction. Based on this 
anticipated water use and in the context of the supplies 
available to the LADWP between 2018 and 2014, 
sufficient water supplies are expected to be available for 
construction of the Draft EIR project. 

With the completion of the new passenger concourse, 
total water demand is estimated to be up to 310 gallons 
per minute or approximately 500 AF in 2040.  

— Less than Significant Less than Significant –Similar to the Draft EIR project, 
construction of the Final EIR project would require the use 
of locally available water supplies during construction of 
each phase for various activities, such as controlling dust, 
compacting soil, and mixing concrete. With reduction of 
project elements, including realignment of Commercial 
Street and lowering of Center Street, water use for dust 
suppression at these locations is also expected to be 
reduced.  

Based on comments received from LADWP on the Draft EIR 
and the reduced scope and scale of the project, Metro 
updated the projected water demand to determine the 
increase over existing based on the anticipated increase in 
train volumes from implementation of new run-through 
service. For the Final EIR project, the projected water usage 
from new Metrolink, Amtrak, and HSR passengers is 
estimated to be 27 AFY above 2016 baseline conditions (20 
AFY). Operational use of water for the Final EIR project 
would be less than compared to the Draft EIR project. The 
project’s incremental addition of water use would occur 
over at least 20 years as the number of forecasted train trips 
and associated ridership at LAUS incrementally increases. 
Based on the horizon years considered in the Final EIR, the 
water usage estimate can be broken down as follows: 

— Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because the 
Final EIR project would 
require less water for 
dust suppression and 
fire/domestic purposes. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

• 2026 – Phase A (no proposed modified expanded 
passageway) – 25 AFY (5 AFY over baseline condition) 

• 2031 – Phase B (with proposed modified expanded 
passageway) – 30 AFY (10 AFY over baseline condition) 

• 2040 (20-year horizon year) – 47 AFY (27 AFY over 
baseline conditions) 

The Final EIR project would require 453 AFY of locally 
available water. This is less than previously described in the 
Draft EIR (500 AFY).  

Threshold 3.11-F: Be 
served by a landfill 
with sufficient 
permitted capacity to 
accommodate the 
project’s solid waste 
disposal needs.  

Threshold 3.11-G: 
Comply with Federal, 
State, and local 
statutes and 
regulations related to 
solid waste. 

Less than Significant – During construction of the Draft 
EIR project, waste from the removal of existing 
infrastructure and other construction sources would be 
required to be segregated for proper recycling and 
reuse, where appropriate. The project contractor would 
be required to comply with SB 1374 and the Los Angeles 
C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance that requires all mixed 
C&D waste be taken to City Certified C&D waste 
processors. Additionally, the contractor would be 
required to adhere to federal, state, and local 
regulations for solid waste disposal, including those 
identified in the City’s SWIRP. 

In the full build-out condition, the above-grade 
passenger concourse with new expanded passageway 
and ancillary retail/office/commercial space would 
increase solid waste generation at LAUS above existing 
conditions. However, given the negligible increase in 
solid waste attributable to the project, the available 
landfill capacity at the Central Los Angeles Recycling 
and Transfer Station, Scholl Canyon Landfill, and 
Burbank Landfill Site No.3, impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR, during 
construction of the Final EIR project, waste from the 
removal of existing infrastructure and other construction 
sources would be required to be segregated for proper 
recycling and reuse, where appropriate. The Final EIR 
project would generate less construction waste because 
fewer buildings would be demolished, and the scope and 
scale of the project is reduced. The project contractor would 
be required to comply with SB 1374 and the Los Angeles 
C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance that requires all mixed 
C&D waste be taken to City Certified C&D waste 
processors. The contractor would be required to adhere to 
federal, state, and local regulations for solid waste disposal, 
including those identified in the City’s SWIRP. The new 
expanded passageway, as part of the Final EIR project, is 
also anticipated to generate less waste then the above-grade 
passenger concourse with new expanded passageway.  

— Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
construction and 
building demolition 
would occur and the 
above-grade passenger 
concourse was removed 
from the project. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.11-H: 
Require or result in the 
construction of new 
gas or electric facilities 
or expansion of 
existing facilities.  

Threshold 3.11-I: Have 
insufficient gas or 
electricity supplies 

Less than Significant – Based upon preliminary 
coordination with utility providers, sufficient supplies of 
gas and electricity are available to construct the Draft 
EIR project. Therefore, new facility and expansion of 
existing facilities are not required.  

Existing utility services would be maintained throughout 
the construction duration and modifications to utility 
infrastructure would be limited to relocations. No 
additional lines or substations would be required. 
Operations-related energy use would not require or 

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – With exception of infrastructure in 
Segment 3, the Final EIR project is in the same location 
described in the Draft EIR. Although the run-through 
structures in Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street 
in the Final EIR, the Final EIR project would be located 
within the previously evaluated (larger) Draft EIR project 
footprint. Similar to the Draft EIR project, based on 
preliminary coordination with utility providers, sufficient 
supplies of gas and electricity are available to construct and 

— Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
energy would be used 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

available to serve the 
project. 

result in the construction of new gas or electric facilities 
or the expansion of existing facilities.  

Preliminary estimates of the full build-out project would 
require 11,830 kilovolt of energy. Preliminary 
coordination with utility providers indicates that current 
supplies are sufficient for the Draft EIR project in the full 
build-out condition. 

operate the Final EIR project. Therefore, new facility and 
expansion of existing facilities are not required.  

The Final EIR project would utilize less energy due to the 
smaller size of the new modified expanded passageway. 

for the new modified 
expanded passageway. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.11-J: 
Generate unnecessary 
consumption of energy 
resources or conflict 
with initiatives for 
renewable energy or 
energy efficiency.  

Less than Significant – During construction, 
consumption of energy would occur from fuel energy 
consumed by construction vehicles and equipment and 
bound energy used in manufacturing and processing of 
construction materials. Such fuel energy use would be 
temporary and would not represent a significant, 
permanent, or unnecessary commitment to the use of 
energy, including non-renewable sources. To minimize 
energy consumption, the construction contractor would 
implement standard BMPs in accordance with Metro’s 
Green Construction Policy, which requires the use of 
bulk renewable diesel fuel on its construction projects. 

Energy sources for construction vehicles and equipment 
are not in short supply and use of construction 
equipment would not have a significant impact on the 
availability of these resources.  

Energy consumed at the new passenger concourse 
would be reduced through the use of sustainable design 
features and implementation of a variety of measures 
designed to reduce energy consumption. Given the 
sustainability initiatives that are planned to be 
incorporated into the proposed project, a negligible 
impact on energy resources is expected.  

— Less than Significant Less than Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, 
construction of the Final EIR project would require 
consumption of energy from fuel energy consumed by 
construction vehicles and equipment and bound energy 
used in manufacturing and processing of construction 
materials. Such fuel energy use would be temporary and 
would not represent a significant, permanent, or 
unnecessary commitment to the use of energy, including 
non-renewable sources. To minimize energy consumption, 
the construction contractor would implement standard 
BMPs in accordance with Metro’s Green Construction 
Policy, which requires the use of bulk renewable diesel fuel 
on its construction projects. 

The new modified expanded passageway would consume 
less energy than the above-grade passenger concourse with 
new expanded passageway as part of the Draft EIR project.  

— Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of long-term 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
energy would be used 
for the new modified 
expanded passageway. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.12, Cultural, Historic, Tribal, and Paleontological Resources 

Threshold 3.12-A: 
Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a 
historical resource as 
defined in §150464.5. 

Significant – The Draft EIR project may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the 
following six historical resources: 

• LAUS 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing  

HIST-1a 

HIST-1b 

HIST-1c 

HIST-1d 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project may cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of the following six historical resources: 

• LAUS – The Final EIR Project would result in similar 
impacts on LAUS as previously analyzed in the Draft EIR 
because the character defining features considered 

HIST-1a (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-1a in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Similar –The magnitude 
of temporary impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

• William Mead Homes 

• Friedman Bag Company -Textile Division Building 

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

HIST-2 

HIST-3 

HIST-4 

HIST-5 

HIST-6 

would still be subject to some form of demolition or 
impact with the new modified expanded passageway, 
east and west plazas, and the elevated rail yard. Indirect 
impacts would still occur, although with a reduced 
magnitude because individualized canopies or a grand 
canopy would be constructed on the elevated rail yard 
above the platforms (25 feet or 75 feet above the rail 
yard, respectively) that would be visible behind the 
historic concourse and outdoor courtyards, which are 
extant character-defining features of LAUS, or beyond. 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing – The Final EIR project 
results in no change to previously identified impacts in 
the Draft EIR.  

• William Mead Homes – The Final EIR project results in 
no change to previously identified impacts in the Draft 
EIR.  

• Friedman Bag Company - Textile Division Building – The 
Final EIR project includes removal of the loop track; 
however, impacts on the building would still result from 
construction of an access road to the Division 20 
property.  

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) – The 
Final EIR project results in no change to previously 
identified impacts in the Draft EIR.  

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H – Although recent 
discoveries during the construction of the Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project 
appear to extend the site further than its mapped 
boundaries, the Final EIR project results in a reduced 
potential for impacts due to the reduced excavation 
activities south of LAUS. 

HIST-1b 

HIST-1c (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-1c in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

HIST-1d (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-1a in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

HIST-2 

HIST-3 

HIST-4 

HIST-5 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

HIST-6 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-6 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

excavation and potential 
disturbance to 
Archaeological Site CA-
LAN-1575/H would 
occur. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.12-B: 
Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of an 
archaeological 
resource pursuant to 
§15064.5.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would result in 
ground-disturbing construction activities in areas known 
to contain Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H and in 
areas that may contain previously undiscovered 
prehistoric and historical archaeological features or 
sites. 

HIST-5 

HIST-6 

Less than Significant Significant – Although the run-through structures in 
Segment 3 shifted north of Commercial Street, the Final EIR 
project would be located within the previously evaluated 
(larger) Draft EIR project footprint. The Final EIR project 
would result in reduced ground-disturbing construction 
activities in areas known to contain Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and in areas that may contain previously 
undiscovered prehistoric and historical archaeological 
features or sites as considered in the Draft EIR. The amount 
of excavation would be reduced because the Final EIR 
project reflects a reduced project scope and footprint. The 
Final EIR project would avoid excavation activities 
associated with the realignment of Commercial Street and 

HIST-5 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

HIST-6 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-6 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
excavation and potential 
disturbance to 
Archaeological Site CA-
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

lowering of the Commercial Street/Center Street 
intersection. 

to the Final EIR 
Project. 

LAN-1575/H would 
occur. 

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.12-C: 
Directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique 
paleontological 
resource or site or 
unique geologic 
feature.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would include 
excavations for foundations and support piers to 
support the above-grade concourse and other proposed 
bridge structures are anticipated to extend up to 100 
feet below the surface and have the potential to impact 
paleontologically sensitive deposits of older Quaternary 
alluvium and underlying Puente Formation. 

PAL-1 

PAL-2 

PAL-3 

Less than Significant Significant – Similar to the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR 
project would require deep excavations that could extend up 
to 100 feet below the surface and have the potential to 
impact paleontological resources. However, the amount of 
excavation would be reduced because the Final EIR project 
reflects a reduced project scope and footprint. The Final EIR 
project would avoid excavation activities associated with the 
realignment of Commercial Street and lowering of the 
Commercial Street/Center Street intersection.  

PAL-1 

PAL-2 

PAL-3 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
excavation and potential 
disturbance to 
paleontological 
resources would occur.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.12-D: 
Disturb any human 
remains, including 
those interred outside 
of formal cemeteries.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would include 
associated ground-disturbing construction activities in 
areas with the potential to contain human remains. 

HR-1 Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project would require less 
ground-disturbing activities in areas with the potential to 
contain human remains, as previously considered in the 
Draft EIR. The amount of excavation would be reduced 
because the Final EIR project reflects a reduced project 
scope and footprint. The Final EIR project would avoid 
excavation activities associated with the realignment of 
Commercial Street and lowering of the Commercial 
Street/Center Street intersection. 

HR-1 Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
excavation would occur, 
which reduces the 
potential to disturb any 
human remains, 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

including those interred 
outside of formal 
cemeteries.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Threshold 3.12-E: 
Cause a substantial 
adverse change in the 
significance of a tribal 
cultural resources as 
defined in §21074.  

Significant – The Draft EIR project would include 
ground-disturbing construction activities that would 
have excavations in areas with the potential to contain 
TCR CA-LAN-1575/H as it relates to the descendants of 
groups that inhabited the area in the Native American 
period.  

HIST-5 

HIST-6 

TCR-1 

Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project would require less 
ground-disturbing activities in areas with the potential to 
contain TCR CA-LAN-1575/H as previously considered in 
the Draft EIR. The amount of excavation would be reduced 
because the Final EIR project reflects a reduced project 
scope and footprint. The Final EIR project would avoid 
excavation activities associated with the realignment of 
Commercial Street and lowering of the Commercial 
Street/Center Street intersection. 

HIST-5 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

HIST-6 (modified) -
Mitigation Measure 
HIST-6 in the Draft 
EIR remains applicable 
to the Final EIR 
Project. 

TCR-1 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
impacts are reduced; 
however, the CEQA 
significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because less 
excavation and potential 
disturbance to TCR 
CA-LAN-1575/H would 
occur.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Section 3.13, Public Services 

Threshold 3.13-C: 
Result in substantial 
adverse physical 
impacts associated 
with the provision of 
new or physically 
altered governmental 
facilities, need for new 

Significant – The Draft EIR project would create 
increased traffic congestion caused by construction 
vehicles and access disruptions, such as road closures 
or road construction, which could affect emergency 
response times. 

In 2031 and 2040, minimal project related increases in 
delay are expected at intersections within the traffic 
study area. Internal roadway reconfiguration and 

TR-1 Less than Significant Significant – The Final EIR project would also create traffic 
congestion from construction vehicles and access 
disruptions, although impacts on emergency response 
times are slightly reduced, compared with the Draft EIR 
project. 

Construction activities in the vicinity of Vignes Street, Cesar 
Chavez Avenue, US-101, and Alameda Street would interfere 
with emergency response and access and remain relatively 

TR-1 (modified) - 
Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 in the Draft EIR 
remains applicable to 
the Final EIR Project. 

Less than Significant Reduced – The 
magnitude of temporary 
and long-term impacts 
are reduced; however, 
the CEQA significance 
determination remains 
the same. Impacts are 
reduced because one 
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Table 2-2. Potential Impact Comparison of Draft EIR to Final EIR 

Significance 
Threshold 

Draft EIR Final EIR 
Comparison of 

Impacts (Draft EIR 
Project versus  

Final EIR Project) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination 

(Before Mitigation) Mitigation Measures 

Significance 
Determination  

(After Mitigation) 
Potential Impact and Significance Determination  

(Before Mitigation) 
Mitigation 
Measures 

Significance 
Determination 

(After Mitigation) 

or physically altered 
governmental 
facilities, the 
construction of which 
could cause significant 
environmental 
impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable 
service ratios, 
response times, or 
other performance 
objectives for any of 
the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

iii. Schools 

iv. Parks 

v. Other Public 
Facilities 

associated modifications to fire lanes and access roads 
would not significantly affect emergency access, 
primarily because the West Plaza would be accessible to 
emergency service providers using the existing fire lane 
network 

unchanged from the activities considered in the Draft EIR. 
The duration of temporary road closures and/or detours 
south of LAUS would be reduced because Commercial 
Street would not be realigned, and the intersection of 
Commercial Street and Center Street will not be lowered.  

less intersection would 
be impacted during 
construction and fewer 
road closures/detours 
with shorter durations 
are required. 
Additionally, the 
Vignes/Commercial 
Street intersection would 
remain open, and a 
significant and 
unavoidable long-term 
impact previously 
identified at Intersection 
#2 (Garey Street and 
Commercial Street) 
would be avoided.  

The Final EIR project 
would not result in new, 
significant 
environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously 
identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft 
EIR. 

Notes: 
AB=Assembly Bill; ACM=asbestos-containing material; ADSP=Alameda District Specific Plan; AF=acre-feet; AFY=acre-feet per year; BMP=best management practice; BSA=biological study area; C&D=construction and demolition; CalFire=California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Caltrans=California Department 
of Transportation; CDFW=California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CMP=Congestion Management Program; CO2e=carbon monoxide equivalent; CREC=controlled recognized environmental condition; CWA=Clean Water Act; dBA=A-weighted decibels; DPM=diesel particulate 
matter; EIR=environmental impact report; FIRM=Flood Insurance Rate Map; GHG=greenhouse gas; HREC=Historic Recognized Environmental Condition; HSR=High-Speed Rail; I-10=Interstate 10; Leq=equivalent sound level; LABOE=City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering; LADOT=City of Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation; LADWP=City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; LOS=level of service; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority; mgd=million gallons of water per day; MT=metric tons; NB=northbound; NOX=nitrogen oxide; NPDES=National 
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; REC=recognized environmental condition; RIO=River Improvement Overlay District; ROW=right-of-way; RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control Board; SB=Senate Bill; SCAQMD=South 
Coast Air Quality Management District; SWIRP=Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan; TCR=Tribal Cultural Resource; USFWS=United States Fish and Wildlife Service; VMT=vehicle miles traveled; VOC=volatile organic compound; WB=westbound  
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2.2 Project Location and Project Study Area 
LAUS is located at 800 Alameda Street in the City of Los Angeles, California. LAUS is bounded by US-101 to 
the south, Alameda Street to the west, Cesar Chavez Avenue to the north, and Vignes Street to the east. 
Figure 2-10 depicts the regional location and general vicinity of LAUS.  

Figure 2-11 depicts the project study area, which encompasses the extent of environmental study 
associated with potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from implementation of the proposed 
project. The project study area includes three main segments (Segment 1: Throat Segment, Segment 2: 
Concourse Segment, and Segment 3: Run-Through Segment). The existing conditions within each segment 
are summarized north to south below.  

• Segment 1: Throat Segment – This segment, known as the LAUS throat, includes the area north of 
the platforms, from Main Street at the north to Cesar Chavez Avenue at the south. In the throat 
segment, all arriving and departing trains traverse five lead tracks into and out of the rail yard, 
except for one location near the Vignes Street Bridge where the tracks reduce to four lead tracks. 
Currently, special track work consisting of multiple turnouts and double-slip switches are used in 
the throat to direct trains into and out of the appropriate assigned terminal platform tracks.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment – This segment is between Cesar Chavez Avenue and US-101 and 
includes LAUS, the rail yard, the Garden Tracks (stub-end tracks where private train cars are 
currently stored, just north of the platforms and adjacent to the existing Gold Line aerial guideway), 
the East Portal Building, the baggage handling building with aboveground parking areas and access 
roads, the ticketing/waiting halls, and the pedestrian passageway with connecting ramps and 
stairways below the rail yard.  

• Segment 3: Run-Through Segment – This segment is south of LAUS and extends east/west from 
Alameda Street to the west bank of the Los Angeles River and north/south from US-101 to Control 
Point (CP) Olympic. This segment includes US-101, the Commercial Street/Ducommun Street 
corridor, Metro Red and Purple Lines Maintenance Yard (Division 20 Rail Yard), BNSF West Bank 
Yard, Keller Yard, the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River, from Keller Yard 
to CP Olympic, and the “Amtrak Lead Track” connecting the main line tracks with Amtrak’s Los 
Angeles Maintenance Facility. Businesses within the run-through segment are primarily industrial 
and manufacturing-related. 

The project study area has a dense street network ranging from major highways to local city streets. The 
roadways within the project study area include the El Monte Busway, US-101, Bolero Lane, Leroy Street, 
Bloom Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, Commercial Street, Ducommun Street, Jackson Street, East Temple 
Street, Banning Street, First Street, Alameda Street, Garey Street, Vignes Street, Main Street, Aliso Street, 
Avila Street, Bauchet Street, and Center Street. 
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Figure 2-10. Project Location and Regional Vicinity 
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Figure 2-11. Project Study Area 
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2.3 Key Terminology 
Key terminology used in this EIR is summarized in Table 2-3.  

Table 2-3. Definition of Key Terminology 

Term Definition 

HSR Accommodation HSR – Direct Physical Accommodation: The planned HSR system will utilize LAUS 
as the station location in Los Angeles between the Burbank to Los Angeles and Los 
Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections. The Link US design accommodates the 
planned HSR system by establishing a development footprint that accounts for 
regional/intercity rail improvements, as well as currently anticipated HSR-related 
infrastructure improvements. The HSR-related infrastructure and associated direct 
physical impact areas within the Link US project footprint are evaluated in this EIR 
as part of the Full Build-Out with HSR Condition.  

Figure 2-12 provides an overlay of the planned HSR system direct physical impact 
areas on the Link US project footprint. This overlay demonstrates that the two 
projects would involve physical improvements in the same geographic area, and 
direct physical impact areas associated with the planned HSR system are confined 
within the Link US project footprint. The northern and southern termini of HSR 
accommodation in this EIR are described below: 

• Northern Terminus – The northern limit of the planned HSR system within the 
Link US project footprint is located at CP Chavez. 

• Southern Terminus – The southern limit of the planned HSR system within the 
Link US project footprint is located at First Street. North of First Street, the 
physical footprint for the planned HSR system is located within the Link US 
project footprint. The physical footprint for the planned HSR system and 
associated infrastructure is not depicted on Figure 2-12 because the planned 
HSR system will evaluate that area in the Los Angeles to Anaheim Project 
Section Draft EIS/EIR (under preparation).  

HSR – Operational Evaluation: The FRA/CHSRA EIS/EIRs for the planned HSR 
system (Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections) will 
address all HSR operational impacts resulting from implementation of the planned 
HSR system; including, but not limited to, off-site track work and other 
structural/infrastructure improvements, platform height increases, installation of 
catenaries, trackway electrification, displacements and relocations (including the 
BNSF West Bank Yard)1, noise and vibration impacts associated with HSR 
operations, need for parking spaces and pick-up/drop-off areas at LAUS, potential 
impacts on city streets and intersections, and LAUS internal roadways and 
intersections due to potential increases in vehicular traffic associated with HSR 
operations.  

Cumulative impacts associated with the project and the planned HSR system are 
also considered (Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR). 
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Table 2-3. Definition of Key Terminology 

Term Definition 

Not-to-Preclude The WSAB Line project; future HSR-related infrastructure outside of the project 
footprint; future transit improvements, such as an Intercity Bus Plaza at LAUS; and 
future active transportation improvements in and around LAUS are future projects 
not precluded from implementation because project-related infrastructure is 
designed to be compatible and avoid conflicts with future projects. 

Shared Track Alignment In a shared track alignment, two of six lead tracks north of LAUS would be designed 
to accommodate operation of HSR trains and regional/intercity rail trains on the 
same tracks. For the purposes of this EIR, the proposed project includes the shared 
track alignment north of LAUS.  

Interim Condition  
(Phase A) 

In April 2018, California State Transportation Agency awarded an $875 million grant 
under the TIRCP to SCRRA for implementation of the SCORE Program. The grant 
includes $398 million to implement the first phase of run-through service at LAUS 
for regional/intercity rail trains via early action/interim improvements (also referred 
to as the Interim Condition or Phase A of the Link US project). CHSRA also 
committed $423 million of Proposition 1A/HSR Bonds for the project in its 
2018 Business Plan. 

The early action/interim improvements are primarily associated with the 
regional/intercity rail run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS and would 
include necessary signal modifications, roadway modifications, and property 
acquisitions to facilitate new run-through service. Phase A does not include new 
lead tracks, the elevated rail yard, or the new passenger concourse. Early 
action/interim improvements could be completed as early as 2026 to provide early 
mobility and environmental benefits.  
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Table 2-3. Definition of Key Terminology 

Term Definition 

Full Build-out Condition 
(Phase B) 

The full build-out condition evaluated in this EIR is the timeframe corresponding to 
Link US opening year (2031). In the full build-out condition, construction of all 
major project components would be completed, including new lead tracks in the 
throat segment, the elevated rail yard, and new passenger concourse. In the full 
build-out condition, regional/intercity trains would operate on all lead tracks in the 
throat segment, including compatible lead tracks identified for future HSR service. 
Regional/intercity trains would also have full use of tracks in the rail yard (with 
exception of Tracks 1 and 2) and run-through tracks in the full build-out condition.  

Full Build-out with HSR Condition The full build-out with HSR condition evaluated in this EIR is the timeframe 
corresponding to when compatible infrastructure would be modified and/or 
converted for the planned HSR system (as early as 2033). In the full build-out with 
HSR condition, compatible lead tracks would be electrified, and up to two rail yard 
platforms would be raised to meet level-boarding requirements for the planned 
HSR system. VCEs would also require extension to accommodate elevated 
platforms. Within the rail yard and south of LAUS, HSR trains would operate on 
dedicated electrified tracks. To authorize HSR operations at LAUS, a use agreement 
or other legally binding agreement would be required between the relevant parties 
to formally allocate up to two platforms and four tracks at LAUS for use by CHSRA. 
If the planned HSR system does not utilize LAUS as a station location, 
regional/intercity rail trains would continue to operate on infrastructure 
constructed in the interim and full build-out conditions. 

Notes:  
1  Relocation of the BNSF West Bank Yard is acknowledged in a letter from BNSF to Metro (BNSF 2018). 

CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; CP=Control Point; EIR=environmental impact report; EIS=environmental impact 
statement; FRA=Federal Railroad Administration; HSR=High-Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; Link US=Link Union Station; 
SCORE=Southern California Optimized Rail Expansion; SCRRA=Southern California Regional Railroad Authority; TIRCP=Transit and 
Intercity Rail Capital Program; VCEs=vertical circulation elements; WSAB=West Santa Ana Branch  
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Figure 2-12. High-Speed Rail Accommodation Overlay 
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2.4 Definition of Draft EIR Proposed Project 

The major components that define the Draft EIR proposed project are summarized in Table 2-4 and are 
based on the key terms above. 

Table 2-4. Draft EIR Project Definition Summary 
Link US CEQA 
Draft EIR 
Proposed 
Project 

Description of Major Project Components 
• North of LAUS 

o Shared track alignment (two compatible lead tracks for future HSR service) 

o Reconstructed throat (one new lead track) from CP Chavez to Cesar Chavez Avenue 

o Vignes Street Bridge and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge replacements 

o Safety improvements at Main Street  

• LAUS – Rail Yard 

o Above-grade passenger concourse  

o Elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 

o New expanded passageway 

o West Plaza 

o Elevated rail yard with six new regional/intercity rail platforms and one lengthened Gold Line 
platform  

o New VCEs (stairs, escalators, and elevators) between the platforms 

• South of LAUS 

o Up to 10 run-through tracks 

o Common viaduct/deck over US-101 

o Common embankment from Vignes Street to Center Street 

o Realignment of Commercial Street 

• East of Center Street 

o Loop track and regional/intercity rail main line connection 

o HSR main line connection on a separate viaduct from the regional/intercity rail main line 
connection 

Notes: 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CP=control point; HSR=High-Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; Link US=Link Union 
Station 
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2.5 Proposed Project Overview 
The Draft EIR proposed project components are summarized north to south below and depicted on 
Figure 2-13.  

• Throat and Elevated Rail Yard – The Draft EIR proposed project includes subgrade and structural 
improvements in Segment 1 of the project study area (throat segment) to increase the elevation of 
the tracks leading to the rail yard. The Draft EIR proposed project includes the addition of one new 
lead track in the throat segment for a total of six lead tracks to facilitate enhanced operations for 
regional/intercity rail service providers (Metrolink/Amtrak) and accommodate the planned HSR 
system within a shared track alignment. Regional/intercity and HSR trains would share the two 
western lead tracks in the throat segment. The rail yard would be elevated approximately 15 feet. 
New passenger platforms with individualized canopies would be constructed on the elevated rail 
yard, with an underlying assumption that the platform infrastructure and associated VCEs (stairs, 
escalators, and elevators) would be modified at a later date to accommodate the planned HSR 
system. The existing railroad bridges in the throat segment at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue would also be reconstructed. North of CP Chavez, the Draft EIR proposed project also 
includes safety improvements at the Main Street public at-grade crossing on the west bank of the 
Los Angeles River (medians, restriping, signals, and pedestrian and vehicular gate systems) to 
facilitate future implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. 

• Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded Passageway – The Draft EIR proposed 
project includes an above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway in Segment 
2 of the project study area (concourse segment). The above-grade passenger concourse with new 
expanded passageway would include space dedicated for passenger circulation, waiting areas, 
ancillary support functions (back-of-house uses, baggage handling, etc.), transit-serving retail, 
office/commercial uses, and open spaces and terraces. The new passenger concourse would create 
an opportunity for an outdoor, community-oriented space and enhance ADA accessibility at LAUS. 
The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse would be located above the rail yard, 
approximately 90 feet above the existing grade with new plazas east and west of the elevated rail 
yard (East and West Plazas). The new expanded passageway would be located below the rail yard 
to provide additional passenger travel-path convenience and options. Amtrak ticketing and 
baggage check-in services would occur at two locations at the east and west ends of LAUS, and 
new carousels would be constructed within the new expanded passageway. The above-grade 
passenger concourse includes a canopy over the West Plaza up to 70 feet in height, with individual 
canopies that would extend up to 25 feet over each platform. New VCEs would also be constructed 
throughout the concourse to enhance passenger movements throughout LAUS while meeting ADA 
and NFPA platform egress code requirements.  
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• Run-Through Tracks – The Draft EIR proposed project includes up to 10 new run-through tracks 
(including a new loop track) south of LAUS in Segment 3 of the project study area (run-through 
segment). The run-through tracks would facilitate connections for regional/intercity rail trains and 
HSR trains from LAUS to the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River. A 
“common” viaduct/deck over US-101 and embankment south of US-101, from Vignes Street to 
Center Street, would be constructed wide enough to support regional/intercity rail run-through 
service, and future run-through service for the planned HSR system. 

The Draft EIR proposed project would also require modifications to US-101 and local streets (including 
potential street closures and geometric modifications); railroad signal, PTC, and communications-related 
improvements; modifications to the Gold Line light rail platform and tracks; modifications to the main line 
tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River; modifications to Keller Yard and BNSF West Bank Yard 
(First Street Yard); modifications to the Amtrak lead track; new access roadways to the railroad ROW; 
additional ROW; new utilities; utility relocations, replacements, and abandonments; and new drainage 
facilities/water quality improvements. 

As discussed above, the Draft EIR proposed project would facilitate implementation of run-through service 
on up to 10 tracks south of LAUS, with main line connections for both regional/intercity rail trains and HSR 
trains. In terms of construction phasing, a project implementation approach is outlined in this EIR (Phase 
A and Phase B). Metro and the project stakeholders are also considering design approaches that would 
accommodate future interoperability for multiple rail service providers from LAUS to the main line tracks 
on the west bank of the Los Angeles River.  

  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-82 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-83 

Figure 2-13. Major Draft EIR Project Components 
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2.6 Project Objectives 
Metro identified the following objectives for implementing the proposed project: 

• Reduce train movement constraints resulting from stub-end operation by providing run-through 
service consistent with the California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) and SCORE Program 

• Provide an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced 
safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities 

• Design track and platform infrastructure at LAUS necessary to accommodate the planned HSR 
system consistent with California Proposition 1A (High-Speed Rail Act), passed in 2008 

• Maintain rail/transit service and minimize disruption to commuters during construction, to the 
maximum extent feasible 

• Avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive environmental resources to the maximum extent feasible, 
including, but not limited to, historical resources  

• Contribute to a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT 

2.7 Draft EIR Project Footprint 
The Draft EIR project footprint extends to the furthest extent of temporary work areas (temporary impacts) 
and permanent infrastructure (permanent impacts) associated with the Draft EIR proposed project. To 
provide the most flexibility and utilization of this EIR, the Draft EIR project footprint depicted on 
Figure 2-14 through Figure 2-18 encompasses the physical space to reconstruct the throat with six lead 
tracks within a shared track alignment in the throat segment (Segment 1), an above-grade passenger 
concourse with new expanded passageway and elevated rail yard in the concourse segment (Segment 2), 
and up to 10 run-through tracks that could facilitate interoperable run-through service south of LAUS in the 
run-through segment (Segment 3).  

2.8 Operational Enhancements 
In parallel with project implementation, SCRRA is currently developing the SCORE Program, a $10 billion 
plan that identifies the need for substantial investments in rail infrastructure in the Southern California 
region to upgrade the Metrolink system and meet the current and future needs of the traveling public. The 
proposed project is a critical component of the SCORE Program, providing capacity enhancements to 
accommodate the forecasted increase in train movements and associated passenger volumes at LAUS.  

The project would facilitate a substantial increase in rail operational capacity for the region, reduced train 
idling time at LAUS, and improved on-time performance for trains using LAUS. The project would also 
indirectly contribute to other cumulative benefits for the region, including a regional reduction of GHG 
emissions and VMT, as demonstrated by the operational analysis provided in the 2016 Regional 
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS) (SCAG 2016).  
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Table 2-5 summarizes the estimated total daily train movements (revenue and non-revenue) through LAUS 
and the total trips during the two 3-hour AM and PM peak operating periods for 2016 and future horizon 
years 2026, 2031 and 20401. Revenue trains operating through LAUS, such as existing Pacific Surfliner and 
future Metrolink run-through trains, count as two movements - one inbound and one outbound. 

Table 2-5. Existing (2016) and Future Daily Train Movements 

Transit Operator Frequency 2016 2026 2031 2040 

Metrolink 
(Regional Rail) 

Total Daily 185 410 690 690 

Revenue Trains 139 370 678 678 

Non-Revenue Trains1 46 40 12 12 

6-hour peak 80 144 250 250 

Amtrak/LOSSAN Total Daily2 48 68 80 140 

Pacific Surfliner  32 48 56 112 

Long-Distance Trains  5 5 5 5 

Non-Revenue Trains3 11 15 19 23 

6-hour peak 13 21 21 39 

CHSRA Total Daily — — — 272 

Non-Revenue Trains4 — — — 50 

6-hour peak — — — 132 

Source: Appendix B of this EIR 

Notes: 
1 This includes all deadhead equipment movements between LAUS and the CMF. 
2 This includes through trains on the LOSSAN corridor, as well as proposed Coachella Valley Service starting in 2026. 
3 This includes deadhead equipment movements for Pacific Surfliner and Amtrak Long Distance-trains (Southwest Chief, Sunset 

Limited/Texas Eagle, Coast Starlight) between LAUS and Amtrak Los Angeles Maintenance Facility. 
4 This includes deadhead equipment movements for HSR trains between LAUS and HSR Los Angeles Maintenance Facility. 

CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; CMF=Central Maintenance Facility; HSR=High-Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union 
Station; LOSSAN=Los Angeles – San Diego – San Luis Obispo 

                                                

1 The years 2026 and 2031 correspond to the two major phases of project implementation (interim condition and full build-out condition). The 
year 2040 corresponds to the horizon year and corresponding service goals and objectives of multiple statewide plans and mandates. 
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Figure 2-14. Draft EIR Project Footprint (Throat Segment) (Map 1 of 5) 
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Figure 2-15. Draft EIR Project Footprint (Throat, Concourse, and Run-Through Segments) (Map 2 of 5) 
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Figure 2-16. Draft EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 3 of 5) 

 

LEGEND 

Permanent Impacts 

-- Regional/Intercity Rail Track 

- - Future High-Speed Rail Track (Full Build-Out with HSR Condition) 

Viaduct Structure 

-- Road Improvement 

1-)~ 

• • • 0 

Loop Track e 
Maintenance Access Road Ci) 
Regional/Intercity Rail Run-Through Structures • 

HSR Run-Through Structure 

Los Angeles River 

Division 20 Access Road 

Modifications to BNSF West Bank Yard 

HSR Main Line connection under 
First Street Roadway Bridge 

MAP INDEX 

b~Ef1 C 
0 Feet 300 

G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-92 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

  

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-93 

Figure 2-17. Draft EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 4 of 5) 

 

LEGEND MAP INDEX 

Permanent Impacts • Track Improvements ~PP C 
0 Feet 300 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-94 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-95 

Figure 2-18. Draft EIR Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 5 of 5) 
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The operational scenarios for 2026, 2031, and 2040 (Table 2-5) are influenced by statewide and regional 
plans for service increases and other required off-site infrastructure (i.e., SCORE Program). The operational 
scenarios represent a conservative (high) estimate of the forecasted increases in regional/intercity rail and 
HSR train trips that could occur at LAUS and are used for environmental evaluation purposes. 

Infrastructure improvements outside of the project study area that are required to implement system-wide 
efficiencies and changes in regional/intercity rail operations from implementation of the SCORE Program 
are not part of the proposed project and are the responsibility of SCRRA and agency partners. Furthermore, 
the operational aspects of the planned HSR system and the associated environmental impacts are not 
evaluated in this EIR because operation of the planned HSR system and the associated impacts are 
addressed separately in the environmental documentation being prepared by FRA and CHSRA for the 
Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections. 

2.9 Infrastructure Improvements 
The key infrastructure improvements associated with the Draft EIR proposed project are described below 
under six main categories and referenced in this EIR accordingly:  

• Track improvements – A description of the new lead tracks in the throat segment, track/platform 
arrangements in the rail yard, and characteristics of the run-through track connections to the main 
line tracks along the Los Angeles River 

• Structural improvements – A description of the bridge replacements, run-through track structures, 
and embankments/retaining walls  

• Rail signal improvements – A description of the communications and systems-related equipment 

• Utility improvements – A description of the wet and dry utility relocations, extensions, and/or 
abandonments  

• Drainage and water quality improvements – A description of the new drainage systems and 
permanent stormwater best management practices (BMP) 

• Circulation and streetscape improvements – A description of the temporary detours, roadway 
improvements (widening, realignment, reconfiguring, restriping, and resurfacing of local 
roadways) and safety improvements along nearby streets  

A description of the features and characteristics of the new above-grade passenger concourse with new 
expanded passageway is provided separate from the description of key infrastructure improvements for the 
Draft EIR proposed project (Section 2.9.7).  
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2.9.1 Track Improvements 

Throat Segment 

The Draft EIR proposed project includes a six-track throat with regional/intercity rail trains and future HSR 
trains sharing the western compatible lead tracks north of LAUS. The Draft EIR proposed project would 
include reconstruction of the throat with the addition of one track within the existing railroad ROW. 
Retaining wall(s) would also be required within the existing railroad ROW. Track improvements that would 
occur in the throat segment in the interim, full build-out, and full build-out with HSR condition are 
summarized below. 

• In the interim condition, lead tracks would not be constructed in the throat segment; however, 
special track work consisting of replacement of turnouts and track at CP Mission would occur to 
facilitate run-through service south of LAUS.  

• In the full build-out condition, the throat would be reconstructed with an additional lead track, for 
a total of six lead tracks. The two western lead tracks would be constructed with a minimum 
650'-0"radius curve and with turnouts compatible for future operation of the planned HSR system.  

• In the full build-out with HSR condition, regional/intercity rail trains and HSR trains would share 
compatible tracks.  

Compatible tracks would be utilized by regional/intercity rail trains both in the full build-out condition and 
after the initiation of planned HSR service (full build-out with HSR condition), as they would be capable of 
running under their own power on the electrified tracks. Figure 2-19 depicts a cross-section of the full 
build-out with HSR condition (HSR infrastructure depicted in pink) and the two western shared tracks in 
the throat segment.  

Figure 2-19. Cross-Section of Shared Lead Tracks for Regional/Intercity Rail and Planned HSR System – 
Segment 1: Throat Segment at William Mead Homes 
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All lead tracks through the throat, as well as the station tracks they serve (new Tracks 3 through 
14, respectively), would be raised to a maximum of 15 feet at an approximate 0.7 percent maximum grade 
to accommodate elevated platforms. Reconfiguring and raising of the platforms and tracks in the rail yard 
requires removal of the Garden Tracks and associated track work in the throat, including switch and turnout 
configuration modifications; removal of several existing crossovers, turnouts, and escape tracks; and 
construction of new switches, crossovers, turnouts, and track leads; as well as new signal, PTC, and 
communications-related equipment.  

Concourse Segment (Temporary Run-Through Track Ramp, Elevated Rail Yard, and Platform 
Improvements) 

Temporary Run-Through Track Ramp (Interim Condition) 

In the interim condition, the southern portion of Tracks 7 and 8 (and the corresponding portion of Platform 
4) would be removed to construct a temporary run-through track ramp at the southern extent of the LAUS 
rail yard. Two run-through tracks would be installed on the temporary ramp structure connecting to the 
US-101 viaduct. Tracks 7 and 8 would facilitate run-through service for regional/intercity trains in the 
interim condition. Passenger ramps leading to Platform 4 would be modified and/or demolished to 
facilitate construction of the temporary run-through track ramp.  

Elevated Rail Yard (Full Build-Out Condition) 

In the full build-out condition, the rail yard would include 14 tracks similar to the existing condition. 
Tracks 1 and 2 serving the Gold Line would remain at the current elevation. Tracks 3 through 14 would be 
raised by approximately 15 feet and constructed at a 0.0 percent (level) grade to meet the required 
run-through track clearances over the El Monte Busway and US-101 (16.5 feet minimum clearance per 
Caltrans standards).  

The full build-out and full build-out with HSR configurations of the track and platforms in the rail yard are 
summarized below: 

• Tracks 1 and 2 (Platform 1) – In both full build-out conditions, Metro Gold Line trains would utilize 
Tracks 1 and 2. 

• Tracks 3 through 6 (Platforms 2 and 3) – In the full build-out condition, Tracks 3 through 6 would 
be constructed for regional/intercity rail use. In the full build-out with HSR condition, two platform 
configuration design options (Design Options A and B) are considered that would accommodate 
up to four HSR tracks in the rail yard. Under both design options, VCEs would also need to be 
modified at a later time to facilitate passenger access to the elevated HSR platforms. The design 
options are described as follows: 

o Design Option A - Tracks 3 through 6 would be converted for HSR use with raised platforms 
at a later time to meet CHSRA’s level boarding requirements (Platforms 2 and 3) and 
catenary/electrification of four HSR tracks.  
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o Design Option B - Tracks 3 and 4 would be converted for HSR use with a raised platform at a 
later time to meet CHSRA’s level boarding requirements (Platform 2) and 
catenary/electrification of two HSR tracks. Platform 3 and associated Tracks 5 and 6 would be 
retained for regional/intercity rail service.  

• Tracks 7 through 12 (Platforms 4 through 6) – In the full build-out condition, the temporary 
run-through track ramp and Tracks 7 and 8 would be demolished to facilitate construction of the 
elevated rail yard. In both full build-out conditions, Tracks 7 through 12 would serve 
regional/intercity rail trains with up to six regional/intercity rail platform tracks. A minimum of four 
regional/intercity rail run-through tracks would extend south of LAUS from Platforms 4 through 6.  

• Tracks 13 and 14 (Platform 7) – In the interim and full build-out conditions, Tracks 13 and 14 would 
remain as stub-end tracks for regional/intercity rail use. 

Demolition of retaining walls and construction of new retaining walls, fire/life safety evacuation 
routes/access roads, and other ancillary improvements are also required to facilitate construction of the 
track improvements above.  

Platform Improvements 

Similar to existing conditions, the Draft EIR proposed project would result in seven platforms in the rail 
yard. Platform 1 serving the Gold Line would be lengthened but would remain at the current elevation, and 
Platforms 2 through 7 would be reconstructed at a 0.0 percent grade, approximately 15 feet higher in 
elevation than the current platforms. Platforms 2 through 7 would also be widened from approximately 
21 feet to 29 feet to enhance safety, allow enough space for new VCEs while still providing sufficient room 
for passenger movements, and meet current building code requirements.  

New canopies over each platform would be constructed to provide shade and stormwater protection to 
patrons and employees on the new platforms. Canopies would be designed to provide adequate air 
circulation from diesel exhaust and lighting during the nighttime hours. 

In the interim condition, the rail yard would be retained at its current elevation. Platform 4 would be 
shortened to facilitate construction of a ramp and two run-through tracks from Tracks 7 and 8.  

In the full build-out condition, the rail yard would be elevated. Metro Gold Line trains would be served from 
Platform 1 and regional/intercity rail trains would be served from Platforms 2 through 7, which would be 
reconstructed to low-floor requirements.  

In the full build-out with HSR condition, any platform(s) allocated to HSR service would be converted to 
high-level platforms (also known as level-boarding) to be compatible with HSR trains, which are planned 
to use high-floor equipment. As discussed above, VCEs would also need to be modified to facilitate 
passenger access to the elevated HSR platforms. Once platforms are converted for the planned HSR 
system, they could continue to be available for use by regional/intercity trains if high-level vehicles are used 
in the future at the discretion of the rail operators. All regional/intercity trains currently utilize low-level 
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equipment. The platform configuration design options for the full build-out with HSR condition are 
described below: 

• Design Option A – Platforms 2 and 3 would be raised, and associated VCEs would be modified to 
accommodate the planned HSR system. Platforms 4 through 7 would remain available for 
regional/intercity rail trains. 

• Design Option B – Platform 2 would be raised, and associated VCEs would be modified to 
accommodate the planned HSR system. Platforms 3 through 7 would remain available for 
regional/intercity rail trains. 

The platform allocation in the rail yard could be adjusted based on negotiations and operating agreements 
with Metro and the rail operators at LAUS. The platform characteristics shown in Table 2-6 are included in 
the environmental evaluation.  

Table 2-6. Platform Characteristics – Interim and Full Build-Out Conditions 

Platform 
No. Tracks 

Platform Length 
(interim/full 

build-out) (feet) 
Operator 

(interim/full-build-out) 
Platform Tracks South of LAUS 

(interim/full build-out) 

1 1 - 2 450 Metro Gold Line Run-Through Service  

2 3 - 4 870 Metrolink and 
Amtrak/CHSRA 

Stub-End/HSR Run-Through Service 

3* 5 - 6 1,010 Metrolink and 
Amtrak/CHSRA 

Stub-End/HSR or Regional and Intercity 
Rail Run-Through Service 

4 7 - 8 758/1,230 Metrolink and Amtrak Stub-End/Regional and Intercity Rail 
Run-Through Service 

5 9 - 10 1,445 Metrolink and Amtrak Stub-End/Regional and Intercity Rail 
Run-Through Service 

6 11 - 12 1,230 Metrolink and Amtrak Stub-End/Regional and Intercity Rail 
Run-Through Service 

7 13 - 14 990 Metrolink and Amtrak Stub-End/Stub-End Service 

Notes: 
* Track and Platform Configuration Design Option A is depicted on Figure 2-15 because the planned HSR system is accommodated for in 

this EIR. 
CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; EIR=environmental impact report; HSR=High=Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union 

Station; No.= number 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-102 

Run-Through Segment  

In the interim condition, the US-101 viaduct, embankment south of US-101, and regional/intercity rail 
structures east of Center Street would be constructed to support the loop track and up to two run-through 
track main line connections. To accommodate the planned HSR system, the embankment leading to Center 
Street is designed so future HSR run-through tracks east of Center Street would avoid conflicts with Metro’s 
ESOC site and the widened Red/Purple Line subway tunnel portal area that would be constructed as part 
of Metro’s Division 20 Portal Widening and Turnback Facility project. 

The loop track allows for the circular routing of trains around LAUS and an additional route for southbound 
trains to loop through LAUS and travel northbound toward Antelope Valley, Ventura County, or SCRRA’s 
Central Maintenance Facility (CMF). The loop track provides operational benefits, including increased 
station capacity, greater operational flexibility, and more flexible train scheduling. The existing portion of 
the Amtrak lead track adjacent to Keller Yard would serve as the connecting track for the loop track, thereby 
requiring a portion of the existing Amtrak lead track to be removed from the point where the loop track 
touches ground just south of the US-101 overpass. A new turnout and lead connection would be installed 
off of the main line tracks to the south.  

In the interim condition, the regional/intercity rail run-through track connection to the main line tracks 
would result in temporary impacts on the BNSF West Bank Yard because existing storage tracks could be 
restored to their existing capacity after regional/intercity rail main line connections are complete. Between 
First Street and US-101 along the west bank of the Los Angeles River, the existing two-track main line would 
be reduced to a single track to accommodate the adjacent run-through track connection. Operationally, the 
loss of one main line track along this portion of the alignment would be offset by the additional capacity 
provided by the new regional/intercity run-through tracks.  

In the full build-out condition, the Draft EIR proposed project includes up to six regional/intercity rail 
run-through tracks from rail yard Tracks 7 through 12 (including the loop track) to facilitate 
regional/intercity rail run-through service south of LAUS to the main line along the west bank of the Los 
Angeles River.  

In the full build-out with HSR condition, the Draft EIR proposed project accommodates future construction 
of up to four HSR run-through tracks (Tracks 3 through 6) south of LAUS to the main line along the west 
bank of the Los Angeles River under the First Street Bridge. Operation of the planned HSR system would 
result in permanent impacts and potential displacement/relocation of the BNSF West Bank Yard due to 
the permanent loss of storage tracks. As discussed above, any operational impacts and required mitigation 
(i.e., off-site improvements) to facilitate the planned HSR system are not evaluated in the Link US EIR. 
Potential impacts resulting from the displacement and relocation of the BNSF West Bank Yard will be fully 
addressed in the EIS/EIR being prepared for the HSR Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Section.  
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2.9.2 Structural Improvements 

The Draft EIR proposed project requires the following bridges, viaducts, and structural improvements: 

• Replacement of the existing railroad bridges over Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

• Construction of a common viaduct over US-101 and the southbound US-101 ramp intersection at 
Commercial Street with a common deck to support regional/intercity rail and the HSR run-through 
tracks (the US-101 viaduct terminates east of Vignes Street) 

• Construction of a common embankment south of US-101 between Vignes Street and Center Street 
to support regional/intercity rail and HSR run-through tracks  

• Construction of a viaduct over Center Street to support the regional/intercity rail loop track and 
run-through tracks 

• Construction of a separate viaduct over Center Street to support future HSR run-through tracks 

• Construction of structures and retained embankments east of Center Street to support the loop 
track and segments of the regional/intercity rail and HSR run-through tracks at the BNSF West 
Bank Yard and along the main line tracks 

• Construction of a new retaining wall within the railroad ROW to support six lead tracks in the throat 
segment 

• Construction of new concrete aprons, parapet walls, in-fill walls, concrete abutments, and/or 
placement of new concrete foundations 

The structural improvements are described in detail below (discussed north to south). Structural elements 
described below would be designed for a live load of Cooper E-60, as applicable.2 

Vignes Street Bridge 

Replacement of the existing railroad bridge over Vignes Street is required because it could not support the 
additional loading requirements for passenger trains or steam locomotives at 20 miles per hour. In 
addition, the existing bridge was constructed in 1937, is a historical resource, is near the end of its design 
service life, and previous inspection reports have indicated various locations where concrete spalling and 
efflorescence from water leaking is apparent at many of the joints. While the structural integrity of the bridge 
would be enhanced, the details of the aesthetic features would be determined during final design in 
coordination with the City of Los Angeles and other applicable regulatory agencies. Figure 2-20 depicts a 
typical section for the replacement of the Vignes Street Bridge at a width that would not preclude future 
roadway improvements pursuant to the City’s Mobility Plan (also depicted on Figure 2-20). 

                                                

2 Cooper E ratings are used to express live load demand for a bridge structure. The Cooper E ratings are calculated using the American Railway 
Engineering and Maintenance-of-Way Association Cooper live load diagram to determine the actual E rating of a bridge, which depends on 
train speed, bridge span length, and bridge design. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-104 

The Vignes Street Bridge would be reconstructed in two portions, the westerly and easterly portions, 
resulting in closure of Vignes Street during the reconstruction of either the easterly or westerly portion. 
During this duration, traffic along Vignes Street would be rerouted along Cesar Chavez Avenue and 
Alameda Street. 

Figure 2-20. Proposed Vignes Street Bridge Replacement (Typical Section) 

 

Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge 

Replacement of the existing railroad bridge over Cesar Chavez Avenue is required because it could not 
support the additional loading requirements for passenger trains and steam locomotives at 20 miles per 
hour. Similar to the Vignes Street Bridge, this bridge was also constructed in 1937, is a historical resource, 
is nearing its design service life, and has had similar deficient inspection reports. While the structural 
integrity of the bridge would be enhanced, the details of the aesthetic features would be determined during 
final design in coordination with the City of Los Angeles and other applicable regulatory agencies. 
Figure 2-21 depicts a typical section for the replacement of the Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge at a width that 
would not preclude future roadway improvements pursuant to the City’s Mobility Plan (also depicted on 
Figure 2-21). 

Closure of Cesar Chavez Avenue is required during demolition of the existing bridge. During this closure, 
traffic along Cesar Chavez Avenue would be rerouted along Vignes Street and Alameda Street.  
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Figure 2-21. Proposed Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge Replacement (Typical Section) 
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Run-Through Track Embankment (Common Structure for Regional/Intercity Rail and 
High-Speed Rail) 

In the interim condition, an embankment would be constructed wide enough to support the 
regional/intercity rail run-through tracks and HSR run-through tracks from Vignes Street to the west side 
of Center Street. The embankment would rise approximately 29 feet above the existing elevation of 
US-101 and constructed where Commercial Street currently exists, thereby requiring realignment of 
Commercial Street. 

In the full build-out condition, no major changes to the embankment would occur to support additional 
run-through service south of LAUS. In the full build-out condition with HSR, a nominal amount of additional 
fill would be placed along the southern portion of the embankment to accommodate a higher HSR profile. 
Figure 2-22 depicts a cross-section of the run-through track embankment in the interim condition and the 
full build-out with HSR condition.  

Figure 2-22. Run-Through Track Embankment South of US-101 (Looking West) 
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Regional/Intercity Rail and High-Speed Rail Viaducts/Embankments (East of Center Street) 

The western edge of Center Street serves as a transition point from the run-through track embankment to 
separate viaduct structures over Center Street that would support regional/intercity rail trains in the interim 
and full build-out condition and HSR trains in the full build-out with HSR condition. The characteristics of 
the structural improvements to support the regional/intercity rail and HSR infrastructure east of Center 
Street are discussed in more detail below. 

• Loop Track – The loop track would be constructed in the interim condition and supported on a 
shared viaduct with the regional/intercity rail run-through tracks over Center Street. Just east of 
Center Street, the structure splits, and the loop track would be supported on its own embankment 
as the alignment approaches US-101. A viaduct is required to support the loop track over the 
Division 20 access road.  

• Regional/Intercity Rail Run-Through Tracks – The regional/intercity run-through tracks would be 
constructed in the interim condition and supported on a viaduct shared with the loop track over 
Center Street. Just east of Center Street, where the structure splits, run-through tracks would be 
supported on an embankment until it reaches the restored Amtrak lead track at the north end of 
the BNSF West Bank Yard, where it then transitions to a viaduct. This regional/intercity rail viaduct 
would transition to an embankment before touching down and connecting to the main line tracks 
along the west bank of the Los Angeles River south of the First Street Bridge.  

• HSR Run-Through Tracks – In the full build-out condition with HSR, HSR run-through tracks would 
be supported on a separate viaduct over Center Street (south of the regional/intercity rail viaduct) 
that would descend as it approaches the existing Viertel’s Central Division property, and over the 
Division 20 Rail Yard, before transitioning to an embankment where HSR run-through tracks would 
connect to the main line tracks along the west bank of the Los Angeles River under the First Street 
Bridge.  

As discussed above, Metro and the project stakeholders are also considering design approaches that would 
accommodate future interoperability for multiple rail service providers from LAUS to the main line tracks 
on the west bank of the Los Angeles River. Any modifications to the run-through track infrastructure 
described above to accommodate interoperability are anticipated to reduce construction costs and 
associated timeframes and would occur within the limits of the Draft EIR project footprint depicted on 
Figure 2-14 through Figure 2-18.  

2.9.3 Rail Signal Improvements 

Replacement of the rail signals and communication system is critical to optimize track phasing and increase 
efficiency of routine maintenance/testing of the signal system. The Draft EIR proposed project requires 
modifications to the existing railroad signal, communication, and PTC systems; and new signal houses; 
wayside signals; and ancillary equipment throughout the project limits to facilitate communications 
between various signal and systems-related equipment.  
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In the interim condition, removal and replacement of the CP Mission and CP Terminal signal houses would 
occur along with replacement of existing signal backbones and conduits in the throat segment to facilitate 
run-through service for regional/intercity trains. Existing rail signals and communication signal circuits 
would be replaced with “split box” microprocessor technology. The new systems would be designed to be 
compatible with Metro, regional/intercity rail, and CHSRA requirements, as appropriate. 

2.9.4 Utility Requirements 

There are at least 23 utility companies with approximately 60 active utility lines that would be impacted by 
the Draft EIR proposed project. This includes four public agencies and six private utility owners that serve 
the area with water, sewer, gas, electricity, and communications, as well as three private oil shipping 
companies. Major utility lines that could be affected by the Draft EIR proposed project include: 

• The City of Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) overhead electrical lines along 
Commercial Street 

• The LADWP overhead sub-transmission (34.5 kilovolt) and distribution lines starting at the 
intersection of Bolero Lane and Leroy Street that cross the throat area to the east side of the Los 
Angeles County Men’s Central Jail 

• The LADWP overhead electrical lines on College Street that cross the throat area serving the Los 
Angeles County Men’s Central Jail customer substation 

• The Sprint, CenturyLink, and Verizon underground fiber optic facilities that cross the throat and 
run parallel to the existing tracks on the north side from east of the Los Angeles River to the area 
west of William Mead Homes 

• A City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 12-inch water line along Commercial Street 

• A City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 12-foot by 12-foot reinforced concrete box storm 
drain at the intersection of Commercial Street and Vignes Street 

• A City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works 24-inch storm drain pipeline along Center Street 

The Draft EIR proposed project would require additional utility services for the new passenger concourse, 
associated retail and office/commercial spaces, and new platform areas. Increased on-site water service 
would be required for fire flow and domestic flow demands and pressures within the new passenger 
concourse and on the platforms. Additional power service connections from LADWP would be required to 
provide redundant power sources, as well as increased power supply. New sewer service laterals would 
also be required to serve the new passenger concourse. These new utility services would not require any 
reconstruction of existing public utility lines to accommodate the additional demands. The Draft EIR 
proposed project also requires the relocation, extension, and/or abandonment of some of the existing 
subsurface and overhead crossing utilities within the LAUS platform area (i.e., water, sewer, storm drain, 
power, gas, fiber optic, and telephone lines). All utility work would be conducted in accordance with 
applicable utility design criteria and engineering standards. Existing street lights and traffic signals may also 
be relocated or replaced, as needed. 
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2.9.5 Drainage and Water Quality Improvements 

The Draft EIR proposed project requires modifications to existing drainage facilities and construction of 
new drainage facilities to accommodate proposed infrastructure and protect water quality during and after 
construction. The drainage design focuses on maintaining existing drainage flow patterns and drainage 
systems to the maximum extent practicable; however, new drainage systems and post-construction 
stormwater BMPs would be required. The Draft EIR proposed project would include the following 
post-construction BMPs to address applicable stormwater requirements:  

• In Segment 1 of the project study area, a structural stormwater vault is proposed to capture the 
area north of Vignes Street. A capture-and-use BMP (cistern) is also proposed to capture 
stormwater for the rest of this segment, including a portion of the concourse area (Segment 2).  

• In Segment 2 of the project study area, the concourse area, capture-and-use BMPs (cisterns) are 
proposed.  

• In Segment 3, south of US-101, bioretention and other structural stormwater filter BMPs are 
proposed. Consideration of bioretention BMPs as green street features were made for public 
streets south of US-101 by incorporating City of Los Angeles Green Street Standard Plans or 
modified Green Street Standard plans.  

2.9.6 Circulation and Streetscape Improvements 

Circulation and streetscape improvements associated with the Draft EIR proposed project include 
widening, restriping, reconfiguring, and resurfacing of nearby streets and ancillary infrastructure 
improvements to encourage active transportation and enhance public safety in the project study area. 
Safety improvements to portions of Main Street and US-101 would be implemented as part of the Draft 
EIR proposed project, as would modifications to existing traffic signals and the traffic signal systems in the 
project study area.  

A description of the circulation and streetscape improvements are presented below. Roadway ROW widths 
are subject to the Mobility Plan 2035 (City of Los Angeles 2015). 

US-101 

The following safety improvements within the Caltrans ROW would be implemented as part of the Draft 
EIR proposed project: 

US-101 Main Line 

• Increased median width and shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance 

• Increased horizontal stopping sight distance 

• Restriping main line for enhanced curvature 

• Increased lane widths 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
2.0 Project Description 

 

 

 2-110 

• Increased weaving distance with maximized lengths between southbound Los Angeles Street 
on-ramp and southbound Commercial Street off-ramp 

• Increased tangent length between reversing curves for improved drivability (greater distance 
between curves allows the driver to see the upcoming horizontal curve, prepare for the curve ahead, 
and adjust driving/steering accordingly)  

Alameda Street Off-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased deceleration length 

• Standard ramp exit with diverge angle (provides a safety zone for drivers making last-minute 
decisions) 

• Increased shoulder width for enhanced horizontal clearance- 

Commercial Street Off-Ramp and On-Ramp (Southbound) 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance 

Commercial Street/Center Street Improvements 

To achieve minimum vertical clearance requirements for the viaduct structures over Center Street 
(16.5 feet), a portion of Center Street between US-101 and Ducommun Street would need to be lowered. 
This would also trigger the need to lower Commercial Street at its existing westerly approach to Center 
Street. The segment of Commercial Street east of Center Street would be vacated, as the properties it 
currently serves would be acquired. The easterly curb and sidewalk along Center Street would be extended 
through the existing intersection to facilitate this street closure. The portion of Commercial Street east of 
Center Street currently provides access to an existing Metro Division 20 access road that would be relocated 
as part of the Draft EIR proposed project.  

Commercial Street Realignment 

Commercial Street would be realigned to the north, away from the run-through track embankment south 
of LAUS. Columns supporting the US-101 viaduct would be located within the median and sidewalks of the 
realigned portion of Commercial Street at the location of the crossing. The realigned portion of Commercial 
Street would accommodate 5-foot-wide Class II bicycle lanes and 13-foot-wide sidewalks and intersect with 
Center Street just south of US-101.  

A cross-section of the realigned portion of Commercial Street with new Class II bicycle lane is depicted on 
Figure 2-23.  
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Figure 2-23. Commercial Street Cross-Section (Center Street to US-101 Looking West)  

 

Vignes Street Closure 

The close spacing of the columns along the realigned Commercial Street south of US-101 would preclude 
the ability to restore the Vignes Street intersection with Commercial Street. As such, Vignes Street between 
Commercial Street and Ducommun Street would be permanently closed to vehicular traffic but may be 
preserved for pedestrian and bicycle access between Ducommun Street and the new Commercial Street. 

Center Street (between US-101 and Ducommun Street) 

Center Street would be modified both horizontally and vertically to accommodate the crossing of the 
run-through track structures. As noted, Center Street must be lowered by up to 10 feet in the interim 
condition to accommodate the regional/intercity rail crossing over Center Street, in addition to a future 
crossing for the planned HSR system over Center Street. Additionally, the horizontal alignment of the 
roadway between US-101 and Ducommun Street would be modified to accommodate the bents and 
abutments supporting the two structures.  

As part of the Draft EIR proposed project, roadway improvements on Center Street from Ducommun Street 
to US-101 would be constructed consistent with the Connect US Action Plan and include the following 
elements: 

• Six-foot-wide cycle tracks with 3-foot buffers in both directions  

• Fifteen-foot sidewalks with street trees and landscaping to enhance pedestrian accessibility 

A cross-section of the affected portion of Center Street is depicted on Figure 2-24. 
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Figure 2-24. Center Street Cross-Section (Commercial Street to Ducommun Street Looking South) 

 

Vignes Street 

As part of the reconstruction of the Vignes Street Bridge, the existing street section would be maintained 
at the current width, although the bridge span would be increased from its existing length of 75 feet to 
100 feet to provide the horizontal clearance for future roadway improvements in accordance with the City’s 
Mobility Plan 2035. The Vignes Street bridge structure would be constructed with sufficient width to 
accommodate the following per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035: 

• ROW width – 100 feet 

• Roadway width – 70 feet 

Cesar Chavez Avenue 

The Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge would be replaced as part of the throat reconstruction in Phase A. The 
existing street section would be maintained at the current width, although the bridge span would be 
increased from its existing length of 75 feet to 100 feet to provide the horizontal clearance for future 
roadway improvements in accordance with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and the City’s vision for future 
comprehensive treatments. The Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge structure would be constructed with sufficient 
width to accommodate the following per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and DTLA Community Plan updates 
currently in process: 

• ROW width – 100 feet 

• Roadway width – 70 feet 
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Main Street 

The Draft EIR proposed project includes safety improvements at the Main Street at-grade public crossing 
to facilitate future implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. The implementation of a quiet 
zone is subject to review and approval by CPUC (Figure 2-25).  

North of CP Chavez, the Draft EIR proposed project would include the following safety improvements: 

• An 8-foot-wide median on Main Street extending up to 100 feet on either side of the tracks 

• Restriping to accommodate the median 

• New signals with advance flashing beacons 

• Wire mesh fencing along the rail ROW 

• Replacement of the existing single-gate system with pedestrian and vehicular gate systems 

• Pedestrian crossing arms and swing gates 

• Modification to the west bridge wing walls to accommodate pedestrian access 

ADA-compliant improvements would include bulb-outs with curb ramps and a striped crosswalk at a 
driveway on the north side of Main Street, as well as an approximately 25-foot sidewalk with curb and gutter 
east of the driveway. 
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Figure 2-25. Safety Improvements at the Main Street At-Grade Public Crossing 

 

2.9.7 Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded Passageway  

A new above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway would provide safe and accessible 
passage through LAUS with modern passenger accommodations. The new passenger concourse would be 
designed to enhance safety at LAUS and allow for more efficient passenger egress movements to and from 
the various transit modes at LAUS. Passenger circulation and accessibility would be improved with new 
VCEs (stairs, escalators, and elevators) that provide connectivity from the new expanded passageway that 
is at-grade and below the rail yard, to the passenger platforms, and the elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse. The VCEs in the new passenger concourse would be constructed in the full build-out 
condition and modified upon implementation of the planned HSR system at LAUS, as summarized below:  

• In the full build-out condition, new VCEs would be constructed to improve passenger circulation. 
Existing passenger connections from the east and west ends of LAUS (along with the Gold Line 
and Red/Purple Line subway station access points) would be modified to accommodate the new 
expanded passageway, including associated VCEs. 
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• In the full build-out with HSR condition, up to two platforms would be elevated to meet CHSRA’s 
level-boarding requirements. Upon conversion of the platforms to accommodate the planned HSR 
system, associated VCEs serving HSR platforms would also require modification to facilitate 
passenger access to elevated platforms.  

The new passenger concourse would include up to 600,000 square feet of space to meet the demands of 
a modern multimodal transit station and architectural elements and design features that balance the 
historic character of LAUS with a new modern design. Sustainable features would be incorporated into the 
design of the concourse in accordance with current building codes, industry standards, and design criteria 
specific to various stakeholders.  

The new passenger concourse would be designed with the appropriate size and relative arrangement of 
waiting areas, wayfinding and signage, amenities, circulation spaces and other facilities within LAUS to 
meet the following goals: 

• Sufficient space to accommodate current and future uses at LAUS 

• Safe, effective, and convenient access to rail, bus, and other transit services 

• Safe, effective, and convenient operation and management of LAUS 

• Clear circulation routes with minimum travel distances 

• Circulation spaces free from unnecessary obstructions 

• Protection from weather conditions for passengers during their movements within the new 
passenger concourse and on the elevated platforms 

Primary elements of the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway include: 

• New expanded passageway below the rail yard 

• Passenger circulation and waiting areas above the rail yard 

• Weather protection 

• Ancillary support functions and back-of-house uses (staff support spaces and administrative areas) 

• VCEs (stairs, escalators, and elevators) 

• Ticketing and baggage handling areas 

• Transit-serving retail uses (up to 160,000 square feet) 

• Office/commercial uses (up to 30,400 square feet) 

• Open spaces and terraces 

• Signage/wayfinding 

• Restrooms 
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• Utility rooms 

• Security 

The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse would be constructed above the rail yard, 
approximately 90 feet above the existing grade. The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concourse would primarily accommodate the essential transit functions (e.g., circulation and waiting 
areas). The existing east to west at-grade pedestrian passageway below the rail yard would be expanded to 
a width of 120 feet and a ceiling clearance of 10 feet to provide additional passenger travel-path convenience 
and options. The new expanded passageway reduces passenger travel time during the AM and PM peak 
and off-peak operating periods as compared with the existing condition. New plazas east and west of the 
elevated rail yard would provide retail and open space opportunities. A canopy up to 70 feet in height would 
be constructed over the West Plaza, and individual platform canopies up to 25 feet in height would also be 
constructed to provide shade and weather protection to patrons. Multiple egress routes with points of 
safety in the East Plaza, West Plaza, and other public areas are integrated into the design.  

Figure 2-26 depicts a preliminary cross-section of the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded 
passageway. Figure 2-27 through Figure 2-34 include architectural renderings of the exterior and interior 
elements of the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse, new plazas east and west of the 
elevated rail yard, and the new expanded passageway.  

Baggage Handling  

The existing baggage handling building would be repurposed, and the exterior loading dock/parking areas 
would be abandoned due to the introduction of the West Plaza. -Baggage handling operations would be 
improved by providing more efficient and direct routes for drop-off and pick-up of luggage. Drop-off 
locations would be in the East and West Plazas adjacent to ticketing areas. Baggage pick-up would occur 
within the new expanded passageway where new carousels would be provided. A new baggage handling 
operations facility would be located adjacent to the new expanded passageway. Baggage would be 
transferred via a tunnel ramped connection for tugs serving Amtrak trains. If additional baggage operations 
are needed at other platforms, accommodation for future freight elevators could be allotted, but are not a 
part of the current concept.  
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Figure 2-26. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded Passageway – Preliminary Cross-Section (Looking East) 
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Figure 2-27. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of West Plaza Looking North) 

 

Figure 2-28. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of West Plaza Looking South) 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 2-29. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Interior View of Vertical Circulation Elements Looking Northwest)  

 

 

Figure 2-30. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Interior View of Retail Space and Waiting Areas Looking East) 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 2-31. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of Platforms Looking North) 

 

Figure 2-32. Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of East Plaza Looking Southwest) 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 2-33. New Expanded Passageway (Interior View Looking North) 

 

Figure 2-34. New Expanded Passageway (Interior View Looking South) 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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2.10 Project Implementation Approach 

2.10.1 Project Phases A and B (Interim and Full Build-Out Condition) 

Project Phases A and B are two construction sub-phases that correspond to the interim condition (Phase 
A: 2026) and the full build-out condition (Phase B: 2031) evaluated in this EIR. Detailed construction 
phasing scenarios were developed to support the traffic, air quality, and noise analyses (Appendix C of this 
EIR); however, this simplified project phasing approach summarizes how regional/intercity rail run-through 
service could be implemented as early as 2026 via early action/interim improvements and how the 
remaining project elements, including reconstruction of the throat with new lead tracks, an elevated rail 
yard with new platforms and canopies, and the new passenger concourse, could be implemented as early 
as 2031. A summary of the construction activities associated with Phases A and B are provided below and 
shown on Figure 2-35 and Figure 2-36, respectively.  

Phase A/Interim Condition: 

• Property acquisitions in Segments 1 through 3 

• Utility relocations in Segments 1 and 3 

• Construct special track work and modify signal/communication infrastructure in Segment 1 

• Construct local street modifications south of LAUS, including realignment of Commercial Street 
and lowering of Center Street in Segment 3 

• Construct a run-through track ramp from the southern extent of Platform 4 in Segment 2 

• Construct a common viaduct/deck over US-101 wide enough to accommodate up to 
10 run-through tracks (including the northern loop track) south of LAUS in Segment 3  

• Construct a common embankment from Vignes Street to Center Street in Segment 3  

• Construct regional/intercity rail embankments and viaducts east of Center Street to facilitate main 
line connections for the loop track and regional/intercity rail run-through tracks in Segment 3. As 
discussed above, Metro and the project stakeholders are also considering design approaches that 
would accommodate future interoperability for multiple rail service providers from LAUS to the 
main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River. 

• Construct two run-through tracks in Segment 3 that would connect to the existing Platform 4 in 
Segment 2 
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Phase B/Full Build-Out Condition: 

• Construct new compatible lead tracks and reconstruct throat with a total of six lead tracks in 
Segment 1 

• Construct a retaining wall/sound wall in Segment 1 

• Construct new bridges over Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue in Segment 1 

• Construct elevated rail yard and new passenger concourse with new expanded passageway and 
East/West Plazas in Segment 2 

• Construct remaining run-through tracks for regional/intercity rail operations in Segment 3 
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Figure 2-35. Phase A/Interim Condition  
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Figure 2-36. Phase B/Full Build-Out Condition 
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2.10.2 Full Build-Out with High-Speed Rail Condition  

As early as 2033, in the full build-out with HSR condition, the planned HSR system would be operational 
within the space allocated for HSR trains within the Draft EIR project footprint. A full description and 
evaluation of operational impacts associated with the planned HSR system will be included and analyzed 
in CHSRA’s Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections environmental 
documents. The impacts associated with HSR infrastructure within the limits of the Link US Draft EIR 
project footprint are considered in this EIR.  

2.11 Anticipated Agency Involvement  
The following agencies are anticipated to be involved during project development and construction: 

• FRA 

• CHSRA 

• SCRRA 

• Caltrans 

• FTA 

• City of Los Angeles 

• SHPO 

• County of Los Angeles 

• LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency 

• Amtrak 

• Cal/EPA 

• California Division of Occupational Safety and Health  

• NAHC 

• CPUC 

• RWQCB, Region 4 

• SCAG 

• SCAQMD 
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2.11.1 Anticipated Permits, Discretionary Actions, and Agency Approvals 

The following agencies, at minimum, are expected to use this EIR for project-related discretionary actions 
and permitting processes: 

• Metro – Metro is responsible for adopting findings of fact, a mitigation monitoring and reporting 
program, and a statement of overriding considerations, along with certifying the EIR. Metro, as the 
project owner, would also be responsible for administering construction of the project. 

• Caltrans – Caltrans is responsible for issuing an encroachment permit for proposed infrastructure 
within Caltrans ROW. 

• City of Los Angeles – The City of Los Angeles is responsible for processing any general plan 
amendment that may be required for project-related roadway modifications and/or street vacations 
to reclassify roadways as appropriate within the Mobility Plan 2035 (General Plan Circulation 
Element). The City of Los Angeles may also require the contractor to seek approvals or exceptions 
to nighttime noise restrictions during construction. Approvals for civil/public works improvements 
and/or traffic signal timing modifications may also be required.  

• CHSRA – CHSRA is responsible for implementation of the planned HSR system through the 
project limits. The Link US project EIR accommodates the planned HSR system, and proposed 
infrastructure is anticipated to be reflected as an existing condition in the environmental 
documents prepared for the HSR Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project 
Sections.  

Cooperative third-party agreements would be established between Metro and a variety of public and private 
entities to implement various project-related infrastructure improvements. 
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3.0 Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation 

For each environmental issue area, this section presents the existing environmental setting and conditions 
before project implementation, regulatory environment, methods and assumptions used in the impact 
analysis, thresholds for determining significance, impacts that would result from the project, mitigation 
measures that would eliminate or reduce significant impacts, and the level of significance of each impact 
area after implementation of mitigation.  
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3.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis 
This section provides an overview of the environmental analysis and presents the format for the 
environmental analysis in each topical section.  

 Environmental Topics Included in the Analysis 

Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation, provides an analysis of the potential 
impacts of the Draft EIR proposed project. Sections 3.2 through 3.13 discuss the environmental impacts 
that may result with approval and implementation of the Draft EIR proposed project, and where impacts 
are identified, proposes mitigation measures that, when implemented, would reduce significant impacts 
to a level less than significant, or otherwise to the extent feasible.  

The following environmental issue areas are addressed in Sections 3.2 through 3.13:  

• Land Use and Planning 

• Transportation and Traffic 

• Aesthetics 

• Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

• Noise and Vibration 

• Biological Resources 

• Hydrology and Water Quality 

• Geology and Soils 

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

• Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

• Cultural Resources 

• Public Services 

Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, provides the analysis of cumulative impacts based on the project-level 
findings and determinations in Sections 3.2 through 3.13.  

The Final EIR project is analyzed in Table 2-2, Section 10.0, Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation, 
and Appendix P, which includes documentation to support the Final EIR project environmental 
evaluation. 

3.1.1 
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 Format and Content Used in the Analysis 

For each environmental issue area considered in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and 
Mitigation, the basic format for the environmental analysis is as follows: 

• Introduction 

• Regulatory Framework 

• Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

• Existing Conditions 

• Environmental Impacts 

• Mitigation Measures 

• CEQA Significance Conclusions 

The content for each of these sections is described below under the following headings.  

Introduction 

This section provides a brief summary of the environmental issue area to be analyzed, a summary of the 
potential impacts, and if any mitigation is proposed to reduce potential impacts associated with project 
implementation.  

Regulatory Framework 

This discussion describes the regulatory context of the environmental issue area being analyzed, 
including any applicable regulations, plans, policies, programs, and/or laws relevant to the project.  

Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

This discussion describes the methods, processes, procedures, and/or assumptions used to characterize 
existing environmental conditions and evaluate the potential impacts in the interim condition (as early as 
2026), full build-out condition (as early as 2031), and the full build-out with HSR condition (as early as 
2033). This includes the methods used in identifying and considering the range of direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts for each environmental issue area. Project impacts fall into the following three 
categories: 

• Direct Impacts – These impacts would be caused by direct physical impacts associated with the 
project and would occur during all three conditions (interim, full build-out, and full build-out with 
HSR), as described in this EIR. The environmental analysis addresses potential direct impacts of 
temporary construction activities within the project footprint. Direct impacts include, but are not 
limited to, demolition of existing structures and buildings, impacts associated with site 
development and required on- and off-site infrastructure and roadway improvements, and 
construction impacts associated with the proposed infrastructure (including proposed 

3.1.2 
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construction staging areas, fill activities, and construction traffic). An analysis of direct impacts 
resulting from long-term operations is also provided for each environmental issue area. The 
FRA/CHSRA EIS/EIRs (Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections) 
will address all HSR operational impacts resulting from the entirety of the planned HSR system. 

• Indirect Impacts – These impacts are anticipated to occur later in time or are farther removed in 
distance from the project footprint but are reasonably foreseeable as a result of project 
implementation. Examples of indirect impacts include growth-inducing impacts and other 
secondary impacts related to changes in land use patterns, population density or growth rate, 
and related impacts on the physical environment. Indirect impacts may also result from potential 
mitigation measures when instances occur that are not specifically proposed as part of the 
project.  

• Cumulative Impacts – A cumulative impact is an impact that would result from the incremental 
impact of the action when compounded with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions. Local and regional cumulative impacts associated with the project are discussed 
and analyzed in Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR. 

Existing Conditions 

This discussion provides a description of the existing physical environment and baseline setting for each 
environmental issue area. For the purpose of this document and pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines 
(Section 15125(a)), the environmental setting is used to determine the impacts associated with the 
proposed project and is based on the environmental conditions that existed at the time the NOP was 
published (May 26, 2016).  

In distinguishing between the geographic areas considered in the environmental analysis, it is important 
to note that the existing conditions for the majority of environmental issue areas within 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation, of this EIR are characterized in terms of the 
project study area. For some environmental issue areas, the study areas vary to properly analyze direct or 
indirect impacts of that specific resource. 

Environmental Impacts 

Changes that would result from the proposed project were evaluated relative to existing environmental 
conditions within the project study area, as defined in Section 2.0, Project Description.  

Thresholds of Significance 

This subsection lists the thresholds used to determine the significance of each project impact and is 
based on CEQA Guidelines, Appendix G. The thresholds are listed numerically and sequentially 
throughout each section. For example, thresholds in Section 3.2 are identified as 3.2-1, 3.2-2, and so on.  

©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis 

 

 

 3.1-4 

Impact Analysis 

For each threshold considered, the discussion is subdivided, as appropriate, to differentiate between 
direct and indirect environmental impacts that could occur in the interim, full build-out, and full build-out 
with HSR conditions.  

Subheadings and sub-numbering are used, where appropriate, for transitions between major topics and 
particular distinctions in impact determinations for sub-issues covered by the threshold. The 
environmental analysis places emphasis on distinguishing between the following:  

• Temporary construction and long-term operational impacts 

• Impacts during the interim condition, full build-out condition, and full build-out with HSR 
condition, relative to regional/intercity rail and HSR infrastructure  

• Segment-specific impacts (e.g., environmental impacts occurring in Segment 1: Throat Segment 
but not in other segments) 

This EIR uses the following terminology to denote the significance of environmental impacts of the 
project: 

• No impact indicates that the construction and operation of the project would not have any direct 
or indirect impacts on the environment. It means no change from existing conditions. This 
impact level does not need mitigation.  

• A less than significant impact is one that would not result in a substantial or potentially 
substantial adverse change in the physical environment. This impact level does not require 
mitigation, even if feasible, under CEQA.  

• A significant impact is defined by CEQA Section 21068 as one that would cause “a substantial, or 
potentially substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected 
by the project.” Levels of significance can vary by project, based on the change in the existing 
physical condition. Under CEQA, mitigation measures or alternatives to the project must be 
provided, where feasible, to reduce the magnitude of significant impacts.  

• An unavoidable significant impact is one that would result in a substantial or potentially 
substantial impact on the environment, and that could not be reduced to a less than significant 
level even with any feasible mitigation. Under CEQA, a project with significant and unavoidable 
impacts could proceed, but the lead agency would be required to prepare a “statement of 
overriding considerations” in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15093, explaining why 
the lead agency would proceed with the project understanding the potential for significant 
impacts. 
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Mitigation Measures 

This discussion identifies proposed mitigation measures to avoid, minimize, rectify, reduce, or 
compensate for project-related impacts in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines 
(Sections 15370, 15002[a][3], 15021[a][2], and 15091[a][1]), where feasible.  

CEQA Significance Conclusions 

This section includes an explanation of how the applied mitigation measure(s), if required, reduces the 
impact. If the impact remains significant, additional discussion is provided to indicate why no mitigation 
is available or why the applied mitigation is not effective in reducing the significant impact to a level less 
than significant.  

 Documents Referenced in this EIR 

This EIR includes consideration of the analysis and findings contained in previously prepared 
environmental documents and technical reports. Documents referenced in this EIR are directly related to 
the proposed project. Other sections in the EIR may also cite other environmental documents as needed 
that are relative to a particular environmental topic area. Documents referenced are identified below, 
along with a brief discussion as to how they relate to the project. 

Run-Through Tracks Project EIS/EIR (Caltrans 2005): 

• Provides supporting basis for the preferred s-curve configuration for run-through tracks south of 
LAUS  

• Provides screening evaluation criteria for consideration during the alternatives analysis phase 

Final Program EIR/EIS and Record of Decision for the Proposed California High Speed Train 
System (Federal Railroad Administration 2005): 

• Provides program-wide environmental clearance for the planned HSR system 

2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Program EIR (Southern 
California Association of Governments 2016): 

• Provides regional cumulative analysis for the 2040 (future condition) and analyzes 
regional/intercity rail and HSR service operations 

• Provides program-level mitigation recommendations for consideration at the project level 

 CEQA Guidelines and Appendix G Environmental Updates 

In 2013, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research initiated a comprehensive, multiyear effort 
aimed at updating the CEQA Guidelines, including the Appendix G environmental checklist. The 
proposed updates to the CEQA Guidelines were published in November of 2017 (Governor's Office of 
Planning and Research 2017). The Natural Resources Agency has finalized the updates to the CEQA 

3.1.3 

3.1.4 
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Guidelines and changes have been approved by the Office of Administrative Law and are now in effect as 
of January 2019. Preparation of this EIR has been underway for several years and, therefore, follows the 
previous CEQA Guidelines.  

The approved updates to the CEQA Guidelines fall into two categories: (1) efficiency and organizational 
improvements, and (2) major substantive improvements. These updates incorporate California Supreme 
Court decisions and recently adopted legislation amending the CEQA Guidelines, including major 
reforms pertaining to the metrics used in evaluating transportation impacts and new environmental 
resource topics such as tribal cultural resources.  

While the updated 2019 CEQA Guidelines Appendix G environmental checklist includes changes to 12 of 
the 18 existing environmental resource topics and 2 new resource topics, this EIR includes an analysis of 
all applicable thresholds. Table 3.1-1 and Table 3.1-2 summarize the updated 2019 CEQA Guidelines 
Appendix G environmental issue areas and where the analysis is provided in this EIR. 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

New Topic: Energy 

New Threshold A: Would the project result in in a 
potentially significant environmental impact 
due to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary 
consumption of energy, or wasteful use of 
energy resources, during project construction 
or operation?  

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services and 
Energy Consumption 

Threshold 3.11-J: Generate unnecessary 
consumption of energy resources or conflict 
with initiatives for renewable energy or energy 
efficiency 

Construction  
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

New Threshold B: Would the project conflict with or 
obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency? 

Construction  
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

New Topic: Wildfire 

New Threshold A: If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project impair an adopted emergency response 
plan or emergency evacuation plan? 

Section 3.10: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Threshold 3.10-H: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project is located in an urban area and wildfire 

         
       

        

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

New Threshold B: If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project due to slope, prevailing winds, and 
other factors, exacerbate wildfire risks, and 
thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the 
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 

New Threshold C: If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project require the installation or maintenance 
of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel 
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines 
or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or 
that may result in temporary or ongoing 
impacts to the environment? 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 

New Threshold D: If located in or near state 
responsibility areas or lands classified as very 
high fire hazard severity zones, would the 
project expose people or structures to 
significant risks, including downslope or 
downstream flooding or landslides, as a result 
of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage 
changes? 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic 

Combined 3.3-A 
and 3.3-F 

Threshold A: Would the project conflict with a 
program plan, ordinance, or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, 
roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? 

Section 3.3: Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-A: Conflict with an applicable 
plan, ordinance, or policy establishing 
measures of effectiveness for the performance 
of the circulation system, taking into account 
all modes of transportation, including mass 
transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, 
including, but not limited to, intersections, 
streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian 
and bicycle paths, and mass transit 

Threshold 3.3-F: Conflict with adopted 
policies, plans, or programs regarding public 
transit, bicycle, or pedestrian facilities, or 
otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities 

Threshold 3.3-A: 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Indirect 

No Impact 

Threshold 3.3-F: 

Construction 
Less than Significant  

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

New Threshold B: Would the project conflict or be 
inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 
15064.3, subdivision (b)? 

Section 3.3: Transportation and Traffic 

Methodology (SB 743 – VMT): The proposed 
project predominantly involves rail and 
passenger capacity improvements that would 
enhance regional accessibility to and through 
LAUS. The proposed project would increase 
transit ridership and reduce regional VMT; 
therefore, the proposed project would achieve 

— Consistent 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

the goals of SB 743. 

Minor Edit Threshold C: Would the project substantially 
increase hazards due to a geometric design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

Section 3.3: Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-D: Substantially increase 
hazards because of a design feature (e.g., 
sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or 
incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

Section 3.4, Aesthetics 

Edited Threshold C: Would the project, in non-
urbanized areas, substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of public 
views of the site and its surroundings (public 
views are those that are experienced from 
publicly accessible vantage point)? If the project 
is in an urbanized area, would the project 
conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

Section 3.4: Aesthetics 

Threshold 3.4-C: Substantially degrade the 
existing visual character or quality of the site 
or its surroundings  

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Minor Edit Threshold B: Would the project result in a 
cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the project region is 
non-attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? 

Section 3.5: Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change 

Threshold 3.5-C: Result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is 
nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including 
release emissions which exceed quantitative 
thresholds for O3 precursors) 

Construction 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 

Remains Unchanged  

Edited Threshold D: Would the project result in other 
emissions (such as those leading to odors) 
adversely affecting a substantial number of 
people? 

Section 3.5: Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change 

Threshold 3.5-E: Create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration 

Combined 3.6A, 
3.6-C, and 3.6-D 

Threshold A: Would the project result in 
generation of a substantial temporary or 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in 
the vicinity of the project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise 
ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-A: A substantial permanent 
increase in ambient noise levels in the project 
vicinity above levels existing without the 
project 

Threshold 3.6-C: Exposure of persons to or 
generation of noise levels in excess of 
standards established in the local general plan 

Threshold 3.6-A 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-C 

Operations 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

or noise ordinance or applicable standards of 
other agencies 

Threshold 3.6-D: A substantial temporary or 
periodic increase in ambient noise levels 
existing without the project 

Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-D 

Construction 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Minor Edits Threshold B: Would the project result in 
generation of excessive groundborne vibration 
or groundborne noise levels? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration  

Threshold 3.6-B: Exposure of persons to, or 
generation of, excessive groundborne 
vibration or ground borne noise levels 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Combined 3.6-E 
and 3.6-F 

Threshold C: For a project located within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip or an airport land 
use plan or, where such a plan has not been 
adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or 
public use airport, would the project expose 
people residing or working in the project area to 
excessive noise levels? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration  

Threshold 3.6-E: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project study area is not located within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  

Threshold 3.6-F: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project study area is not located within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 

Section 3.7, Biological Resources 

Edited Threshold C: Would the project have a 
substantial adverse effect on state or federally 
protected wetlands (including, but not limited 
to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, 
or other means? 

Section 3.7: Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.7-C: Have a substantial adverse 
effect on federally protected wetlands as 
defined by Section 404 of the CWA (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, 
etc.) through direct removal, filling, 
hydrological interruption, or other means 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality 

Combined 3.8-E 
and 3.8-G 

Threshold A: Would the project violate any 
water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially 
degrade surface or ground water quality? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-E: Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements 

Threshold 3.8-G: Otherwise substantially 
degrade water quality 

Threshold 3.8-E and 3.8-
G: 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Edited Threshold B: Would the project substantially 
decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such 
that the project may impede sustainable 
groundwater management of the basin? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-A: Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been 
granted) 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

Edited Threshold C (i): Would the project substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would:  

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-F: Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on or 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

• Result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on or off site? 

off site Indirect 
No Impact 

Edited Threshold C (ii): Would the project substantially 
alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or 
area, including through the alteration of the 
course of a stream or river or through the 
addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner 
which would: 

• Substantially increase the rate or amount 
of surface runoff in a manner which would 
result in flooding on- or off-site? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-B: Substantially alter the 
existing drainage pattern of the site or area, 
including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a 
manner which would result in flooding on or 
off site 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

Edited Threshold C (iv): Substantially alter the existing 
drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream 
or river or through the addition of impervious 
surfaces, in a manner which would: 

• Impede or redirect flood flows? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-I: Place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structure, which would impede or 
redirect flood flows 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 

Edited Threshold D: Would the project in flood hazard, 
tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-J: Inundation by seiche, 
tsunami, or mudflow 

No further analysis 
required 

No further analysis 
required 

New Threshold E: Would the project conflict with or 
obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-A: Substantially deplete 
groundwater supplies or interfere substantially 
with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

No further analysis 
required 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which 
would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been 
granted) 

Threshold 3.8-C: Create or contribute runoff 
water, which would exceed the capacity of 
existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff 

Threshold 3.8-E: Violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 

Minor Edit Threshold A: Would the project directly or 
indirectly cause potential substantial adverse 
effects, including the risk of loss, injury, or 
death involving:  

i. Strong seismic ground shaking; and, 

ii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction. 

Section 3.9: Geology and Soils 

Threshold A: Expose people or structures to 
potential substantial adverse effects, including 
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

i. Strong seismic ground shaking; and, 

ii. Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction. 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Minor Edit Threshold D: Would the project be located on 
expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the 
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating 
substantial direct or indirect risk to life or 
property? 

Section 3.9: Geology and Soils 

Threshold 3.9-D: Be located on expansive soil, 
as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994), 
creating substantial risk to life or property 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Relocated Threshold F: Would the project directly or 
indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature? 

Section 3.12: Cultural Resources 

Threshold 3.12-C: Directly or indirectly destroy 
a unique paleontological resource or site or 
unique geologic feature 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Combined 3.10-
E and 3.10-F 

Threshold E: For a project located within an 
airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public 
airport or public use airport, would the project 
result in a safety hazard or excessive for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

Section 3.10: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Threshold 3.10-E: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project study area is not located within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  

Threshold 3.10-F: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project study area is not located within 2 miles 
of a public airport or public use airport.  

No further analysis 
required 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Edited Threshold G: Would the project expose people 
or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires? 

Section 3.10: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Threshold 3.10-H: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project is located in an urban area and wildfire 
risk is low. The project study area is not 
located within a state responsibility very high 
fire hazard severity zone (CAL Fire 2007). 

No further analysis 
required 

Remains unchanged 

Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Combined 3.11-
B and 3.11-C 

Threshold A: Would the project require or result 
in the relocation or construction of new or 
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm 
water drainage electric power, natural gas, or 
telecommunications facilities the construction 
of which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services and 
Energy Consumption 

Threshold 3.11-B: Require or result in the 
construction of new water or wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects 

Threshold 3.11-C: Require or result in the 
construction of new stormwater drainage 
facilities or expansion of existing facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 

Threshold 3.11-B and C 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Edited Threshold B: Would the project have sufficient 
water supplies available to serve the project and 
reasonably foreseeable future development 
during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? 

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services and 
Energy Consumption 

Threshold 3.11-D: Have sufficient water 
supplies available to serve the project from 
existing entitlements and resources, or are 
new or expanded entitlements needed 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Edited Threshold D: Would the project generate solid 
waste in excess or state or local standards, or in 
excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or 
otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste 
reduction goals? 

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services and 
Energy Consumption 

Threshold 3.11-F: Be served by a landfill with 
sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate 
the project’s solid waste disposal needs 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 

Minor Edit Threshold E: Would the project comply with 
federal, state, and local management and 
reduction statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste? 

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services and 
Energy Consumption 

Threshold 3.11-G: Comply with federal, state, 
and local statutes and regulations related to 
solid waste 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Remains unchanged 
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Table 3.1-1. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – New or Modified 

2019 
Modification Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location 

Significance 
Determination in Link 

US EIR  
(After Mitigation) 

Significance 
Determination  
with Updated 

Guidelines 

Section 3.12, Cultural Resources 

Minor Edit Threshold A: Would the project cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance 
of a historical resource pursuant to §15064.5? 

Section 3.12: Cultural Resources 

Threshold 3.12-A: Cause a substantial adverse 
change in the significance of a historical 
resource as defined in §150464.5 

Construction 
Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Operations 
No Impact 

 Remains unchanged 

Minor Edit Threshold C: Would the project disturb any 
human remains, including those interred 
outside of dedicated cemeteries? 

Section 3.12: Cultural Resources 

Threshold 3.12-D: Disturb any human 
remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
No Impact  

Indirect  
No Impact 

Remains unchanged 

Notes: 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; EIR=environmental impact report; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; Link US=Link Union Station; O3=ozone; PRC=Public Resources Code; SB=Senate 
Bill; UBC=Uniform Building Code; VMT=vehicle miles traveled 
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Table 3.1-2. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – Removed 

Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location Significance Determination in Link US EIR 

3.2, Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 3.2-C: Would the project conflict with any applicable 
habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation 
plan 

Section 3.2: Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 3.2-C: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. There are no habitat 
conservation plans or natural community 
conservation plans that are applicable 
within the project study area.  

No further analysis required 

Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-B: Would the project conflict with an applicable 
congestion management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand measures, or other 
standards established by the county congestion management 
agency for designated roads or highways? 

Section 3.3: Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-B: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The project-related traffic 
would not exceed the arterial intersection 
analysis threshold or the freeway analysis 
threshold at the nearest monitoring 
locations or at any location.  

No further analysis required 

Threshold 3.3-C: Would the project result in a change in air traffic 
patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks? 

Section 3.3: Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-C: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The project would not 
include the construction of any structural 
facilities that would create a runway 
hazard. Likewise, the project does not 
include expansion of airport facilities or 
increase air traffic.  

No further analysis required 
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Table 3.1-2. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – Removed 

Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location Significance Determination in Link US EIR 

Section 3.5, Air Quality 

Threshold 3.5-B: Would the project violate any air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation? 

Section 3.5: Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change 

Threshold 3.5-B: Violate any air quality 
standard or contribute substantially to an 
existing or projected air quality violation 

Threshold 3.5-B 

Construction 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Beneficial Impact 

 

Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-C: Would the project result in a substantial 
permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration 

Combined with Threshold 3.6-A 

Threshold 3.6-C 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-D: A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels existing 
without the project? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration 

Combined with Threshold 3.6-A 

Threshold 3.6-D 

Construction 
Significant and Unavoidable 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 
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Table 3.1-2. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – Removed 

Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location Significance Determination in Link US EIR 

Threshold 3.6-F: For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels? 

Section 3.6: Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-E: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The project study area is 
not located within 2 miles of a public 
airport or public use airport.  

No further analysis required 

Section 3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-H: Would the project place housing within a 
100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal flood hazard 
boundary map or FIRM or other flood hazard delineation map? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-H: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The proposed project 
would not involve construction of 
residential housing.  

No further analysis required 

Threshold 3.8-I: Would the project place within a 100-year flood 
hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood 
flows? 

Section 3.8: Hydrology and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-H: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The proposed project is 
not within a 100-year flood hazard area. 

No further analysis required 

Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Threshold 3.10-F: For a project within the vicinity of a private 
airstrip, would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area? 

Section 3.10: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Threshold 3.10-F: This threshold is 
Threshold identified as requiring no 
further analysis. The project study area is 
not located within 2 miles of a public 
airport or public use airport. 

No further analysis required 
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Table 3.1-2. Updated CEQA Guidelines Environmental Checklist – Removed 

Potential Environmental Impact Link US EIR Location Significance Determination in Link US EIR 

Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Threshold 3.11-A: Would the project exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable RWCQB? 

Threshold 3.11-A: Exceed wastewater 
treatment requirements of the applicable 
RWCQB 

Threshold 3.11-A 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-C: Would the project require or result in the 
construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental effects? 

Section 3.11: Utilities/System Services 
and Energy Conservation 

Combined with Threshold 3.11-A 

Threshold 3.11-C 

Construction 
Less than Significant 

Operations 
Less than Significant 

Indirect 
Less than Significant 

Notes: 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; EIR=environmental impact report; FIRM=flood insurance rate map; Link US=Link Union Station; RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control Board 
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3.2 Land Use and Planning 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of potential impacts relative to land use and planning for the Draft EIR. 
Information contained in this section is summarized from the Link US Community Impact Assessment 
(Appendix D of this EIR). 

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.2-1 identifies and summarizes applicable state and local laws, regulations, and plans relative to 
land use and planning.  

Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

State 

State Planning and Zoning Laws 
(California Government Code 
Section 65300) 

California Government Code Section 65300 et seq. establishes the obligation of 
cities and counties to adopt and implement general plans. The State Zoning Law 
(California Government Code Section 65800 et seq.) establishes that zoning 
ordinances, which are laws that define allowable land uses within a specific zone 
district, are required to be consistent with the general plan and any applicable 
specific plans. A specific plan is another planning device that governs a smaller land 
area than the general plan but must be consistent with the overarching general plan. 
Specifically, it implements the general plan in a particular geographic area. 
(California Government Code, Section 65450.)  

Sustainable Communities and 
Climate Protection Act of 2008 
(Sustainable Communities Act, SB 
375) 

SB 375 of 2008 provides for greater coordination of state housing and 
environmental and transportation laws, and requires regional MPOs to develop an 
SCS as part of the RTP. SCAG is the MPO for the project study area.  

California Public Utilities Code – 
Public Utilities Code § 30631 

Metro is authorized by the State of California to develop its property under its 
enabling legislation (AB 152) and Public Utilities Code 30631a.  

3.2. l 

3.2.2 
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Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Regional 

SCAG 2008 RCP The SCAG 2008 RCP is an advisory document to local agencies for their voluntary 
use in preparing local plans and handling issues of regional significance. The RCP 
addresses important regional issues, such as housing, traffic/transportation, water, 
and air quality, and presents a vision of how the region can balance resource 
conservation, economic vitality, and quality of life. 

SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS The RTP/SCS is a long-range regional transportation plan that provides a blueprint 
to coordinate the regional transportation system by creating a vision for 
transportation investment throughout the region and identifying regional 
transportation and land use strategies to address mobility needs and help the region 
achieve state greenhouse gas emission reduction goals.  

SCAG prepared a program environmental impact report for the 2016-2040 RTP/SCS. 
The project is listed in the RTP/SCS as Federal Transportation Improvement 
Program #LA0G1051. 

Metro’s 2006 Bicycle Transportation 
Strategic Plan 

Metro’s 2006 Bicycle Transportation Strategic Plan identifies strategies to help 
municipalities and agencies in the region plan for bicycling in their jurisdictions as a 
viable mode of transportation. The plan contains an inventory of “bike-transit” hubs 
in Los Angeles County and also identifies routes that may eventually provide 
continuity for bicyclists, while also outlining a strategy for prioritizing regional 
bikeway projects. 

Local 

Metro’s Connect US Action Plan Metro’s Connect US Action Plan includes a strategy for encouraging people to walk 
and bicycle to LAUS from surrounding historic and cultural neighborhoods, 
including El Pueblo, Chinatown, Cornfield Arroyo Seco, Boyle Heights, Arts District, 
Little Tokyo, and Civic Center.  

Metro’s Green Construction Policy On August 4, 2011, Metro adopted the Green Construction Policy and committed to 
using greener, less polluting construction equipment and vehicles, as well as 
implementing best practices to reduce harmful diesel emissions on all Metro 
construction projects performed on Metro properties and ROW. 

First Last Mile Strategic Plan This plan identifies ways Metro and other agency partners can improve access and 
connections to public transit. This plan aims to expand the reach of transit through 
infrastructure improvements to areas where first/last mile barriers exist with the 
ultimate goal of increasing ridership. Metro’s first/last mile strategy was developed 
in conformance with the policies outlined in the Countywide Sustainability Policy & 
Implementation Plan. 

Metro’s Active Transportation 
Strategic Plan 

The Active Transportation Strategic Plan was adopted by the Metro Board of 
Directors on May 26, 2016. The Active Transportation Strategic Plan is Metro's 
county-wide effort to identify strategies to increase walking, bicycling and transit use 
in Los Angeles County, focused on improving first and last mile access to transit 
with a regional network of active transportation facilities, including shared-use paths 
and on-street bikeways with funding strategies to implement improvements.  
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Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood 
Assessment 

The LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment was developed by a non-profit 
organization, Global Green USA, with a grant from the U.S. EPA’s Office of 
Sustainable Communities. Global Green USA used the neighborhood assessment as 
a means to evaluate existing conditions and provide recommendations for LAUS 
and the surrounding area that would increase the neighborhood’s overall level of 
sustainability.  

The LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment was referenced in a scoping 
comment by U.S. EPA and includes four recommendations with associated actions. 
In particular, Recommendations 2 and 3 provide for enhanced neighborhood 
connectivity within the area surrounding LAUS and connections to the Los Angeles 
River.  

City of Los Angeles TDM Program The City’s TDM program is designed to decrease dependency on single occupancy 
vehicles. LADOT strongly encourages the development of a comprehensive TDM 
program to eliminate as many new project trips as possible. Consistent with LADOT 
Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (LADOT 2016), mitigation programs for impacts 
that are expected to be significant under CEQA should be developed to primarily aim 
to minimize the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles by encouraging, 
promoting, and supporting the use of other sustainable modes of travel like public 
transit, walking, and bicycling. LADOT identifies mitigation categories, that should 
be considered when evaluating and proposing transportation mitigation measures.  

LADOT Bicycle Program LADOT established the Bicycle Program within the Department’s Active 
Transportation Division. The Bicycle Program’s goal is to work together to 
implement bikeways and programs that support bicycling in the City.  

Mobility Plan 2035 The Mobility Plan 2035 is the City of Los Angeles General Plan Transportation 
Element. The plan incorporates “Complete Streets” principles and lays the policy 
foundation for future City of Los Angeles roadways. The “Complete Streets” concept 
takes into account the many community needs that streets fulfill. The plan identifies 
goals, objectives, policies, and action items that serve as guiding tools for making 
sound transportation decisions. 

Complete Streets Design Guide The Complete Streets Design Guide lays out a vision for designing safe, accessible, 
and vibrant streets in Los Angeles. As outlined in California’s Complete Streets Act 
of 2008, the goal of Complete Streets is to ensure that the safety, accessibility, and 
convenience of all transportation users – pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and 
motorists – is accommodated. The Complete Streets Design Guide provides a 
compilation of design concepts and best practices that promote the major tenets of 
Complete Streets – safety and accessibility. The guide is meant to supplement 
existing engineering practices and requirements to meet the goals of Complete 
Streets. 
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Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan The purpose of the Bicycle Plan is to increase, improve, and enhance bicycling in the 
City, making it a safe, healthy, and enjoyable means of transportation and recreation. 
The Bicycle Plan, a part of the Mobility Element, establishes policies and programs 
to increase the number and types of bicyclists in the City and make every street in 
the City a safe place to ride a bicycle.  

The Bicycle Plan includes a continuous bicycle path along the south and west sides 
of the Los Angeles River and identifies connections to the river to enhance access to 
existing and future segments of the river path for non-motorized transportation and 
recreation. 

The following policies and programs are contained within the Bicycle Plan: 

• Policy 1.1.3, Program B Downtown Bikeways – Plan and implement series of 
interconnected bikeways within the downtown area to link bicyclists to 
employment, retail, residential, civic, cultural, and recreational destinations. 
Downtown bikeways should be integrated with the existing Downtown Street 
Standards 

• Policy 1.3.1, Program A Bikeways along Exclusive Transit 
Rights-of-Way - Continue to include Class I bicycle paths adjacent to new 
exclusive surface transit rights of-way. Identify all major transit projects under 
development and work with Metro and other appropriate agencies to 
incorporate bikeways in new transit projects. 

• Policy 2.3.1, Program B Bridge Design Program - Consider bicycle facilities 
when designing new or retrofitting bridges. Any modifications to an existing 
bridge that has been designated, or determined to be eligible, as a Historic 
Resource should avoid adversely impacting character-defining features. 
Particular attention should be made to bridge underpasses that cross existing 
or future bicycle paths to ensure that the paths are integrated into the design 
and construction of the facility. 

• Policy 3.1.3, Program C Standard Mitigation Measure Revision - Revise the 
standard mitigation measures to include contributions to the Bicycle Plan 
Trust Fund and/or the installation of bicycle facility improvements and/or 
bicycle amenities such as parking, internal bikeway paths, etc. 

• Policy 3.1.3, Program D Traffic Study Guidelines Revision – Revise the City’s 
Traffic Study Guidelines to prioritize the installation of bicycle facility 
improvements as a trip reduction measure. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.2 Land Use and Planning 

 

 

 3.2-5 

Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Los Angeles River Revitalization 
Master Plan 

The 2007 Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan includes plans to construct a 
continuous river greenway providing a pedestrian and bicycle path along the Los 
Angeles River. Some segments of the path have been constructed, with future plans 
to extend the trail along the entire 32-mile corridor. 

Recommendation 4.12 of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan calls for 
the continued “development of non-motorized transportation and recreation 
elements including bicycle and pedestrian paths and multi-use trails in the river and 
tributary rights-of-way.”  

Recommendation 5.5 calls for the safe non-motorized routes between the river and 
cultural institutions, parks, civic institutions, transit-oriented development, schools, 
transit hubs, and commercial and employment centers within 1 mile of the river. The 
plan also identifies Commercial Street as a future primary local Green Street 
between Alameda and Center Streets. A neighborhood gateway portal is also 
identified for the area east of Center Street. The Green Street standards identified in 
the plan emphasize multimodal transportation infrastructure that accommodates 
the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, other non-motorized transportation users.  

Los Angeles River Design Guidebook The Los Angeles River Design Guidebook was developed pursuant to the Los 
Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan and provides design recommendations for 
improvements to the Los Angeles River communities. Recommendations include 
providing safe pedestrian and bicyclist access to the Los Angeles River, providing 
adequate sidewalks and buffers between pedestrians and vehicles/transit, and 
prioritizing pedestrian safety above other modes.  

City of Los Angeles Citywide General 
Plan Framework Element 

The City of Los Angeles Citywide General Plan Framework Element is an element in 
the City’s General Plan that establishes the broad overall policy and direction for the 
entire General Plan. The Framework Element provides a citywide context and a 
comprehensive long-range strategy to guide the comprehensive update of the 
General Plan’s other elements. 

City of Los Angeles CCNCP The City’s 35 community plans and two special use districts collectively comprise 
the Land Use Element of the General Plan, which is currently being updated in 2018, 
with adoption anticipated in 2020. The majority of the project study area overlaps 
with the plan area for the CCNCP, which encompasses approximately 2,005 acres in 
the northern portion of Downtown Los Angeles. The plan area for the CCNCP 
extends from Alameda Street on the west to the Los Angeles River on the east, and 
from Broadway and Stadium Way on the north to the City of Vernon boundary on the 
south. The plan area includes large areas of industrial and commercial uses, with 
scattered residential land uses.  

ADSP The northwestern portion of the project study area, which includes LAUS, overlaps 
with the plan area for the ADSP. The 70-acre plan area, which includes the 52-acre 
LAUS property and the 18-acre U.S. Postal Terminal Annex property, is bounded by 
Alameda Street, Main Street, Vignes Street, US-101, the Santa Ana Freeway (I-5), the 
El Monte Busway, and the passenger and platform areas in LAUS.  

CASSP The northern portion of the project study area overlaps with the plan area for the 
CASSP. The plan area is located adjacent to the Chinatown and Lincoln Heights 
communities.  
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Table 3.2-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles RIO District 
(Ordinance 183145)  

LAUS is within a RIO District, which is a special use district that requires new 
projects to achieve points in three design categories: Watershed, Urban Design, and 
Mobility. The purpose of the establishing RIO Districts is to, in part, support the 
goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan; establish a positive 
interface between river adjacent property and river parks and/or greenways; promote 
pedestrian, bicycle and other multimodal connection between the river and its 
surrounding neighborhoods; and provide safe, convenient access to and circulation 
along the river. 

The RIO provides guidelines for new complete streets and includes a mobility 
strategy to ensure that the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and vehicle 
drivers are considered when major projects or street improvements are proposed. 
The RIO is intended to enable the City to better coordinate land use development 
along the 32-mile corridor of the Los Angeles River within the City’s boundaries.  

Partnership for Sustainable 
Communities livability principles 

The livability principles, developed by the U.S. EPA, U.S. Department of Housing 
and Urban Development, and U.S. Department of Transportation, aim to help 
improve access to affordable housing, create more transportation options, and 
lower transportation costs while protecting the environment in communities 
nationwide. 

City of Los Angeles Commercial and 
Artcraft District 

The northern portion of the project study area is located within the Commercial and 
Artcraft District. The Commercial and Artcraft District is intended to provide 
enclaves whereby the artisan segments of the population may live, and create and 
market their artifacts. Artcraft activities, combined with commercial and residential 
uses, are permitted in the Commercial and Artcraft District. 

Vision Zero Los Angeles 2015-2025 Vision Zero is a City initiative to eliminate all traffic deaths by 2025. The High Injury 
Network identifies where strategic investments will have the biggest impact in 
reducing deaths and severe injuries. Alameda Street and portions of Cesar Chavez 
Avenue and Vignes Street, north of LAUS, are part of the High Injury Network. 

Notes: 
AB=Assembly Bill; ADSP=Alameda District Specific Plan; CASSP=Cornfield/Arroyo Seco Specific Plan; CCNCP=Central City North 
Community Plan; LADOT= City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; Metro=Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority; MPO=metropolitan planning organizations; SB=Senate Bill; RCP=Regional Comprehensive Plan; 
RIO=River Improvement Overlay; ROW=right-of-way; RTP=Regional Transportation Plan; SCAG=Southern California Association of 
Governments; SCS=Sustainable Communities Strategy; TDM=Transportation Demand Management, U.S.=United States; U.S. EPA=United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Findings and conclusions contained in this analysis are based on the Link US Community Impact 
Assessment (Appendix D of this EIR). The City of Los Angles General Plan (General Plan) and applicable 
specific plans or other planning and engineering documents were utilized to identify information related to 
existing on-the-ground land uses and site conditions, existing land use designations and zoning 
classifications, and future land uses in the project study area reflected in the City’s current community plans 
and DTLA 2040, the City’s program to update the Central City and Central City North Community Plans 
(CCNCP), which are currently under preparation. 

3.2.3 
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An evaluation was conducted in the context of whether the project meets the intent of applicable 
regional/intercity rail and HSR planning documents and other local transportation plans. Although Metro 
is authorized by the State of California to develop its property under its enabling legislation (Assembly Bill 
[AB] 152) and Public Utilities Code 30631a, a consistency evaluation of the City’s applicable planning 
documents was conducted to determine general project consistency with local plans and policies. 

 Existing Conditions 

Existing Land Uses 

LAUS is located in the northeastern corner of Downtown Los Angeles and is bounded by the El Monte 
Busway and US-101 to the south, Cesar Chavez Avenue to the north, Vignes Street to the east, and Alameda 
Street to the west. Existing land uses within the project study area consist of transportation infrastructure 
(LAUS, railroad tracks, US-101, and I-10), commercial and industrial buildings, residential apartment 
buildings (e.g., William Mead Homes, Mozaic Apartments, and One Santa Fe Apartments), and 
government buildings (e.g., Metro Headquarters, U.S. Post Office/Mail Processing Facility, and the Twin 
Towers Correctional Facility). Overall, the project study area is characterized by a dense downtown urban 
environment and consists of the following existing land uses within each of the three segments of the 
project study area: 

• Segment 1: Throat Segment – The northern portion of the project study area includes the William 
Mead Homes complex adjacent to the railroad ROW and a mix of government and public facilities 
and industrial and manufacturing uses.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment – The center portion of the project study area primarily consists of 
the LAUS campus and associated rail/transit facilities, Metro Headquarters, U.S. Post Office/Mail 
Processing Facility, and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility. The Mozaic Apartment Complex is 
also located adjacent to LAUS.  

• Segment 3: Run-Though Segment – The southern portion of the project study area is mostly 
occupied by commercial and industrial buildings (warehouses and refrigerated storage facilities). 
This segment includes the Commercial Street/Ducommun Street corridor (Alameda to Center 
Streets), the BNSF West Bank Yard, Keller Yard, main line tracks that extend along the west bank 
of the Los Angeles River, and the One Santa Fe Apartments.  

Downtown Communities 

The project is located in the northeastern corner of Downtown Los Angeles, the central business district of 
the City, which also includes a diverse residential neighborhood of approximately 50,000 people. 
Downtown Los Angeles is composed of multiple neighborhood communities, commonly also referred to 
as districts (Figure 3.2-1), that are contained within larger community planning areas (Figure 3.2-2). As 
depicted on Figure 3.2-1, portions of the project study area are within the Northern Industrial, Arts, and 
Southern Industrial Districts. Portions of the El Pueblo and Chinatown Districts are adjacent to the project 
study area. A summary of these communities is provided below.  

3.2.4 
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• Northern Industrial District – The northern portion of the project study area in Segment 1 is within 
the Northern Industrial District, also referred to as the Mission Junction neighborhood. Mission 
Junction is adjacent to and west of the Los Angeles River. The Northern Industrial District includes 
the William Mead Homes operated by the Housing Authority of the City of Los Angeles (HACLA). 
In Segment 2, the Mozaic Apartments and several government buildings, including the Twin 
Towers Correctional Facility operated by the Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department, are located 
within the Northern Industrial District. 

• Arts District – The southern portion of the project study area in Segment 3 includes the Arts District, 
formerly an industrial area that was transformed into an artist community in the mid-1970s.  

• Southern Industrial District – The southernmost portion of the project study area in Segment 3 is 
located within the Southern Industrial District. This area contains light industrial and warehouse 
uses. 

• El Pueblo District – The project study area in Segment 2 is adjacent to the El Pueblo District. The 
El Pueblo District includes Olvera Street and the El Pueblo de Los Angeles Historical Monument. 
Olvera Street contains several of Los Angeles’ oldest historic buildings along with dozens of craft 
shops, restaurants, and other businesses. El Pueblo de Los Angeles Historical Monument (also 
known as Los Angeles Plaza Historic District and formerly known as El Pueblo de Los Angeles State 
Historic Park) is a historic district occupying approximately 44 acres in the oldest section of Los 
Angeles. 

• Chinatown District – The western portion of the project study area in Segment 1 is adjacent to the 
Chinatown District. This district was the commercial center for Chinese and other Asian businesses 
starting circa 1938 and is currently occupied by restaurants, shops, businesses, and residential 
neighborhoods. The Chinatown District also contains the area previously known as the Naud 
Junction, located in the northwestern portion of the project study area (at Main Street and Alameda 
Street) and occupied by commercial and industrial buildings.  

Community Plans and Specific Plans 

As depicted on Figure 3.2-2, portions of the project study area are within the CCNCP, the Alameda District 
Specific Plan (ADSP), and Cornfield/Arroyo Seco Specific Plan (CASSP). A brief discussion of the guiding 
principles of these plans is provided below: 

• The CCNCP promotes the vision of preserving existing residential neighborhoods while providing 
a variety of compatible new housing, improving the function and economic vitality of commercial 
corridors, preserving and enhancing existing uses that provide the foundation for community 
identity, maximizing development opportunities for future transit systems while minimizing any 
adverse impacts, and fostering commercial and industrial development to provide needed jobs 
and improve economic and physical conditions. 

• LAUS, a Metro-owned 47-acre parcel that includes a historic passenger terminal building, rail yards, 
and platforms, is located in the central portion of the project study area. LAUS is in the boundary 
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of the City’s ADSP area, which encourages continued and expanded development of LAUS as a 
major transit hub for the region.  

• The northernmost portion of the project study area (north of Alhambra Avenue) is located within 
the CASSP area, which has the purpose of converting the plan area into a compact, livable, walkable 
mixed-use, public transit-focused neighborhood. The William Mead Homes, operated by HACLA, 
is located within this portion of the project study area.  

General Plan Land Use and Zoning Designations 

Figure 3.2-3 shows the current land use designations in the project study area, per the City’s General Plan 
Land Use Map. The majority of the General Plan land use designations within the project study area include 
Hybrid Industrial, Public Facilities, Regional Center Commercial, and Heavy Manufacturing, with pockets 
of Commercial Manufacturing and Regional Commercial land use designations. 

Figure 3.2-4 shows the current zoning designations in the project study area. In Segment 1, north of LAUS 
and outside of the boundaries of the ADSP, properties are primarily zoned as Urban Village, Urban 
Innovation, and Urban Center under the Commercial and Artcraft District with pockets of Heavy Industrial 
zoned property. In Segment 2, properties are primarily zoned as Public Facilities and ADSP, with pockets 
of Heavy Industrial zoned property. South of US-101, in Segment 3, properties are primarily zoned as Public 
Facilities and Heavy Industrial, with pockets of Commercial and Commercial Manufacturing zoned 
property. 
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Figure 3.2-1. Downtown Los Angeles Communities 
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Figure 3.2-2. Community Plans and Specific Plans 
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Figure 3.2-3. General Plan Land Use Designations 
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Figure 3.2-4. Zoning Designations 
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 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on land use and planning would be 
considered significant if the project would: 

A. Physically divide an established community 

B. Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over 
the project (including, but not limited to, the general plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or 
zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

C. Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project. 

B. Conflict with an Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation 

• Local Coastal Program - The project study area is approximately 15 miles east of the Pacific 
coast and is, therefore, not in the coastal zone. A discussion of the project’s impacts or 
potential conflicts with a local coastal program will not be carried forward in this analysis. No 
impact would occur under CEQA. 

C. Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan - There are no habitat 
conservation plans or natural community conservation plans that are applicable within the project 
study area. Therefore, no conflicts with an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan would 
result. No impact would occur under CEQA.  

Analysis 

THRESHOLD 
3.2-A 

Physically divide an established community  

Direct Impacts – Construction  

The proposed project is located in an urbanized environment with a heavy presence of existing 
transportation infrastructure, and commercial and industrial land uses. As described in 
Section 3.2.4, residential communities located in the project study area include the William Mead Homes 
complex (Segment 1: Throat Segment), Mozaic Apartments (Segment 2: Concourse Segment), and One 
Santa Fe Apartments (Segment 3: Run-through Segment). The proposed project would be constructed 
mostly within the existing railroad ROW, and none of these residential communities, or any other 

3.2.5 
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established communities, are located within the project footprint. Therefore, the proposed project would 
not physically divide an established community. No impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The project would be located in an urbanized environment with a heavy presence of existing transportation 
infrastructure, including the existing railroad ROW in Segment 1, the rail yard and LAUS facilities in 
Segment 2, and the US-101, BNSF West Bank Yard, and other rail-related infrastructure in Segment 3. In 
Segments 1 and 2 of the project study area. All proposed infrastructure would occur within the general 
limits of LAUS on agency-owned property in Segments 1 and 2 of the project study area; therefore, no 
impact would occur.  

South of US-101 in Segment 3, run-through track infrastructure would be constructed in the interim 
condition outside of existing transportation ROW where vacant properties and commercial and 
manufacturing/industrial land uses are currently present. Run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS 
would require realignment of Commercial Street closer to US-101, where vacant property and staging areas 
currently exist. Realignment of Commercial Street is proposed to avoid large columns within the center of 
Commercial Street, and enhance opportunities for future redevelopment on parcels south of LAUS with 
adequate vehicular access and connectivity consistent with applicable community plans. Design elements 
integrated into the realignment of Commercial Street would also optimize public safety and fulfill complete 
streets initiatives for the affected portion of Commercial Street in Segment 3. Due to the existence of vacant 
properties adjacent to US-101, and because the proposed reconfiguration of Commercial Street is proposed 
in a manner that would maintain access and connectivity opportunities for future community development, 
the project would not physically divide established communities. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

After construction of run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS is complete, future redevelopment 
south of LAUS in Segment 3 would not be precluded. Unused space and staging areas could be converted 
to future development lots (with access thereto) in the interim and full build-out conditions. Therefore, no 
impact would occur.  

THRESHOLD 
3.2-B 

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

Direct Impacts – Construction  

Metro is authorized by the State of California to develop its property under its enabling legislation (AB 152) 
and Public Utilities Code 30631a. Construction would be conducted in accordance with all applicable 
policies and regulations of agencies with jurisdiction or discretion over project facilities and/or site 
conditions. The project would be constructed in accordance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy and is 
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consistent with the 2016 RTP/SCS that encourages sustainable design of public facilities, integrated 
expansion of new land uses with enhanced transportation options, and enhanced multimodal connectivity 
throughout the region. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The project is generally consistent with the plans and policies that encourage sustainable design of public 
facilities, expansion of existing transportation options, and increased rail service in the Southern California. 
In addition to supporting Metrolink’s implementation of the SCORE Program, the project is necessary to 
implement the goals and objectives of multiple planning documents that guide future growth in rail 
operations, including the following: 

• California Transportation Plan 2040 (Caltrans 2016) 

• 2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016) 

• 2018 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) 

• 2018 Business Plan (CHSRA 2018) 

As described in the 2016 RTP/SCS, the project would improve rail service and safety for Metrolink and the 
LOSSAN rail corridor, and it would also provide interconnectivity to the planned HSR system, making it an 
attractive alternative to congested highways. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies improvements at LAUS as a 
critical first step in the implementation of regional transportation solutions. From a regional perspective, 
the project would expand existing transportation options, foster multimodal connectivity throughout the 
region, and accommodate the planned HSR system. LAUS is identified as a high-quality transit area and 
transit priority area within the 2016 RTP/SCS, and the project is specifically identified as the number one 
future transit improvement for the region. 

At the local level, the project would achieve Purpose B of the ADSP by providing continued and expanded 
development of the site as a major transit hub for the region and a mixed-use development providing retail, 
tourism, and related uses. Likewise, the project would be consistent with Goal 10 of the CCNCP by 
developing a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to automobile travel. 
The project may require the City of Los Angeles to implement certain discretionary actions and entitlements 
in accordance with adopted plans and policies to reflect the proposed modifications to the circulation 
network south of LAUS in the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035.  

The following plans and policies include provisions for active transportation and connections from LAUS 
to the Los Angeles River: 

• The Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan identifies Commercial Street between Alameda 
and Center Streets as a future primary local Green Street and neighborhood gateway portal to the 
Los Angeles River. Green Streets standards emphasize multimodal transportation infrastructure 
that accommodates the needs of pedestrians, bicyclists, other non-motorized transportation users. 
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• The Los Angeles River Design Guidebook establishes design recommendations for the 
neighborhoods identified in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan, including: 

o Providing safe pedestrian and bicyclist access to the Los Angeles River 

o Providing adequate sidewalks and buffers between pedestrians and vehicles/transit 

o Prioritizing pedestrian safety above other modes 

• The City of Los Angeles Ordinance 183145 authorizes the River Improvement Overlay (RIO) 
Districts, within which LAUS is located. The RIO Districts are intended to: 

o Support the goals of the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan 

o Establish a positive interface between river adjacent property and river parks and/or greenways 

o Promote pedestrian, bicycle and other multimodal connection between the river and its 
surrounding neighborhoods 

o Provide safe, convenient access to and circulation along the river 

• The LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment objective is to improve the neighborhood’s 
day-to-day sustainability and increase its resilience during future weather events, and contains 
recommendations with associated actions prepared for the purpose of addressing: 

o Long-standing connectivity issues with the station’s surroundings 

o Connections to and the health of the Los Angeles River 

o Implementation of green building techniques in the project study area (portion of the LAUS 
study area considered in the LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment) 

The proposed project does not include a non-motorized route from LAUS to the Los Angeles River, and 
proposed infrastructure would conflict with the vision of a neighborhood gateway portal to the Los Angeles 
River, as identified in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan. For this same reason, the proposed 
project would conflict with the RIO Overlay District guidelines, and two of the four recommendations and 
associated actions of the LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment, as summarized below: 

• Recommendation 2 (Neighborhood Connectivity) – The project does not include pedestrian 
accommodations, cycling facilities, or linkages for pedestrians and cyclists in or around LAUS.  

• Recommendation 3 (River Connections) – Although parcels south of LAUS would be acquired to 
facilitate construction of the run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS, the project does not 
provide a pedestrian linkage between the east side of LAUS to the Los Angeles River.  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.2 Land Use and Planning 

 

 

 3.2-23 

The proposed project would conflict with the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035, Policy 2.12 that includes 
recommendations to: 

• Include walkway and bikeway facilities when installing a new bridge or exclusive transit ROW 

• Provide safe connections between areas that are not directly accessible because of barriers such as 
rail lines and freeways 

Based on these considerations, the project conflicts with plans that promote neighborhood sustainability, 
connectivity, and non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River. This is considered a 
significant impact. As described in Section 3.3, Traffic and Transportation and Traffic, the project would 
also result in a significant impact due to the operational traffic delays anticipated at one intersection south 
of LAUS. LADOT Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (Appendix D E of this EIR) require mitigation programs 
for impacts that are expected to be significant under CEQA to primarily aim to minimize the demand for 
trips by single-occupant vehicles by encouraging, promoting, and supporting the use of other sustainable 
modes of travel like public transit, walking, and bicycling. Consistent with LADOT Guidelines, Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2.6) is proposed to improve connectivity between neighborhoods 
surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking in the project study area. As identified in Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 and shown on Figure 3.2-5, future connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River could 
includeMetro, in coordination with the City of Los Angeles, would implement either Class II or IV type bike 
lanes that consist of only pavement striping and bollards (no additional ROW and no raised median would 
be required) along Commercial Street from Alameda Street to Center Street, enhancing neighborhood 
connectivity south of US-101. If additional funding is identified, a dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over 
US-101 could be constructed in addition to the new bicycle lanes described above. one or more of the 
following infrastructure improvements in the project study area: 

Dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101, from LAUS to the Los Angeles River  

New bicycle lanes along Commercial Street between Garey Street and Alameda Street 

Upon implementation of the bike lanes associated with Mitigation Measure LU-1, impacts would be 
reduced to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Once constructed, the project could encourage planned residential and commercial infill development by 
providing an economic driver for such development. Indirect impacts on surrounding land uses (induced 
growth) could also be beneficial by encouraging sustainable neighborhood development principles and 
other initiatives that would advance more efficient land use patterns and increased real estate values 
consistent with regional transportation and urban planning goals for the City of Los Angeles and the region 
as a whole. Investment in improved public transit systems and transit-oriented developments would also 
contribute toward achieving state and regional air quality and GHG reduction goals and reduced VMT and 
private vehicle use for commuting. Therefore, no impact would occur.   
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Figure 3.2-5. Active Transportation Improvement Options 
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 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are is proposed to reduce significant impacts related to land use and 
planning.  

LU-1 Implement Transportation Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connectivity: Metro shall implement a transportation demand management program to 
enhance neighborhood connectivity Consistent with the Los Angeles River Revitalization 
Master Plan, RIO Overlay District guidelines, LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment, 
City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan, Metro’s LA River Path project, and Metro’s Los Angeles 
Union Station Forecourt and Esplanade Improvements project,while also minimizing the 
demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in the project study area. to mitigate the identified 
significant impact, Metro, in coordination with the City of Los Angeles, shall implement either 
Class II or IV type bike lanes that consist of only pavement striping and bollards (no additional 
ROW and no raised median will be required) along Commercial Street from Alameda Street to 
Center Street, enhancing neighborhood connectivity south of US-101. If additional funding is 
identified, a dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 could be constructed in addition 
to the new bicycle lanes described above.provide future connections from LAUS to the Los 
Angeles River that could include one or more of the following infrastructure improvements in 
the project study area: 

Dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 from LAUS to the Los Angeles River 

New bicycle lanes along Commercial Street between Garey Street and Alameda Street 

Active transportation infrastructure shall be coordinated with the City of Los Angeles and designed and 
constructed to maximize non-motorized connectivity in the project study area.  

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of the bicycle lanes as part of Mitigation Measure LU-1, significant impacts 
associated with conflicts with plans that promote neighborhood sustainability, connectivity, and 
non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River would be reduced to a level less than 
significant. During construction and/or operation of one or more of the two improvements identified in 
Mitigation Measure LU-1, there is a potential for a significant impact to occur. As depicted on Figure 3.2-5, 
the two active transportation improvement options identified as part of Mitigation Measure LU-1 physically 
occur within the Link US project footprint. Table 3.2-2 identifies the potential significant impacts associated 
with implementation of the active transportation improvement options and mitigation measure(s) required 
to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning 

Threshold 3.2-A: Physically Divide an Established 
Community.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.2-B: Conflict with any applicable land use 
plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction 
over the project.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.2-C: Conflict with any applicable habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic 

Threshold 3.3-A: Impact Local Traffic Plans, Policies, or 
Ordinances.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Detours and street closures may require traffic to be diverted to nearby local 
roadways, and the LOS of adjacent intersections would be affected.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Potentially Significant. Lane closures may result in construction-related traffic delays. 

TR-1: Prepare a Construction TMP Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.3- B. Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to, LOS 
standards and travel demand measures or other standards 
established by the county congestion management agency 
for designated roads or highways.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.3-C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.3-D: Create or Increase Hazards from Project 
Design Features.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Construction activities would result in temporary construction-related 
roadway hazards in the project area. Existing roadways may be subject to temporary detours and 
lane blockages.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Potentially Significant. Existing roadways may be subject to temporary detours and lane blockages.  

TR-1: Prepare a Construction TMP Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.3-E: Result in inadequate emergency access. Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. US-101 is identified as a designated disaster route. The dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge would be constructed over US-101. Therefore, construction activities 
could interfere with emergency response and access.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

TR-1: Prepare a Construction TMP Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.3-F: Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or 
programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety 
of such facilities. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Section 3.4, Aesthetics 

Threshold 3.4-A: Have a substantial adverse effect on a 
scenic vista. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.4-B: Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.4-C: Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site or its surroundings.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. The dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would result in a substantial addition 
of a new transportation infrastructure element to the existing visual environment south of LAUS, 
but the proposed improvement would be in context with the existing conditions and visual 
character, as it is primarily a transportation corridor with multiple railroad-oriented uses. 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.4-D: Create a new source of substantial light 
or glare that would adversely affect daytime or nighttime 
views in the area.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. The dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would require lighting, however the 
bridge would be located within a developed urban area where there is currently a large amount of 
lighting from transportation, commercial, and industrial uses. Impacts related to lighting would not 
be expected to substantially affect the surrounding area.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  

Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Threshold 3.5-A: Conflict with or obstruct implementation 
of the applicable air quality plan.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed.  No Impact 

Threshold 3.5-B: Violate any air quality standard or 
contribute substantially to an existing or projected air 
quality violation.  

Threshold 3.5-C: Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard (including release 
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for O3 

precursors). 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge has the potential to 
create air quality impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, construction 
worker vehicle trips, material delivery trips, and heavy-duty haul truck trips. Construction of the 
dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would generate air quality emissions that may exceed 
SCAQMD’s significance thresholds (NOX, PM10, and PM2.5).  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street is not anticipated to require a substantial 
amount of heavy-duty construction vehicles or worker trips. Furthermore, no excavation or grading 
is required. The restriping of Commercial Street is not anticipated to exceed SCAQMD’s 
significance thresholds.  

AQ-1: Air Quality Protection and Fugitive Dust Control 

AQ-2: Compliance with EPA’s Tier 4 Exhaust Emission Standards 

Less than significant  

Threshold 3.5-D: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Land uses in the area primarily consist of transportation uses, commercial 
manufacturing, and heavy industrial uses. There are no sensitive receptors located nearby.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street is not anticipated to require a substantial 
amount of heavy-duty construction vehicles or worker trips. Furthermore, no excavation or grading 
is required. The restriping of Commercial Street would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations. 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.5-E: Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Emission of odors during construction would be short-term and limited in 
extent at any given time.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. Emission of odors during construction would be short-term and limited in 
extent at any given time. 

No mitigation is proposed.  Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.5-F: Generate greenhouse gas emissions, 
either directly or indirectly, that may have an adverse effect 
on the environment.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would generate GHG 
emissions from on-site construction equipment. Once constructed, the bridge would improve 
connectivity between neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking the in the 
project study area. This would also minimize the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in 
the project study area, thereby contributing to a reduction in GHG emissions.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street would improve connectivity between 
neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking in the project study area. This 
would also minimize the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in the project study area, 
thereby contributing to a reduction in GHG emissions. 

No mitigation is proposed.  Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.5-G: Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Once constructed, the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would improve 
connectivity between neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking in the 
project study area. This would also minimize the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in 
the project study area, thereby contributing to a reduction in GHG emissions. 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street would improve connectivity between 
neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking in the project study area. This 
would also minimize the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles in the project study area, 
thereby contributing to a reduction in GHG emissions. 

No mitigation is proposed.  Less than Significant  

Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration 

Threshold 3.6-A: A substantial permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge: 

No impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No impact 

No mitigation is proposed.  Less than Significant No Impact 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.2 Land Use and Planning 

 

 

 3.2-33 

Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.6-B: Exposure of persons to or generation of 
excessive ground-borne vibration or ground-borne noise 
levels.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge: 

Less than Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would result in 
temporary vibration from use of heavy equipment and machinery. The project area is mostly 
occupied by existing commercial and industrial buildings (warehouses and refrigerated storage 
facilities). There are no nearby sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, or hospitals. 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-C: Exposure of persons to or generation of 
noise levels in excess of standards established in the local 
general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge: 

Less than Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would result in a new 
source of project-related noise for land uses nearby. The project area is mostly occupied by existing 
commercial and industrial buildings (warehouses and refrigerated storage facilities). There are no 
nearby sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, or hospitals.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-D: A substantial temporary or periodic 
increase in ambient noise levels existing without the 
project.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge: 

Less than Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge would result in a new 
source of project-related noise for land uses nearby. The project area is mostly occupied by existing 
commercial and industrial buildings (warehouses and refrigerated storage facilities). There are no 
nearby sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, or hospitals.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street would not require excavation activities or 
the use of substantial construction equipment. 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.6-E: Exposure of persons residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels for a project 
located within an airport land use plan or, where such a 
plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public 
airport or public use airport. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.6-F: Exposure of persons residing or working 
in the project area to excessive noise levels for a project 
within the vicinity of a private airstrip.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.7, Biological Resources 

Threshold 3.7-A: Have a substantial adverse effect, either 
directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, 
or by the CDFW or USFWS.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. If construction occurs during the bat maternity season (May 1 through 
August 31), there is a potential for direct impacts (e.g., maternity site abandonment) to occur on 
western yellow bats as a result of removal of naturally occurring or planted (ornamental) trees, 
including palm trees. Construction may also interfere with MBTA-covered species during the 
nesting season.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

BIO-1: Bats 

BIO-2: MBTA Species 

Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.7-B: Have a substantial adverse effect on any 
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or 
by CDFW or USFWS. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.7-C: Have a substantial adverse effect on 
federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of 
the CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, 
coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than SignificantNo Impact 

Threshold 3.7-D: Interfere substantially with the 
movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native 
wildlife nursery sites.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.7-E: Conflict with any local policies or 
ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Construction of the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge may require the 
removal or disturbance of one or more native tree species considered a Protected Tree under the 
City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

BIO-3: Protected Trees.  Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.7-F: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted 
habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation 
plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.8, Floodplains, Hydrology, and Water Quality 

Threshold 3.8-A: Substantially deplete groundwater 
supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater 
recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level 
(e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells 
would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been 
granted).  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than significant No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-B: Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which 
would result in flooding on- or off-site.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Any increases in sediment load from the construction area could lead to 
alterations in drainage patterns due to accumulations of sediment in downstream areas, if not 
properly managed. During operation, the bridge would result in alterations to the existing drainage 
patterns in the project area.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

HWQ-31: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

HWQ-42: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-64: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Non-Caltrans/Non CHSRA) 

HWQ-7: Long-Term Memorandum of Agreement 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.8-C: Create or contribute runoff water which 
would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial 
additional sources of polluted runoff.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Pollutants of concern during construction include sediments, trash, 
petroleum products, concrete waste (dry and wet), sanitary waste, and chemicals. During 
operation, an overall increase in storm runoff is anticipated to result from increased impervious 
surface area, which would increase the volume of flow and capacity of some on-site drainage 
systems. 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

HWQ-31: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

HWQ-42: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-64: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Non-Caltrans/Non CHSRA) 

HWQ-7: Long-Term Memorandum of Agreement 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.8-D: Expose people or structures to a risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-E: Violate any water quality standards or 
waste discharge requirements.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. If uncontrolled, soil materials could block storm drainage channels and 
cause downstream sedimentation. Minor amounts of chemical pollutants and trash may enter into 
the existing drainage system into the existing drainage system along US-101.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

HWQ-31: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

HWQ-42: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-64: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Non-Caltrans/Non CHSRA) 

HWQ-7: Long-Term Memorandum of Agreement 

Less than Significant 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.8-F: Substantially alter the existing drainage 
pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which 
would result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or 
off-site.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. During construction, it may be necessary for the contractor to re-route 
drainage around one or more construction areas, which, in turn, may concentrate runoff and/or 
direct it off-site, thereby resulting in substantial erosion on adjacent properties if not properly 
managed. During operation, an overall increase in storm runoff is anticipated to result from 
increased impervious surface area, which would increase the volume and velocity of runoff during a 
storm event that transports pollutants to receiving waters and may lead to downstream erosion and 
increases in suspended particles and sediment.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

HWQ-31: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP 

HWQ-42: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Caltrans ROW) 

HWQ-64: Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement 
(Non-Caltrans/Non CHSRA) 

HWQ-7: Long-Term Memorandum of Agreement 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.8-G: Otherwise substantially degrade water 
quality.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially significant Impact. Without mitigation, during construction and operation, the dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge could otherwise substantially degrade water quality. 

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact 

HWQ-31: Prepare and Implement a SWPPP Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.8-H: Place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on a federal Flood Hazard 
Boundary Map or FIRM or other flood hazard delineation 
map 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-I: Place within a 100-year flood hazard area 
structures which would impede or redirect flood flows.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.8-J: Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or 
mudflow.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.2 Land Use and Planning 

 

 

 3.2-37 

Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 

Threshold 3.9-A: Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving:  

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on 
the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning 
Map issued by the state Geologist for the area or based on 
the other substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to 
Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 

iv. Landslides 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. As described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, liquefaction is expected to 
occur at the project site. Because the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge is located within the Link 
US project footprint, it may also be subject to liquefaction-related hazards.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

GEO-1: Prepare Final Geotechnical Report Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.9-B: Result in substantial soil erosion or the 
loss of topsoil.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.9-C: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that 
is unstable or that would become unstable as a result of 
the project and potentially result in an on-site or off-site 
landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction, or 
collapse.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. As described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, liquefaction is expected to 
occur at the project site. Because the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge is located within the Link 
US project footprint, it may also be subject to liquefaction-related hazards.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

GEO-1: Prepare Final Geotechnical Report Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.9-D: Be located on expansive soil, as defined 
in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994), creating substantial risk 
to life or property.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. The bridge would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering 
practices to minimize the adverse impacts of expansive soils, if any.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.9-E: Have soils incapable of adequately 
supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste 
disposal systems where sewers are not available for the 
disposal of wastewater. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Threshold 3.10-A: Create a hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Potential hazards generated by the routine transport, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, contaminated soils, and/or contaminated groundwater during construction 
could occur, if not adequately managed.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

Potentially Significant. Potential hazards generated by the routine transport, use, and disposal of 
hazardous materials, contaminated soils, and/or contaminated groundwater during construction 
could occur, if not adequately managed.  

HAZ-1: Prepare a Construction HMMP Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-B: Create a hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset or 
accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. As shown on Figure 3.10-2 (Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials), REC sites are located along Commercial Street. The construction activities associated 
with the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge could result in potential exposure to contaminated soil 
and/or groundwater or migration of contaminants (e.g., by groundwater). Other potential impacts 
could include encountering soils contaminated with petroleum or petroleum products and 
exposure to accidental release of ACMs or lead.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant Impact. The restriping of Commercial Street would not create a hazard to the 
public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset or accidental conditions involving 
the release of hazardous materials into the environment. The transport, use, and disposal of 
construction-related substances and materials would be subject to federal, state, and local 
regulations. 

HAZ-1: Prepare a Construction HMMP 

HAZ-2: Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA).  

HAZ-3: Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan.  

HAZ-4: Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety 
Plans.  

HAZ-5: Land Use Covenant Sites and Coordination with the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control  

HAZ-6: Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned 
Oil Wells are Encountered  

HAZ-7: Compliance with the City of Los Angeles Methane Building Code 
Ordinances  

HAZ-8: Pre-Demolition Investigation  

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-C: Emit hazardous emissions or handle 
hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.10-D: Be located on a site which is included 
on a list of hazardous materials sites complies pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result, would 
create an adverse hazard to the public or the environment.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge: 

Potentially Significant. As shown on Figure 3.10-2 (Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials), REC sites are located along Commercial Street. The construction activities associated 
with the dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge could result in potential exposure to contaminated soil 
and/or groundwater or migration of contaminants (e.g., by groundwater). There are also two land 
use covenant sites that are along Commercial Street: 

• Former Aliso Street Property - 718 E. Commercial Street  

• A&H Greenfield Sheet Metal/Viertel’s Police - 830 E Commercial Street  

The potential to encounter undocumented sources of contamination exists and a significant impact 
could occur.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

Less than Significant. The restriping of Commercial Street would not require excavation activities 
that could otherwise result in potential exposure to contaminated soil and/or groundwater.  

HAZ-2: Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA) 

HAZ-3: Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan 

HAZ-4: Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety 
Plans 

HAZ-5: Land Use Covenant Sites and Coordination with the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control 

HAZ-6: Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned 
Oil Wells are Encountered 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-E: Result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area (for projects located 
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has 
not been adopted, within two miles of a public airport or 
public use airport). 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.10-F: Result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area (for projects within 
the vicinity of a private airstrip). 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.10-G: Impair implementation of an adopted 
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. US-101 is identified as a designated disaster route. The dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge would be constructed over US-101. Construction activities could interfere 
with emergency response and access.  

Commercial Street Restriping: 

No Impact  

TR-1: Prepare a Construction TMP Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.10-H: Expose people or structures to a 
significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland 
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized 
areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Threshold 3.11-A: Exceed wastewater treatment 
requirements of the applicable Regional Water Quality 
Control Board.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-B: Require or result in the construction of 
new water or wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-C: Require or result in the construction of 
new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. New drainage infrastructure would be required to accommodate increased 
impervious surfaces and associated impacts resulting from runoff.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No impactLess than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-D: Have sufficient water supplies available 
to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Sufficient water supplies are expected to be available for construction of the 
dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.11-E: Result in a determination by the 
wastewater treatment provider which serves or may serve 
the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s 
existing commitments.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 

Threshold 3.11-F: Be served by a landfill with sufficient 
permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid 
waste disposal needs.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Contractor would be required to comply with SB 1374 and the Los Angeles 
C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance regarding concrete, asphalt, scrap metal, wood, and 
gypsum/wallboard.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  
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Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.11-G: Comply with Federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. All solid waste generated would be recycled or disposed of in compliance with 
applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-H: Require or result in the construction of 
new gas or electric facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Sufficient supplies of gas and electricity are available to construct the 
dedicated bicycle pedestrian bridge. Electricity would be required for lighting on the bridge. 
Operations-related energy use would not require or result in the construction of new gas or electric 
facilities or the expansion of existing facilities.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  

Threshold 3.11-I: Have insufficient gas or electricity 
supplies available to serve the project.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Sufficient supplies of gas and electricity are available to construct the 
dedicated bicycle pedestrian bridge. Electricity would be required for nighttime lighting on the 
bridge. Current supplies are expected to be sufficient for the bridge.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.11-J: Generate unnecessary consumption of 
energy resources or conflict with initiatives for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Less than Significant. Energy in the form of fuels used for construction vehicles and other 
equipment would be used during site excavation, grading, and all other construction-related 
activity. Such fuel energy use would be temporary and would not represent a significant, 
permanent, or unnecessary commitment to the use of energy, including non-renewable sources. 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

Less than Significant. Energy in the form of fuels used for the construction vehicles and other 
equipment would be used to restripe Commercial Street. Such fuel energy use would be temporary 
and would not represent a significant, permanent, or unnecessary commitment to the use of 
energy, including non-renewable sources. 

No mitigation is proposed. Less than Significant  

Section 3.12, Cultural, Historic, Tribal, and Paleontological Resources 

Threshold 3.12-A: Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§150464.5. 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

No Impact 

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact 

No mitigation is proposed. No Impact 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Threshold 3.12-B: Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Ground disturbance during construction has the potential to impact 
recorded and unrecorded archaeological resources.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

HIST-4: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H – Preparation of a CRMMPCultural 
Resource Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

HIST-5: Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.12-C: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Deeper excavations for foundations and support piers to support the bridge 
structure may extend up to 100 feet below the surface and have the potential to impact 
paleontologically sensitive deposits of older Quaternary alluvium.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

PAL-1: Prepare a Paleontological Mitigation PlanPMP 

PAL-2: WEAP Training 

PAL-3: Curation 

Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.12-D: Disturb any human remains, including 
those interred outside of formal cemeteries.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. There is a potential to encounter human remains during ground-disturbing 
construction activities.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

HR-1: Human Remains Less than Significant 

Threshold 3.12-E: Cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a tribal cultural resources as defined in 
§21074.  

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Ground-disturbing construction activities may have the potential to impact 
tribal cultural resources.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

HIST-4: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H – Preparation of a CRMMPCultural 
Resource Mitigation and Monitoring Plan 

HIST-5: Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan  

TCR-1: Native American Monitoring 

Less than Significant 
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Table 3.2-2. Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation Infrastructure 

Significance Threshold Potential Impact(s) of Active Transportation Improvements Proposed Mitigation Measures Significance After Mitigation 

Section 3.13, Public Services 

Threshold 3.13-C: Result in substantial adverse physical 
impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, the construction of which 
could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, or 
other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

iii. Schools 

iv. Parks 

v. Other Public Facilities 

Dedicated Bicycle/Pedestrian Bridge:  

Potentially Significant. Increased traffic congestion caused by construction vehicles and access 
disruptions, such as road closures or road construction, could affect emergency response times.  

Commercial Street Restriping:  

No Impact  

TR-1: Prepare a Construction TMP Less than Significant 

Notes:  
ACM=asbestos-containing materials; BMP=best management practice; C&D=construction and demolition; CDFW=California Department of Fish and Wildlife; CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; CRMMP=Cultural Resource Mitigation and Management Plan; CWA=Clean Water Act; EPA=Environmental Protection 
Agency; ESA=Environmental Site Assessment; FIRM=Flood Insurance Rate Map; GHG=greenhouse gas; HMMP=Hazardous Materials Management Plan; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; NOX=nitrogen oxides; MBTA=Migratory Bird Treaty Act; PM10=Particulate Matter Less than 10 microns; PM2.5=Particulate Matter Less 
than 2.5 microns; PMP=Paleontological Mitigation Plan; REC=Recognized Environmental Condition; ROW=right-of-way; SB=Senate Bill; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SWPP=stormwater pollution prevention plan; TMP=Traffic Management Plan; WEAP=Worker’s Environmental Awareness 
Program Training 
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3.3 Transportation and Traffic 

 Introduction 

This section provides an analysis of the Draft EIR project’s transportation related impacts. Information 
contained in this section is based on the Link US Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR).  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.3-1 identifies and summarizes applicable laws, regulations, and plans relative to transportation.  

Table 3.3-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Transportation 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Regional 

SCAG 2016-2040 RTP/SCS The RTP/SCS is a long-range regional transportation plan that provides a 
blueprint to coordinate the regional transportation system by creating a 
vision for transportation investment throughout the region and identifying 
regional transportation and land use strategies to address mobility needs 
and help the region achieve state greenhouse gas emission reduction goals.  

SCAG prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report for the 2016-2040 
RTP/SCS. The project is listed in the RTP/SCS as Federal Transportation 
Improvement Program #LA0G1051.  

Local 

Los Angeles CMP On October 28, 2010, the Metro Board adopted the 2010 CMP for Los 
Angeles County. The CMP was adopted primarily to monitor and maintain 
Level of Service standards across the network of all CMP facilities, including 
state highways and principal arterials within Los Angeles County. The CMP 
requires that potential project impacts on CMP monitoring locations are 
analyzed as part of proposed new development projects, if an EIR is 
prepared for the project.  

Per the 2010 CMP, a significant impact occurs when a project increases 
traffic demand on a CMP facility by 2 percent of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02), 
causing LOS F (V/C > 1.00); if the facility is already at LOS F, a significant 
impact occurs when a project increases traffic demand on a CMP facility by 
2 percent of capacity (V/C ≥ 0.02).  

City of Los Angeles TDM Program The City’s TDM program is designed to decrease dependency on single 
occupancy vehicles. LADOT strongly encourages the development of a 
comprehensive TDM program to eliminate as many new project trips as 
possible. Consistent with LADOT Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (LADOT 
2016), mitigation programs for impacts that are expected to be significant 
under CEQA should be developed to primarily aim to minimize the demand 
for trips by single-occupant vehicles by encouraging, promoting, and 
supporting the use of other sustainable modes of travel like public transit, 
walking, and bicycling. LADOT identifies mitigation categories, that should 

3.3. l 
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Table 3.3-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Transportation 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

be considered when evaluating and proposing transportation mitigation 
measures.  

City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 The Mobility Plan 2035 is the City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Transportation Element. The plan incorporates “Complete Streets” 
principles and lays the policy foundation for future City of Los Angeles 
roadways. The “Complete Streets” concept takes into account the many 
community needs that streets fulfill. The plan identifies goals, objectives, 
policies, and action items that serve as guiding tools for making sound 
transportation decisions. 

City of Los Angeles 2010 Bicycle Plan The purpose of the Bicycle Plan is to increase, improve, and enhance 
bicycling in the City, making it a safe, healthy, and enjoyable means of 
transportation and recreation. The Bicycle Plan, a part of the Mobility 
Element, establishes policies and programs to increase the number and 
types of bicyclists in the City and make every street in the City a safe place to 
ride a bicycle.  

The Bicycle Plan includes a continuous bicycle path along the south and 
west sides of the Los Angeles River and identifies connections to the river to 
enhance access to existing and future segments of the river path for 
non-motorized transportation and recreation. 

The following policies and programs are contained within the Bicycle Plan: 

• Policy 1.1.3, Program B Downtown Bikeways – Plan and implement 
series of interconnected bikeways within the downtown area to link 
bicyclists to employment, retail, residential, civic, cultural, and 
recreational destinations. Downtown bikeways should be integrated 
with the existing Downtown Street Standards 

• Policy 1.3.1, Program A Bikeways along Exclusive Transit 
Rights-of-Way - Continue to include Class I bicycle paths adjacent to 
new exclusive surface transit rights of-way. Identify all major transit 
projects under development and work with Metro and other 
appropriate agencies to incorporate bikeways in new transit projects. 

• Policy 2.3.1, Program B Bridge Design Program - Consider bicycle 
facilities when designing new or retrofitting bridges. Any 
modifications to an existing bridge that has been designated, or 
determined to be eligible, as a Historic Resource should avoid 
adversely impacting character-defining features. Particular attention 
should be made to bridge underpasses that cross existing or future 
bicycle paths to ensure that the paths are integrated into the design 
and construction of the facility. 

• Policy 3.1.3, Program C Standard Mitigation Measure 
Revision - Revise the standard mitigation measures to include 
contributions to the Bicycle Plan Trust Fund and/or the installation of 
bicycle facility improvements and/or bicycle amenities such as 
parking, internal bikeway paths, etc. 

• Policy 3.1.3, Program D Traffic Study Guidelines Revision – Revise the 
City’s Traffic Study Guidelines to prioritize the installation of bicycle 
facility improvements as a trip reduction measure. 
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Table 3.3-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Transportation 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Complete Streets Design Guide The Complete Streets Design Guide lays out a vision for designing safe, 
accessible, and vibrant streets in Los Angeles. As outlined in California’s 
Complete Streets Act of 2008, the goal of Complete Streets is to ensure that 
the safety, accessibility, and convenience of all transportation users – 
pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and motorists – is accommodated. The 
Complete Streets Design Guide provides a compilation of design concepts 
and best practices that promote the major tenets of Complete Streets – 
safety and accessibility. The guide is meant to supplement existing 
engineering practices and requirements to meet the goals of Complete 
Streets. 

Connect US Action Plan Metro’s Connect US Action Plan includes a strategy for encouraging people 
to walk and bicycle to LAUS from surrounding historic and cultural 
neighborhoods, including El Pueblo, Chinatown, Cornfield Arroyo Seco, 
Boyle Heights, Arts District, Little Tokyo, and Civic Center.  

Metro Complete Streets Policy  This policy outlines Metro’s commitment to and integrated transportation 
network that serves all roadway users and supports environmental and 
sustainability initiatives. 

Metro First Last Mile Strategic Plan This plan identifies ways Metro and other agency partners can improve 
access and connections to public transit. This plan aims to expand the reach 
of transit through infrastructure improvements to areas where First/Last 
mile barriers exist with the ultimate goal of increasing ridership. Metro’s 
First Last Mile Strategy was developed in conformance with the policies 
outlined in the Countywide Sustainability Policy and Implementation Plan.  

Metro’s Active Transportation Strategic Plan The Active Transportation Strategic Plan was adopted by the Metro Board of 
Directors on May 26, 2016. The Active Transportation Strategic Plan is 
Metro's county-wide effort to identify strategies to increase walking, 
bicycling and transit use in Los Angeles County, focused on improving first 
and last mile access to transit with a regional network of active 
transportation facilities, including shared-use paths and on-street bikeways 
with funding strategies to implement improvements.  

Notes:  
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CMP=Congestion Management Program; EIR=environmental impact report; LADOT=Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation; LOS= level of service; RTP/SCS=Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy; 
SCAG=Southern California Association of Governments; TDM=Transportation Demand Management; V/C=volume to capacity 
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 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Intersection Level of Service Standards and Methodology 

Level of service (LOS) is a qualitative measure used to describe the condition of traffic flow, ranging from 
excellent conditions at LOS A, to overloaded conditions at LOS F. Acceptable LOS for intersections is 
LOS E1.  

In this analysis, minimum acceptable intersection operating conditions follow the City guidelines for all 
intersections. Intersections operating at LOS E or F are considered unsatisfactory. The definitions for the 
range of LOS for signalized and STOP sign-controlled intersections under the Highway Capacity Manual 
are listed in Table 3.3-2 and Table 3.3-3. Synchro software was used for calculating the intersection LOS for 
existing and “with project” conditions.  

Table 3.3-2. Level of Service Definitions for Signalized Intersections 

LOS Definition/Interpretation 
Signalized Intersection Delay (seconds 

per vehicle) 

A Excellent operation. All approaches to the intersection appear quite 
open, turning movements are easily made, and nearly all drivers find 
freedom of operation. 

≤10 

B Very good operation. Many drivers begin to feel somewhat restricted 
within platoons of vehicles. This represents stable flow. An approach 
to an intersection may occasionally be fully utilized and traffic queues 
start to form. 

>10 and ≤20 

C Good operation. Occasionally drivers may have to wait for more than 
60 seconds and backups may develop behind turning vehicles. Most 
drivers feel somewhat restricted. 

>20 and ≤35 

D Fair operation. Cars are sometimes required to wait for more than 60 
seconds during short peaks. There are no long-standing traffic queues. 
This level is typically associated with design practice for peak periods. 

>35 and ≤55 

E Poor operation. Some long-standing vehicular queues develop on 
critical approaches. 

>55 and ≤80 

F Forced flow. Represents jammed conditions. Backups from locations 
downstream or on the cross street may restrict or prevent movements 
of vehicles out of the intersection approach lanes; therefore, volumes 
carried are not predictable. Potential for stop-and-go type traffic flow. 

>80 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service 

                                                

1 Congestion Management Program 
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Table 3.3-3. Level of Service Definition for STOP Sign-Controlled Intersections 

LOS 
Unsignalized Intersection Delay 

(seconds per vehicle) 

A ≤10 

B >10 and ≤15 

C >15 and ≤25 

D >25 and ≤35 

E >35 and ≤50 

F ≥50 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes: 
LOS=level of service 

According to LADOT guidelines, when utilizing Highway Capacity Manual methodology for signalized 
intersections on transportation infrastructure projects, a transportation impact shall be deemed significant, 
in accordance with Table 3.3-4. A project would have a significant impact on intersection capacity if the 
project traffic would result in the following delays at traffic study area intersections, under the with project 
condition: 

• If final LOS is C, an increase in average delay of ≥6.0 seconds 

• If final LOS is D, an increase in average delay of ≥4.0 seconds 

• If final LOS is E or F, an increase in average delay of ≥2.5 seconds 

"Final delay" means the future delay per vehicle at an intersection with consideration to impacts with 
project, ambient, and related project growth, but without proposed traffic mitigation. "Project-related 
increase in delay" means the change in delay between final delay and future delay, with ambient and 
project-related growth, but without proposed traffic mitigation. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.3 Transportation and Traffic 

 

 

 3.3-6 

Table 3.3-4. Significant Transportation Impact (Delay Methodology)  

LOS 
Final Delay 
(seconds) 

Project-Related Increase in Delay 
(seconds) 

C >20 - 35 ≥6.0 

D >35 - 55 ≥4.0 

E >55 - 80 ≥2.5 

F >80 ≥2.5 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service 

Freeway Level of Service Standards 

Freeway main line LOS is estimated through calculation of the demand-to-capacity (D/C) ratio and 
associated LOS (Table 3.3-5), as per Caltrans standard. The traffic demand on a freeway segment is the 
number of vehicles passing through that segment during the peak hour. The capacity of a freeway segment 
is determined by multiplying the number of lanes in the segment by the capacity of each lane in the 
segment. The D/C ratio is determined by dividing the demand by capacity. Table 3.3-5 shows the 
correlations between D/C ratios and LOS for freeway main line segments. 
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Table 3.3-5. Level of Service Definitions for Freeway Main Line Segments 

LOS Demand/Capacity Ratio 

A 0.00 - 0.35 

B >0.35 - 0.54 

C >0.54 - 0.77 

D >0.77 - 0.93 

E >0.93 - 1.00 

F(0) >1.00 - 1.25 

F(1) >1.25 - 1.35 

F(2) >1.35 - 1.45 

F(3) >1.45 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service 

Traffic Impact Analysis 

Traffic impacts were identified by determining the deterioration in the operations and performance of the 
study intersections and roadway segments due to the added traffic from the proposed project for two 
horizon years: 2031 and 2040. For the purposes of this EIR, the year 2031 corresponds to the “opening 
year,” when construction of the elevated rail yard and passenger concourse is complete. This traffic impact 
analysis identifies potential project-generated traffic impacts on local streets and on the US-101 for the 
following six traffic scenarios (conditions): 

1. Existing conditions (2016) 

2. 2031 no project condition (existing conditions plus background traffic growth from 2016 to 2031) 

3. 2040 no project condition (existing conditions plus background traffic growth from 2016 to 2040) 

4. 2031 plus project construction condition (project-related traffic during concurrent construction of 
all major project elements including the lead tracks, above-grade passenger concourse with new 
expanded passageway, and run-through track infrastructure) 

5. 2031 plus project condition (no build condition plus project-related traffic) 

6. 2040 plus project condition (no build condition plus project-related traffic) 
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The “plus project” condition is compared to the “no project condition” to determine project-related traffic 
impacts in accordance with LADOT guidelines. The terminology used for the purposes of the traffic impact 
analysis is described below: 

• The “no project condition” corresponds to the No Project Alternative includes projected growth 
forecasts that reflect traffic increases due to background growth in the region. Based on direction 
from LADOT, a 0.2 percent per year growth rate was applied to the 2016 (existing conditions) traffic 
volume to generate ambient traffic growth. The project-related traffic impacts are reported in this 
section in a comparative format with the no project condition for 2031 and 2040. 

• The “plus project condition” corresponds to operation of the project, and includes projected 
growth forecasts that reflect the traffic under the no project condition plus expected traffic volume 
changes due to operation of the project in 2031 and 2040.  

The “plus project construction condition” corresponds to the timeframe when construction of the 
project with an above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway is occurring. 
This scenario includes projected growth forecasts that reflect traffic under the no project condition 
plus expected traffic volume changes due to construction of the project. This analysis assumes that 
trucks would arrive and depart the construction site throughout the workday. For the proposed 
project, this analysis assumes that during the peak-hour of construction, 22 trucks would arrive or 
depart during the AM peak hour, and 8 trucks would arrive or depart during the PM peak hour. 

The 2031 plus project and 2031 plus project construction scenarios identify the greatest potential for 
project-related traffic impacts associated with all major project components being constructed concurrently 
by 2031. Although early action/interim improvements (i.e., Phase A) may be implemented prior to 
2031, this traffic impact evaluation is conservative, and addresses any potential traffic impacts associated 
with the interim condition because the detailed construction scenario prepared to support the 
environmental impact evaluation assumes all major project elements would be constructed concurrently. 
If run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS is constructed prior to the elevated rail yard and new 
passenger concourse (consistent with the project implementation approach in Section 2.0, Project 
Description), fewer construction related traffic impacts and associated truck trips are anticipated than 
reported herein because the greatest extent of potential impacts are addressed within this traffic analysis 
for both construction and operational scenarios.  

Traffic Study Area Intersections 

A traffic study area was developed (that expands beyond LAUS and the project study area) that covers all 
roads and intersections likely to be impacted by the project, including any early action/interim 
improvements. The traffic study area includes 32 intersections, and the project’s direct impact on the local 
transportation network was assessed within the traffic study area. 

Traffic counts were performed at 31 intersections by National Data and Surveying Services on September 
9, 2015 and November 5, 2015. Two sets of counts were performed at Intersections 9 and 10 (the 
intersection of Alameda Street and El Monte Busway and the intersection of Alameda Street and Los 
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Angeles Street). Additional traffic counts at these two intersections were performed by National Data and 
Surveying Services on June 18, 2015 and November 19, 2015 in support of Metro’s Link US Master Plan 
project. The second set of counts for these intersections is referred to as Intersections 109 and 110. The 
intersection at the Union Station North Driveway and Cesar Chavez Avenue was added during subsequent 
stages of the traffic impact analysis. Traffic counts at this intersection (Intersection 32) were conducted by 
Gibson Transportation Consulting, Inc. in August 2018, and were adjusted to reflect the full occupancy in 
the adjacent apartment buildings since they were partly unoccupied when the counts were conducted. 

The traffic count data used in this traffic study is recent and reflective of current conditions. The counts 
conducted at the 32 intersections included average daily traffic (ADT) and intersection turn movements. 
Counts for vehicle classification, bicyclists, and pedestrians were also performed at the study intersections 
in the vicinity of the project. The traffic study intersections are listed below and depicted on Figure 3.3-1.  

1. Alameda Street and Commercial Street 

7. Garey Street and Commercial Street 

8. Vignes Street and Commercial Street 

9. Center Street and Commercial Street 

10. Alameda Street and Temple Street 

11. Vignes Street and Temple Street 

12. Alameda Street and First Street 

13. Vignes Street and First Street 

14. Alameda Street and El Monte Busway (westbound)/Arcadia Street 

15. Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street (westbound) 

16. Alameda Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

17. Alameda Street and Vignes Street/Alpine Street 

18. Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

19. Vignes Street and Ramirez Street 

20. Vignes Street and Main Street 

21. Alameda Street/Spring Street and College Street 

22. Alameda Street and Main Street/Ord Street 

23. Alameda Street and Main Street/Bauchet Street 

24. Main Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

25. Alameda Street at Northbound US-101 northbound on-ramp 

26. Los Angeles Street and Arcadia Street 
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27. Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street 

28. Los Angeles Street and Temple Street 

29. Los Angeles Street and First Street 

30. Judge John Aiso Street and Temple Street 

31. Judge John Aiso Street/San Pedro Street and First Street 

32. Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

33. Mission Road and First Street 

34. Central Avenue and First Street 

35. Vignes Street and Bauchet Street 

36. Ramirez Street and Center Street 

37. Cesar Chavez Avenue and Union Station North Driveway 

109. Alameda Street and El Monte Busway (eastbound) 

110. Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street (eastbound) 

In addition, to document the 24-hour directional ADT, automatic counts were conducted at the following 
12 locations:  

1. Alameda Street north of Commercial Street 

38. Hewitt Street south of Commercial Street 

39. Commercial Street west of Garey Street 

40. Garey Street south of Commercial Street 

41. Commercial Street east of Garey Street 

42. Vignes Street south of Commercial Street 

43. Ducommun Street between Vignes Street and Center Street 

44. Jackson Street between Vignes Street and Center Street 

45. Temple Street between Vignes Street and Center Street 

46. Center Street north of Commercial Street 

47. Center Street south of Commercial Street 

48. Cesar Chavez Avenue east of Alameda Street 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.3 Transportation and Traffic 

 

 

 3.3-11 

Senate Bill 743 - Vehicles Miles Traveled 

As discussed in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR), the City of Los Angeles is in the 
process of developing methodologies and criteria for implementing VMT analyses for new development 
projects, which are anticipated to be adopted and in effect by January 2019. In anticipation of an adopted 
local policy, the proposed project was compared to the goals of Senate Bill (SB) 743. As the proposed 
project predominantly involves rail and passenger capacity improvements that would enhance regional 
accessibility to and through LAUS, the proposed project would increase transit ridership and reduce 
regional VMT; therefore, the proposed project would achieve the goals of SB 743. 
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Figure 3.3-1.Traffic Study Area and Intersection Locations 

 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 
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 Existing Conditions 

This section describes key roadway segments and intersections, reports existing daily roadway and 
peak-hour intersection traffic volume information, and presents the LOS analysis for existing conditions. 

Existing Roadways  

The primary street network in the traffic study area is described below. 

East-West Roadways 

Cesar Chavez Avenue is a major arterial north of LAUS with two through-lanes in each direction east of 
Alameda Street and three through lanes in each direction west of Alameda Street. It has one left‐turn pocket 
at all major connecting intersections (Cesar Chavez Avenue intersects with the major streets Alameda 
Street and Vignes Street). Cesar Chavez Avenue crosses the Los Angeles River via a bridge. North of Cesar 
Chavez Avenue, there are no river-crossing east‐west roadways until Main Street, which is 0.8 mile away. 
Cesar Chavez Avenue crosses underneath the northern section of the rail yard at LAUS. No on-street 
parking is allowed on Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

El Monte Busway runs just north of US-101 and abuts the south side of LAUS. It connects to both 
US-101 and I-10 and terminates with on- and off-ramps at Alameda Street. The El Monte Busway off-ramp 
also provides exits for westbound traffic from US-101. The on-ramp can be used only by buses and vehicles 
with a FasTrak transponder (carpools of three or more can use the busway free of charge). 

US-101 is the closest freeway to the project. In general, it has a north-south orientation; however, it runs 

east-west through the traffic study area, with four lanes in each direction. There are two sets of southbound 
on- and off-ramps in the traffic study area. The first set of southbound on- and off-ramps are the recently 
completed reconfiguration of the US-101/Commercial Street ramp, located at the intersection of 
Commercial Street and Garey Street. The other set of southbound on- and off-ramps are located to the west 
of the project, at the intersection of Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street. With respect to the northbound 
on- and off-ramps, there are three on-ramps and two off-ramp locations. A set of northbound on- and 
off-ramps are located at Vignes Street, south of Ramirez Street. The other two on-ramps are located on Los 
Angeles Street and Alameda Street, respectively. 

Arcadia Street is one half of a one-way street coupled with Aliso Street. Arcadia Street is aligned as the 
westbound extension of the El Monte Busway; it distributes US-101 traffic to Downtown through Los 
Angeles Street, Main Street, Spring Street, Broadway, and Hill Street. Aliso Street terminates at North 
Broadway. 

Aliso Street is one half of a one-way street coupled with Arcadia Street. Aliso Street runs eastbound, merging 
into Commercial Street and terminating at its intersection with Alameda Street/Commercial Street. Aliso 
Street is located south of US-101 and operates as the frontage road for on- and off-ramp traffic collection 
and distribution through local streets that connect to Downtown, such as Los Angeles Street, Main Street, 
Spring Street, Broadway, and Hill Street. 

3.3.4 
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Commercial Street, a two-way street, runs south of LAUS. West of Garey Street and the US-101 ramps, 
Commercial Street is classified as a major collector and has two through lanes in each direction. 
Commercial Street becomes Aliso Street west of Alameda Street. East of Garey Street and the 
US-101 ramps, Commercial Street narrows to one through-lane in each direction. Commercial Street serves 
as an on- and off-ramp for the US-101 and intersects with the major streets - Alameda Street and Center 
Street. No on-street parking is allowed on Commercial Street. 

Temple Street is a major arterial and has two through lanes in each direction west of Alameda Street, but 
narrows down to one through lane in each direction east of Alameda Street. Temple Street terminates at 
the railroad yard by the Los Angeles River. 

First Street is a major arterial with two through lanes in each direction and intersects with Alameda Street. 
The Metro Gold Line operates in the median of First Street. No on-street parking is allowed on First Street.  

North-South Roadways 

Because both US-101 and the El Monte Busway traverse the traffic study area in an east-west orientation, 

only a limited number of north-south oriented roadways are able to provide north-south access through 
overcrossing or undercrossing bridges. For example, San Pedro Street, Central Avenue, and Garey Street 
terminate south of US-101. Vignes Street terminates on either side of US-101. 

Alameda Street is a major arterial bordering the west side of LAUS. It has three through lanes and a left-turn 
pocket in each direction. It intersects with Cesar Chavez Avenue, LAUS, a northbound US-101 on-ramp, 
the US-101/Arcadia Street off-ramp, Aliso Street, Commercial Street, Temple Street, and First Street. 
Further north, Alameda Street becomes Spring Street and curves northeast towards the Lincoln Heights 
community. No on-street parking is allowed on Alameda Street within the traffic study area. 

Los Angeles Street is a major arterial west of Alameda Street with two through lanes and one left-turn pocket 
in each direction. It has interchanges with both US-101 northbound and southbound, and also intersects 
with First Street and with Alameda Street at LAUS. No on-street parking is allowed on Los Angeles Street.  

Center Street/Ramirez Street is a major arterial that runs east of LAUS with one through lane in each 
direction. Center Street intersects with Commercial Street. North of Commercial Street, Center Street 
becomes Ramirez Street and then joins Vignes Street at LAUS. On-street parking is allowed on Center 
Street, south of Commercial Street. 

Vignes Street provides access to LAUS and terminates as on- and off-ramps to US-101. It then resumes as 
a major collector at Commercial Street, south of US-101, to beyond First Street. 

Mission Road is the first arterial east of the Los Angeles River that connects the communities east of the 
Los Angeles River to LAUS via Cesar Chavez Avenue.  
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Existing Traffic Volumes and Operating Conditions 

Arterial Average Daily Traffic 

Alameda Street: The ADT shows 32,542 vehicles travelling daily on Alameda Street, north of Commercial 
Street, comprised of a northbound volume of 17,107 vehicles and a southbound volume of 15,435 vehicles. 
It should be noted that there is a significant difference between the AM and PM periods, with the AM period 
(12 midnight to 12 noon) having a volume of 13,760 (42.3 percent ADT) vehicles and the PM period having 
a volume of 18,782 (57.7 percent ADT) vehicles. 

Commercial Street: The ADT for Commercial Street, west of Garey Street, total is 11,841 vehicles, of which 
the eastbound ADT is 6,319 vehicles and the westbound ADT is 5,522 vehicles. The ADT shows 
8,427 vehicles on Commercial Street, east of Garey Street, comprised of 4,077 vehicles heading eastbound 
and 4,350 vehicles heading westbound. Garey Street, south of Commercial Street, has an ADT of 
2,993 vehicles, consisting of 2,084 vehicles heading northbound and 909 vehicles heading southbound. 
The reduction on Commercial Street from 11,841 vehicles west of Garey Street to 8,427 vehicles east of 
Garey Street indicates that many motorists who use Commercial Street turn at the US-101 “eastbound” 
(US-101 southbound) on-ramp or onto Garey Street. 

Hewitt Street: The ADT on the north-south oriented Hewitt Street, between Commercial Street and 
Ducommun Street, is 1,463 vehicles, of which the northbound ADT is 642 vehicles and the southbound 
ADT is 821 vehicles. It is likely that Hewitt Street is used by motorists to avoid heavier traffic volumes at 
the intersection of Commercial Street and Garey Street. 

Center Street: The ADT north of Commercial Street is 11,985 vehicles, which consists of 6,916 vehicles 
northbound and 5,069 vehicles southbound. The ADT shows 15,636 vehicles south of Commercial Street, 
comprised of 7,595 vehicles northbound and 8,041 vehicles southbound. The reduction from an ADT of 
15,636 vehicles south of Commercial Street to an ADT of 11,985 vehicles north of Commercial Street 
indicates that Commercial Street is accessed by motorists from Center Street. 

Vignes Street: The ADT on Vignes Street between Ducommun Street and Commercial Street is 
3,404 vehicles, which consists of 2,026 vehicles northbound and 1,378 vehicles southbound. This segment 
is likely used by motorists as an alternative route to Center Street or Garey Street. 

Temple, Jackson, and Ducommun Streets: Roadway segments along Temple, Jackson, and Ducommun 
Streets, between Vignes Street and Center Street, have an ADT of 1,176 vehicles on Temple Street, 
232 vehicles on Jackson Street, and 317 vehicles on Ducommun Street. These low traffic volumes indicate 
that these segments serve as minor streets in the local roadway network. 

Cesar Chavez Avenue: ADT on Cesar Chavez Avenue totals 26,094 vehicles east of Alameda Street, 
comprised of an ADT of 11,981 vehicles eastbound and an ADT of 14,113 vehicles westbound, which is a 
45 percent to 55 percent split. 
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Existing Peak-Hour Traffic Volumes 

Figure 3.3-2 depicts the AM and PM peak-hour intersection turn movements. The existing peak-hour 
volumes depicted on Figure 3.3-2 were balanced between adjacent intersections and adjusted accordingly. 
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Figure 3.3-2. Existing Peak Hour Traffic Volumes 

 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 
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Vehicle Classification and Truck Percentages 

Vehicle classification counts were conducted through both ADT (automatic counts dated 
September 9, 2015 and September 17, 2015) and intersection turn movement counts (manual counts 
dated June 18, 2015, September 9, 2015, November 5, 2015, and November 19, 2015). Manual counts 
were used to ensure accuracy, particularly for identifying the number of axles on a truck during AM and PM 

peak hours. ADT counts were used for their ability to cover a 24-hour period. 

Vehicle classification counts were conducted at all the intersections in the traffic study area. The following 
four intersections are in the direct vicinity of the project and were also included in the automatic counts for 
ADT on Alameda Street south of Commercial Street: 

• Intersection #1: Alameda Street and Commercial Street 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street/US-101 southbound ramps at Commercial Street  

• Intersection #3: Vignes Street at Commercial Street 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street 

Vehicles classified include cars, trucks, buses, and two-axle trucks. The two-axle truck and bus percentages 
of the four intersections during AM and PM peak hours are depicted in Table 3.3-6. Additional information, 
including turn movements and ADT truck and bus percentages, is provided in the Traffic Impact 
Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.3 Transportation and Traffic 

 

 

 3.3-22 

Table 3.3-6. Vehicle Classification on Commercial Street  

Peak Period Car (percent) Truck and Bus (percent) 

AM Peak 

At Alameda Street 92 8 

At Garey Street/US-101 southbound 
ramp 

89.6 10.4 

At Vignes Street 91 9 

At Center Street  84.6 15.4 

PM Peak 

At Alameda Street 95.3 4.7 

At Garey Street/US-101 southbound 
ramp 

96.5 3.5 

At Vignes Street 89.2 10.8 

At Center Street 89.9 10.1 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

During both AM and PM peak hours, the combined truck and bus percentages on Commercial Street are 
generally less than 10 percent. An exception is the intersection at Garey Street/US-101 southbound ramp 
in the AM peak hour (Intersection #2), the intersection at Vignes Street in the PM peak hour 
(Intersection #3), and the Center Street/Commercial Street intersection (Intersection #4), where the truck 
percentage is higher than 10 percent during both AM and PM peak hours. 

Existing Intersection Level of Service 

Table 3.3-7 summarizes the existing LOS during the AM and PM peak hours for the intersections analyzed. 
As depicted in Table 3.3-7, all study intersections operate at acceptable LOS D or better, during both AM 
and PM peak hours.  
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Table 3.3-7. Existing Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 
(second) V/C LOS 

Delay 
(second) V/C LOS 

1 Alameda Street and Commercial Street 29.9 0.56 C 33.9 0.84 C 

2 Garey Street and Commercial Street 31.4 0.38 C 34.2 0.47 C 

3 Vignes Street and Commercial Streeta 9.6 0.37 A 9.9 0.39 A 

4 Center Street and Commercial Streeta 16.0 0.68 C 33.0 1.00 D 

5 Alameda Street and Temple Street 13.9 0.65 B 15.4 0.71 B 

6 Vignes Street and Temple Street 14.5 0.69 B 9.7 0.40 A 

7 Alameda Street and First Street 17.8 0.53 B 17.3 0.59 B 

8 Vignes Street and First Street 21.7 0.49 C 27.4 0.56 C 

9 Alameda Street and El Monte Busway/Arcadia 
Street 

19.5 0.83 B 14.5 0.60 B 

10 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street WB 12.4 0.31 B 12.7 0.33 B 

110 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street EB 4.2 0.33 A 5.6 0.29 A 

11 Alameda Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 15.3 0.74 B 14.9 0.67 B 

12 Alameda Street and Vignes Street/Alpine Street 11.8 0.56 B 14.1 0.60 B 

13 Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 19.0 0.75 B 20.4 0.85 C 

14 Vignes Street and Ramirez Street 23.4 0.41 C 25.9 0.51 C 

15 Vignes Street and Main Street 17.5 0.57 B 41.9 0.97 D 

16 Alameda Street/Spring Street and College 
Street 

16.0 0.59 B 17.0 0.68 B 

17 Alameda Street and Main Street/Ord Streeta 0.6 0.33 A 0.7 0.40 A 

18 Alameda Street and Main Street/Bauchet Street 5.7 0.40 A 8.8 0.56 A 

19 Main Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 7.6 0.42 A 19.0 0.62 B 

20 Alameda Street and Northbound US-101b — — — — — — 
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Table 3.3-7. Existing Peak Hour Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Delay 
(second) V/C LOS 

Delay 
(second) V/C LOS 

21 Los Angeles Street and Arcadia Street 7.2 0.57 A 5.1 0.50 A 

22 Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street 9.4 0.29 A 11.3 0.59 B 

23 Los Angeles Street and Temple Street 15.0 0.59 B 16.5 0.70 B 

24 Los Angeles Street and First Street 14.8 0.53 B 19.4 0.80 B 

25 Judge John Aiso Street and Temple Street 8.2 0.38 A 7.9 0.41 A 

26 Judge John Aiso Street/San Pedro Street and 
First Street 

15.6 0.42 B 15.0 0.63 B 

27 Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 46.4 1.08 D 23.9 0.85 C 

28 Mission Road and First Street 28.3 0.77 C 31.1 0.83 C 

29 Central Avenue and First Street 8.9 0.32 A 11.0 0.48 B 

30 Vignes Street and Bauchet Street 10.7 0.28 B 19.1 0.48 B 

31 Ramirez Street and Center Street 1.8 0.19 A 0.6 0.34 A 

32 
Union Station North Driveway and Cesar 
Chavez Avenue 

13.5 0.53 B 14.2 0.50 B 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
a Non-signalized intersection 
b Freeway on-ramp, neither signalized nor STOP-sign controlled 

EB=eastbound; LOS=level of service; V/C=volume to capacity; WB=westbound 

Existing Volumes and Traffic Conditions on US-101 

For consistency with the 2010 Congestion Management Program (CMP), freeway traffic data from the 
2010 CMP was utilized for this analysis to assess the existing operating conditions on US-101, north of 
Vignes Street (post mile [PM] 0.46). D/C ratios were estimated assuming a capacity of 2,000 vehicles per 
hour per lane. As depicted in Table 3.3-8, this freeway segment operates at an unacceptable LOS of LOS E 
or worse, during both AM and PM peak hours. 
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Table 3.3-8. Existing Freeway Main Line Level of Service 

Freeway Analysis 
Location Peak 

Northbound Southbound 

Demand Capacity D/C LOS Demand Capacity D/C LOS 

US-101 North of Vignes 
St (PM 0.45) 

AM 10,900 8,000 1.36 F(2) 7,500 8,000 0.94 E 

PM 10,800 8,000 1.35 F(1) 11,000 8,000 1.38 F(2) 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
D/C=demand-to-capacity; LOS=level of service; PM=Post Mile 

Public Transit 

The study area is currently served by an extensive transit system including bus, rail, and high-occupancy 
vehicle facilities. The project is situated in and around the Patsaouras Transit Plaza, which is a major hub 
of transit activity in Downtown Los Angeles. Numerous bus routes start, stop, or terminate at the 
Patsaouras Transit Plaza, currently located on the east side of LAUS. These include long-haul, express, and 
local municipal buses provided by LADOT, Metro, and other agencies. Buses include the Los Angeles 
International Airport FlyAway provided by Los Angeles World Airports with scheduled ground 
transportation between Los Angeles International Airport and LAUS. Express buses are provided by Orange 
County Transportation Authority, Foothill Transit, LADOT, and other surrounding agencies. Local buses 
include LADOT Downtown Area Short Hop and other local service providers. Along with bus routes, the 
Patsaouras Transit Plaza provides connection to Metro Red and Purple Lines, Gold Line, Metrolink, and 
Amtrak trains.  

On weekdays, approximately 1,046 buses are dispatched from the Patsaouras Transit Plaza. On Saturdays 
and Sundays, approximately 556 and 655 buses are dispatched, respectively. In a week, a total of 
6,441 buses are dispatched. Under the estimation that each bus carries approximately 30 passengers, the 
Patsaouras Transit Plaza accommodates approximately 190,000 individual trips per week, approximately 
31,000 individual trips per weekday, and approximately 17,000 individual trips per weekend, which as a 
whole, reduces the number of motorists using roadways in the project vicinity. 

In the traffic study area, LADOT Downtown Area Short Hop Route D is the only bus route using Center 
Street. Other Downtown Area Short Hop bus routes that traverse the project study area include Routes A 
and B. Bus schedule and detailed information is provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of 
this EIR). Additionally, El Monte Busway is a shared used bus corridor and high-occupancy vehicle lane, 
which travels west along the US-101. 

Amtrak 

As of April 2016, Amtrak operates 28 revenue trains per weekday into and out of LAUS, which includes 
13 Pacific Surfliner trains originating or terminating at LAUS; 10 Pacific Surfliner “through trains” that travel 
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the entire extent of the Pacific Surfliner route (LOSSAN corridor) north and south of LAUS (counted as 
10 total trains); and an average of 5 long-distance trains including the Coast Starlight (2 trains daily), the 
Southwest Chief (2 trains daily), and the Texas Eagle/Sunset Limited, which is a combined train that 
operates 3 times per week. Amtrak/LOSSAN also operates 11 non-revenue trains between LAUS and 
Amtrak’s Los Angeles Maintenance Facility (6 Pacific Surfliner and 5 Amtrak long-distance trains). During 
the two 3-hour AM and PM peak operating periods (AM and PM combined), 12 (6 in the AM and 6 in the 
PM) Amtrak/LOSSAN revenue and non-revenue train movements pass through LAUS. 

Metrolink 

SCRRA or Metrolink is a joint powers authority established in 1991 to plan, design, build, and operate 
passenger rail service in the Southern California region. Metrolink provides regional passenger rail service 
in Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura counties and the City of Oceanside in San Diego 
County. LAUS is the hub for Metrolink regional rail operations and provides connections between six of 
Metrolink’s seven lines that connect at LAUS: 

• 91/Perris Valley Line  

• Antelope Valley Line 

• Orange County Line 

• Riverside Line 

• San Bernardino Line 

• Ventura County Line 

As of April 2016, Metrolink operates 139 revenue trains per weekday into and out of LAUS on several train 
lines, including the Ventura County Line (31 trains per weekday), Antelope Valley Line (30), San Bernardino 
Line (38), Riverside Line (12), 91/Perris Valley Line (9), and Orange County Line (19). Metrolink also 
operates 46 non-revenue trains between LAUS and the CMF. During the 3 hour peak period, 80 Metrolink 
trains (39 in the AM and 41 in the PM) pass through LAUS.  

Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

Within the traffic study area, there are three existing bicycle lane facilities:  

1. A buffered bicycle lane along Los Angeles Street, from Alameda Street to East First Street  

2. A buffered bicycle lane along Main Street, from Cesar Chavez Avenue to East 16th Street  

3. A buffered bicycle lane along Third Street, from San Pedro Street to Santa Fe Avenue  
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The traffic study area intersections currently experience a high number of pedestrian and bicyclist activity 
during both AM and PM peak hours. As part of the traffic study, pedestrian and bicyclist counts were 
collected and included in the intersection analysis, as applicable. Pedestrian and bicyclist activity was 
observed at each study intersection while conducting manual counts during AM and PM peak periods for 
the following intersections.  

• Alameda Street/Commercial Street – The amount of pedestrian activity was notably high on each 
crosswalk of the intersection during both AM and PM peak hours. During the AM peak hours, the 
number of pedestrians ranged from 0 to 224, with the south leg having the highest volume. During 
the PM peak hours, the counts for each movement ranged from 0 to 144 pedestrians, with the 
south leg again having the highest volume. Bicyclists were observed at this intersection and counts 
were similar for both AM and PM peak hours; the counts for each movement ranged from 0 to 
9 bicyclists. 

• Garey Street/Commercial Street – There were few pedestrians during both AM and PM peak hours. 
Of the observed pedestrians, only the south leg had volumes ranging from 7 to 15 pedestrians 
during the morning and evening peak periods. Bicyclists were observed at each approach for 
morning and evening peak hours; however, only one bicyclist was observed at the westbound 
approach. 

• Center Street/Commercial Street – The amount of pedestrian activity was low on all legs, for 
morning and evening peak hours. The pedestrian counts for all the legs that have crosswalks 
included 11 pedestrians during the morning peak hour and 28 pedestrians during the evening peak 
hour. Bicyclists were observed at this intersection and numbers were similar during morning and 
evening peak hours; the counts for each movement ranged from 5 to 26 bicyclists. 

The above pedestrian and bicyclist volumes demonstrate that the intersection of Alameda Street and 
Commercial Street experiences higher pedestrian and bicyclist volumes and is used during AM and PM 
peak hours. Pedestrian and bicyclist count data is provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E 
of this EIR).  

Parking 

Existing on-street parking in the traffic study area was inventoried in September 2014 and is presented 
herein for informational purposes. CEQA does not require an evaluation of parking impacts. As shown in 
Table 3.3-9, a total of 274 general spaces and 12 loading spaces were identified. Most parking within the 
traffic study area is metered (242 spaces are metered and 8 are open space parking). The meters and 
10-hour parking limit are effective weekdays between 6:00 AM and 4:00. In addition to the existing parking 
spaces shown in Table 3.3-9, on-street parking is also located on Bolero Lane, Leroy Street, and Bloom 
Street, which primarily serves the residents of the William Mead Homes.  
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Table 3.3-9. Existing On-Street Parking 

Location 

Existing Parking Spaces 

Metered Open Loading 

Commercial Street (between Alameda Street and east of Center Street) 7 0 3 

Ducommun Street (between Alameda Street and east of Center Street) 79 8 2 

Jackson Street (between Alameda Street and east of Center Street) 32 0 0 

Temple Street (between Alameda Street and east of Center Street) 19 0 5 

Hewitt Street (between Commercial Street and Ducommun Street) 14 0 0 

Garey Street (between Commercial Street and Temple Street) 27 0 0 

Vignes Street (between Commercial Street and First Street) 51 0 2 

Center Street (between Commercial Street and Temple Street) 13 0 0 

Bolero Lane (between Bloom Street and Leroy Street) 0 24 0 

Total 242 32 12 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance  

The proposed project would result in a significant impact on transportation facilities if they would: 

A. Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of effectiveness for the 
performance of the circulation system, taking into account all modes of transportation, including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant components of the circulation system, 
including, but not limited to, intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle 
paths, and mass transit 

B. Conflict with an applicable CMP, including, but not limited to, LOS standards and travel demand 
measures or other standards established by the county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways 

C. Result in a change in air traffic patterns, including either an increase in traffic levels or a change in 
location that results in substantial safety risks 

D. Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

3.3.5 
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E. Result in inadequate emergency access 

F. Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such facilities 

Each of these thresholds is analyzed in detail below. 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project:  

B. CMP – Based on the project-related trip assignments identified in the traffic impact assessment, 
the project-related traffic would not exceed the arterial intersection analysis threshold or the freeway 
analysis threshold at the nearest monitoring locations or at any location (Appendix E of this EIR). 
Since traffic during either AM or PM peak hours is projected to be less than the minimum threshold 
of 50 vehicles per hour for arterial intersections and 150 vehicles per hour for freeway locations, no 
further analysis of CMP arterial monitoring intersections or freeway monitoring locations is 
required. Therefore, no significant impact would occur.  

C. Air Traffic Patterns – The project would not include the construction of any structural facilities that 
would create a runway hazard. Likewise, the project does not include expansion of airport facilities 
or increase air traffic. The project would not require a change in air traffic patterns, including either 
an increase in traffic levels or a change in location that results in substantial safety risks. Therefore, 
no significant impact would occur. 

Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the project would require a large number of construction workers, the import and export 
of materials and equipment, and the localized movement of equipment to and from multiple locations 
within the traffic study area. The additional traffic generated during construction would consist of 
construction equipment, construction employee vehicles, and construction material deliveries in trucks. A 
detailed construction scenario was prepared for the project to identify AM and PM peak hour traffic 
estimates.  

THRESHOLD 
3.3-A 

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit 
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As previously discussed, construction of early action/interim improvements may be implemented in 
advance of 2031. This traffic impact evaluation adequately addresses any potential traffic impacts 
associated with the interim condition because the construction scenario assumes all major project 
elements would be constructed concurrently. If run-through track infrastructure is implemented prior to 
construction of the elevated rail yard and new passenger concourse, less construction related traffic would 
be required to complete construction of the early action/interim improvements than if all infrastructure 
were constructed together as evaluated in the Traffic Impact Assessment.  

Construction Detours and Local Street Closures 

Construction of the project would occur in multiple phases and stages. Staging activities would be 
distributed at up to nine different locations within the traffic study area based on parcel availability. The 
anticipated location of construction detours and street closures are depicted on Figure 3.3-3 and discussed 
below in the context of the three primary project segments. 

• Segment 1: Throat Segment – The Vignes Street Bridge would be reconstructed in two portions, 
the westerly and easterly portions, resulting in closure of Vignes Street during the reconstruction 
of either the easterly or westerly portion. During this duration, traffic along Vignes Street would 
have to be rerouted along Cesar Chavez Avenue and Alameda Street. These construction impacts 
would require a detailed traffic management plan (TMP) to be prepared to identify site-specific 
mitigation for localized traffic impacts.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment – Closure of Cesar Chavez Avenue is required during demolition 
of the existing bridge. During this closure, traffic along Cesar Chavez Avenue would be rerouted 
along Vignes Street and Alameda Street. These construction impacts would require a detailed TMP 
to be prepared to identify site-specific mitigation for localized traffic impacts. 

• Segment 3: Run-Through Segment – All existing traffic lanes along the El Monte Busway and 
US-101 would be maintained during the peak hour throughout construction of run-through track 
infrastructure. Short term overnight closures of the busway, freeway, and the southbound ramps 
at Commercial Street would be necessary to erect and dismantle falsework during construction of 
the US-101 viaduct. Access to southbound US-101 from Commercial Street may be either partially 
or fully restricted for extended periods during construction of the US-101 viaduct over the existing 
on- and off-ramps. The local street reconstruction south of US-101 would require the full closure 
of existing Commercial Street, between Garey and Vignes Streets, for an extended period to 
construct the new Commercial Street alignment. After the new alignment is constructed, the 
roadway would be opened to traffic, and the existing roadway between Garey and Center Streets 
would be removed. The reconstruction of Center Street between US-101 and Ducommun Street 
could be completed in halves, such that one lane in each direction is continuously maintained. The 
construction of run-through track infrastructure over Center Street may require short-term 
overnight or weekend closures of the roadway.  
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Figure 3.3-3. Construction Detours and Street Closures 

 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 
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Source: Appendix E of this EIR  
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Study Intersections - 2031 plus Project Construction  

Project-related construction activities are estimated to generate 643 daily trips (in passenger car 
equivalent). Table 3.3-10 summarizes peak hour LOS for traffic impact assessment intersections impacted 
in the 2031 plus project construction condition.  

As shown in Table 3.3-10, in the 2031 plus project construction condition, significant delays would occur 
at the following three intersections per LADOT guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E - AM peak hour, LOS D – PM peak 
hour) 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street (WB) (LOS C - PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (LOS E - PM peak hour) 

Based on the anticipated construction-related traffic delays, impacts are considered significant. 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant.  
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Table 3.3-10. Peak Hour Level of Service for Impacted Intersections – 2031 with Project Construction 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) 

Delta 
Delay 

(second) 
Significant 

Impact? 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) 

Delta 
Delay 

(second) 
Significant 

Impact? 
Delay 

(second) LOS 
Delay 

(second) LOS 
Delay 

(second) LOS 
Delay 

(second) LOS 

2 Garey Street and 
Commercial Street 

31.3 C 63.5 E 32.2 Yes 34.1 C 38.2 D 4.1 Yes 

10 Alameda Street and 
Los Angeles Street 
WB 

12.1 B 12.7 B 0.6 No 12.4 B 31.0 C 18.6 Yes 

15 Vignes Street and 
Main Street  

27.2 C 23.9 C -3.3 No 74.6 E 78.9 E 4.3 Yes 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
2031 plus construction peak hour LOS for all other intersections are provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). 

LOS=level of service; WB=westbound 
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US-101 Main Line 

Construction activities would generate additional construction traffic on US-101 and result in temporary 
closure of portions of US-101. US-101 would be closed temporarily during the night (10:00 PM to 6:00 AM) 
in one direction at a time during construction of the bridge superstructure. These night closures are 
expected to last up to 20-consecutive days. The southbound ramps at Commercial Street may be either 
partially or fully restricted for extended periods during construction of the US-101 viaduct over the existing 
on- and off-ramps. The project would not increase the traffic demand by more than 2 percent of the capacity 
(Appendix E, Table 8-7); therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. However as discussed 
below under Threshold 3.3-D, due to the required closures and potential for other hazardous situations 
associated with the freeway closures along the US 101, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in 
Section 3.3.6) is proposed to maintain capacity along the US-101 during construction to the maximum 
extent practicable.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Project Trip Generation 

Project-related operational traffic is based on the trip generation assumptions approved by LADOT. The 
trip generation methodology is made up of the following:  

1. Growth in background traffic due to increased non-project related activity at LAUS – The first 
element of the trip generation methodology takes into consideration non-project related 
background traffic that would already be in place if the project were not implemented. With a 
background traffic growth rate of 0.2 percent per year, a 4.8- percent growth in traffic levels is 
anticipated between 2016 and 2040; thereby resulting in an additional 78 trips that are anticipated 
to come in and out of LAUS in the AM peak hour, and 79 additional trips that would come in and 
out in the PM peak hour. These trips are background traffic through the traffic study area 
intersections because they are related to the increased non project-related activities that would 
occur in the future.  

2. Traffic growth due to new retail and office/commercial square footage – The proposed project 
includes up to 160,000 square feet of transit-oriented retail space and approximately 30,400 square 
feet of office/commercial space within the new passenger concourse. Based on the Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) submitted to and approved by LADOT, 80 percent of trips generated by 
proposed retail and office/commercial square footage are assumed to be transit trips, with the 
remaining 20 percent assumed to be non-transit trips. This is a moderately conservative 
assumption based on 2011 surveys done by Metro on traveler’s mode of transportation. 
Project-related traffic is anticipated to occur from vendors, deliveries, and employees serving the 
retail and office/commercial space. The scale and size of the proposed retail and office space within 
the new passenger concourse at LAUS are based on a 2016 market study conducted for Metro. The 
market study (Appendix E of this EIR) indicated that up to 189,800 square feet of retail and 
commercial space could be supported by the transit passengers coming through LAUS; it further 
identified the types of retail and commercial uses that could be supported without generating 

- -
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outside visitors who could result in additional vehicular traffic to and from LAUS. Therefore, all 
customers using the proposed 160,000 square feet of retail space and 30,400 square feet of 
office/commercial space are assumed to be traveling to and from LAUS using bus or transit, and 
their trips would not be made by automobiles. The employees in the retail and office/commercial 
space would arrive by automobile, but customers would be transit passengers coming to and from 
LAUS. The 80 percent transit mode split for the employees in the retail and office/commercial 
space is a reasonable assumption for the project, given the results of the 2016 market study and 
the mode split surveys conducted at LAUS as discussed below.  

The addition of approximately 160,000 square feet of transit-oriented retail space and 
approximately 30,400 square feet of office/commercial space within the new passenger concourse 
would result in a total project-generated daily traffic estimate of 1,428 trips per day. 

3. Traffic growth due to project-related capacity enhancements/increased ridership – In 2011, Metro 
conducted a system wide on-board survey of passengers at LAUS to determine the mode splits of 
the ridership. A total of 20,200 passengers in the AM peak period, 24,400 passengers in the midday 
peak period and 26,600 passengers in the PM peak period were surveyed. The results of the survey 
indicate the vast majority of passengers did not use an automobile to and from LAUS because 
93-97 percent of the AM trips, 94-90 percent of the midday trips, and 94-95 percent of the PM trips 
in and out of LAUS consist of riders that transfer from one form of transit to another. The remaining 
10 percent of trips in and out of the LAUS consist of passengers walking. This indicates that the 
majority of passengers that arrive at LAUS transfer from one mode of transit to another. Therefore, 
the vehicular trips generated due to the increased ridership resulting from project-related capacity 
enhancements at LAUS are negligible.  

Existing plus Project  

Based on the significant impact criteria as per LADOT’s transportation impact study guidelines 
(Table 3.3-4), the project related impacts and deterioration in the operational performance of study 
intersections due to the added delay are measured by the difference in delay between the with project and 
the no project conditions during the “opening year” of a project. Because the project related traffic would 
be generated only after the project is constructed and fully operational, the ‘baseline’ conditions is are 
during the “opening year” of a project and not the “existing year.” The existing year is not the baseline since 
the project would not be built and operational during the existing year. The traffic counts were conducted 
in 2015 and were used to estimate the baseline volumes for the opening year by adding annual growth rate 
and traffic from the other planned projects located in the vicinity of the proposed project to the traffic 
counts. 

In order to fulfill the existing plus project condition as part of the traffic impact analysis of the project, the 
LOS analysis for all study intersections for the existing plus project scenario was included in the Traffic 
Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). As shown in Table 3.3-11, in the existing plus project 
condition, significant impacts would occur at two intersections due to project-related increase in traffic 
delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines (Table 3.3-4): 
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• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E – AM peak hour, LOS E – PM peak 
hour) – The project would result in an increased delay of 26.3 seconds during the AM peak hour 
and 25.5 seconds during the PM peak hour. 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour) - The 
project would result in an increased delay of 56.5 seconds during the AM peak hour and 
112.3 seconds during the PM peak hour.  

The results of the analysis for the existing plus project condition would not result in any new significant 
impacts or substantially greater project related impacts as those identified utilizing LADOT’s transportation 
impact study guidelines and the opening year of the project as the analysis baseline (see analysis below for 
the 2031 with project conditions).  
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Table 3.3-11. Peak Hour Level of Service for Impacted Intersections – Existing plus Project  

Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

Existing 
Existing plus 

Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Existing 
Existing plus 

Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

#2: Garey Street and 
Commercial Street 

31.4 C 57.7 E 26.3 Yes 34.2 C 59.7 E 25.5 Yes 

#4: Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

16.0 C 72.5 F 56.5 Yes 33.0 D 145.3 F 112.3 Yes 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
Existing plus project peak hour LOS for all other intersections are provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). 

LOS=level of service 
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Study Intersections –2031 with Project 

As shown in Table 3.3-12, under the 2031 with project condition, significant impacts would occur at two 
intersections due to project-related increase in traffic delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines 
(Table 3.3-4): 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E – AM peak hour, LOS E – PM peak 
hour) – The project would result in an increased delay of 31.6 seconds during the AM peak hour 
and 28.8 seconds during the PM peak hour. 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour) - The 
project would result in an increased delay of 65.8 seconds during the AM peak hour and 
99.9 seconds during the PM peak hour.  

In recognition of the significant impacts associated with project-related operational traffic delays, in 
addition to the project-related conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to 
neighborhood connectivity and active transportation in the traffic study area, Mitigation Measure 
LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is proposed to enhance neighborhood connectivity 
andfurther reduce the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles, while maximizing multimodal 
connectivity and access for transit riders via the planning, design, and implementation of new bicycle lanes 
along Commercial Street from Alameda Street to Center Street or a dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge 
over US-101construction of new multi-modal active transportation infrastructure in the traffic study area. 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 is consistent with LADOT guidelines, and aligns with the City’s sustainability, 
smart growth, and greenhouse gas reduction objectives.  

Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts associated with 
project-related increased delays at Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street. A new traffic 
signal at this location would reduce the delay by 69.8 seconds in the AM peak period and 142.4 seconds in 
PM peak period to LOS B. Signal controlled intersections often provide more capacity due to the platooning 
effect that they create. This results in more efficient traffic operations at the intersection and lowers 
vehicular delay. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 would reduce impacts at Intersection #4 to a 
level less than significant.  

There are no feasible mitigation measures to minimize the impacts at Intersection #2: Garey Street and 
Commercial Street, and the increased project-related operational traffic delay would continue to exceed 
LADOT guidelines in 2031. Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is 
proposed to reduce the impact; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Study Intersections –2040 with Project 

As shown in Table 3.3-13, for the 2040 with project condition, significant impacts would occur at two 
intersections due to project-related operational traffic delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines 
(Table 3.3-4). 
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• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS D – AM and PM peak hour) –The project 
would result in an increased delay of 24.2 seconds during the AM peak hour and 7.7 seconds 
during the PM peak hour. 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour) – The 
project would result in an increased delay of 72.7 seconds during the AM peak hour and 
104.0 seconds during the PM peak hour.  

Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts associated with 
project-related increased delays at Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street to a level less than 
significant. A new traffic signal at this location would reduce the delay by 77 seconds in the AM peak period 
and 151 seconds in the PM peak period, which results in LOS B. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure TR-2 would reduce impacts at Intersection #4 to a level less than significant. As discussed above 
for the 2031 with project condition, there are no feasible mitigation measures to minimize the operational 
traffic delay at Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street to a level less than significant, and the 
project-related increased delays would continue to exceed LADOT guidelines in 2040. Although Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is proposed, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 
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Table 3.3-12. Peak Hour Level of Service for Impacted Intersections – 2031 

Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031 No Project 2031 with Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2031 No Project 2031 with Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

#2: Garey Street and 
Commercial Street 

31.3 C 62.9 E 31.6 Yes 34.1 C 62.9 E 28.8 Yes 

#4: Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

17.2 C 83.0 F 65.8 Yes 57.5 F 157.4 F 99.9 Yes 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
2031 peak hour LOS for all other intersections are provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). 

LOS=level of service 
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Table 3.3-13. Peak Hour Level of Service for Impacted Intersections – 2040 

Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2040 No Project 2040 with Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2040 No Project 2040 with Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

#2: Garey Street and 
Commercial Street 

31.3 C 55.5 D 24.2 Yes 34.6 C 42.3 D 7.7 Yes 

#4: Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

18.0 C 90.7 F 72.7 Yes 62.5 F 166.5 F 104.0 Yes 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
2040 peak hour LOS for all other intersections are provided in the Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this EIR). 

LOS=level of service 
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US-101 Main Line –2031 with Project 

Future operating conditions on the US-101 main line in 2031 are summarized in Table 3.3-14. As provided, 
northbound US-101 operates at LOS F(3) during both AM and PM peak hours. Southbound 
US-101 operates at LOS F(0) and LOS F(3) during AM and PM peak hours, respectively. These LOS apply 
to both 2031 No project and 2031 with project conditions. No volume to capacity increase attributable to 
the project would occur. Traffic generated by the project would not have an impact on US-101 operating 
conditions during the peak hours, and no impact would occur.  

US-101 Main Line –2040 with Project 

Future operating conditions on the US-101 main line in 2040 are summarized in Table 3.3-15. In 
2040, northbound US-101 operates at LOS F(3) during both AM and PM peak hours. Southbound 
US-101 operates at LOS F(0) and LOS F(3) during AM and PM peak hours, respectively. These LOS apply 
to both 2040 No Project and 2040 with project conditions. Traffic generated by the project would not have 
an impact on US-101 operating conditions during the peak hours in 2040, and no impact would occur.  

Indirect Impacts 

The project would support statewide and regional mandates for a more efficient and robust transit system 
in Southern California, thereby supporting multiple plans, ordinances, and policies with measures for 
enhanced rail operational capacity at LAUS. The project is the centerpiece of the SCORE Program and 
would facilitate region-wide capacity enhancements across the Metrolink system and new HSR service to 
Southern California. No impact would occur.  
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Table 3.3-14. Freeway Main Line Level of Service – 2031 

Freeway Analysis Location Peak 

Northbound Southbound 

Demand Capacity D/C LOS Demand Capacity D/C LOS 

2031 No Project  

US-101 North of Vignes Street  AM 13,298 8,000 1.66 F(3) 9,150 8,000 1.14 F(0) 

(PM 0.45) PM 13,176 8,000 1.65 F(3) 13,420 8,000 1.68 F(3) 

2031 with Project  

US-101 North of Vignes Street  AM 13,300 8,000 1.66 F(3) 9,150 8,000 1.14 F(0) 

(PM 0.45) PM 13,188 8,000 1.65 F(3) 13,420 8,000 1.68 F(3) 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
D/C=demand-to-capacity; LOS=level of service; PM=Post Mile 
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Table 3.3-15. Freeway Main Line Level of Service – 2040 

Freeway Analysis Location Peak 

Northbound Southbound 

Demand Capacity D/C LOS Demand Capacity D/C LOS 

2040 No Project 

US-101 North of Vignes Street  AM 14,279 8,000 1.78 F(3) 9,825 8,000 1.23 F(0) 

(PM 0.45) PM 14,148 8,000 1.77 F(3) 14,410 8,000 1.80 F(3) 

2040 with Project 

US-101 North of Vignes Street  AM 14,281 8,000 1.79 F(3) 9,825 8,000 1.23 F(0) 

(PM 0.45) PM 14,160 8,000 1.77 F(3) 14,410 8,000 1.80 F(3) 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
D/C=demand-to-capacity; LOS=level of service; PM=Post Mile 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction activities would result in temporary construction-related roadway hazards in the traffic study 
area. Existing roadways and intersections may be subject to temporary detours and lane blockages at 
multiple locations throughout the traffic study area. The US-101 main line and on- and off-ramps at 
Commercial Street would be also be subject to temporary lane width reductions. Additionally, short-radius 
curves and/or short sight distances may occur during construction. This is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts related to roadway 
hazards during construction to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The project-related infrastructure improvements would not create sharp curves or dangerous intersections 
in the traffic study area. The design and construction of project-related roadway and bridge improvements, 
including the realignment of Commercial Street, run-through track infrastructure over the US-101, and new 
roadways east of Center Street are being designed and coordinated with local agencies,: including the City’s 
Department of Transportation and Bureau of Transportation and Engineering, Caltrans, Metrolink, and 
CHSRA, as applicable.  

All project features, including new roadway intersections and pedestrian connections, would be designed 
and constructed to comply with applicable agency standards and specifications to maximize safety for both 
motorized and non-motorized forms of transportation. Therefore, impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The project would not fundamentally change the existing uses at LAUS or the roadway system in the traffic 
study area, and no long-term, indirect transportation-related impacts within the surrounding area would 
result. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Based on a review of disaster route maps for the Los Angeles County Operational Area, the project would 
be located within Area H of the Los Angeles Central Evacuation Map, of which Cesar Chavez Avenue and 
Alameda Street are designated as disaster routes, and US-101 is designated as a disaster route freeway 
(Appendix E of this EIR). 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-D 

Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-E 

Result in inadequate emergency access 
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Modifications to the Vignes Street Bridge and the Cesar Chavez Bridge would result in temporary closure 
of one lane in each direction for both roadways; although, a minimum of one lane would be maintained 
throughout the duration of construction. A full closure would occur along Commercial Street between the 
US-101 ramp at Garey Street and Center Street to construct the run-through track infrastructure south of 
US-101. Closures would require traffic detouring. Given that traffic would be diverted to local roadways, the 
LOS of these adjacent intersections would be affected. As previously indicated above, significant delays 
anticipated at three intersections during construction would affect traffic along Commercial, Alameda, and 
Vignes Streets.  

Construction activities in the vicinity of these affected intersections, especially US-101 and Alameda Street, 
could interfere with emergency response and access. Although construction would require some temporary 
roadway closures, not all of the roadway closures would occur at the same time, and other roadways would 
be available for evacuation. Notwithstanding these circumstances, this is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts during construction 
to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As previously discussed, under 2031 and 2040 with project conditions, minimal project-related increase 
delays are expected at intersections within the traffic study area. Planned internal roadway reconfiguration 
and associated modifications to fire lanes and access roads would not significantly affect emergency access, 
primarily because the West Plaza would be accessible to emergency service providers using the existing fire 
lane network. Emergency access would be maintained from Patsaouras Transit Plaza which would provide 
emergency and fire lane access to the eastern side of LAUS. No modifications to the internal access road 
on the west side of LAUS would occur; therefore, direct access from MWD to Cesar Chavez Avenue via the 
west internal roadway shall remain in its current state. Planned internal roadway reconfigurations and 
associated modifications would be coordinated and approved by the Fire Marshal to ensure the safest 
access is provided for emergency service providers. Upon completion of construction, no changes would 
be made to the identified evacuation routes as identified by the City.  

New VCEs in the new passenger concourse (stairways, escalators, and elevators) would improve passenger 
egress and ADA accessibility throughout LAUS. In addition, the new passenger concourse and new 
expanded passageway would designed to meet all applicable NFPA codes and requirements for passenger 
egress and emergency evacuations. Based on these considerations, impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts related to emergency routes and limited access to the surrounding area would occur. 
Therefore, no impact would occur. 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Public Transit 

LAUS is a central feature within Southern California’s public transit network. For this reason, maintaining 
rail/transit service and minimizing disruption to commuters during construction to the maximum extent 
feasible is a key project objective. Metro and the Southern California Integrated Service Planning Working 
Group (Working Group), comprised of representatives from CHSRA, Caltrans, FRA, CHSRA, LOSSAN, 
Amtrak, Metrolink and Metro, are conducting ongoing coordination to develop a project implementation 
approach to minimize temporary disruptions to regional/intercity rail service during construction. At this 
preliminary stage of engineering design, detailed construction phasing plans that correspond to means 
and methods to maintain on-time performance for rail operators at LAUS is not available. Although it is 
anticipated, construction of the lead tracks, the elevated rail yard, and associated platform improvements 
would cause potential schedule delays and increased dwell times at LAUS, and potentially other station 
locations, because not all lead tracks and rail yard tracks and platforms would be in service at one time. 
Decreased performance for rail operators at LAUS and temporary disruptions to commuters daily travel 
patterns may occur. Passengers may also be affected by construction of the above-grade passenger 
concourse and new expanded passageway due to detours and temporary accessibility disruptions to Gold 
Line, Red Line, and Purple Line platforms. This is considered a significant impact. Implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described in Section 3.3.6) would reduce this impact to a level less than 
significant.  

LADOT’s Dash Route D, which uses Center Street, would also be affected by construction of the project. 
During construction of the run-through track structures south of LAUS, a full closure of Commercial Street 
between US-101 ramp/Garey Street and Center Street is required. As a result, the proposed project has the 
potential to affect the bus schedule for this route through a combination of detours, temporary road 
closures, and changes in scheduling. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts on bus service operators during 
construction to a level less than significant.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Access to and from the existing Amtrak and Metrolink boarding platforms would be modified to facilitate 
construction of the proposed project. Appropriate safety provisions would be required to be in place to 
minimize disruptions to pedestrian ingress and egress through LAUS. This includes sequencing 
construction within the rail yard (and passenger concourse) and maintaining safe and accessible access to 
platforms for the Gold Line and regional/intercity trains. Pedestrian and bicycle access to and from LAUS 
would also be temporarily affected, and bicyclists could be subject to hazardous conditions near work zones 
during the construction of bridge improvements (e.g., Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street) and 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-F 

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities 
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modifications to local streets (including potential street closures and vacations). This is considered a 
significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mitigate impacts 
on bicyclists and pedestrians during construction to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Public Transit  

As described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning, the project is consistent with the plans and policies 
relative to expansion of existing transportation options and increased rail service in the Southern California. 
In addition to supporting Metrolink’s implementation of the SCORE Program, the project is necessary to 
implement the goals and objectives of multiple planning documents that guide future growth in rail 
operations, including the following: 

• California Transportation Plan 2040 (Appendix E of this EIR) – The California Transportation Plan 
2040 vision calls for a transportation system that is safe, sustainable, universally accessible, and 
globally competitive while meeting the State’s greenhouse gas emission reduction goals. The 
project-related capacity enhancements would allow for future train operations to address this 
vision. 

• 2016 RTP/SCS (Appendix E of this EIR) – The 2016 RTP/SCS was prepared pursuant to SB 375, to 
reduce GHG emissions from vehicles through better-integrated regional transportation, land use, 
and housing planning strategies to provide more access to jobs, services, public transit and active 
transportation options. The project would indirectly contribute to cumulative benefits for the 
region, including a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT, as demonstrated by the 
operational analysis provided in the 2016 RTP/SCS (Program EIR Table 3.3.4-4) (Appendix E of this 
EIR). As described in the 2016 RTP/SCS, the project would improve rail service and safety for 
Metrolink and the LOSSAN rail corridor, and it would also provide interconnectivity to the planned 
HSR system, making it an attractive alternative to congested highways. The 2016 RTP/SCS 
identifies improvements at LAUS as a critical first step in the implementation of regional 
transportation solutions. From a regional perspective, the project would expand existing 
transportation options, foster multi-modal connectivity throughout the region, and accommodate 
the planned HSR system. LAUS is identified as a high-quality transit area and transit priority area 
within the 2016 RTP/SCS, and the project is specifically identified as the number one future transit 
improvement for the region. 

• 2018 California State Rail Plan – The project-related capacity enhancements correlate with the 
improvements for the Los Angeles Urban Mobility Corridor, and estimated train movements that 
could occur coincide with the 2027 mid-term plan statewide goals. 

• 2018 Business Plan – The project-related capacity enhancements accommodate the planned HSR 
system in alignment with the vision of the 2018 Business Plan (Appendix E of this EIR). 

These impacts are considered beneficial.  
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Center Street – As part of the project, roadway improvements on Center Street from Ducommun Street to 
US-101 would be constructed consistent with the Connect US Action Plan, and would include the following 
elements, as depicted on Figure 3.3-4: 

• 6-foot-wide cycle tracks with 3-foot buffers in both directions  

• 15-foot sidewalks with street trees and landscaping to enhance pedestrian accessibility 

Figure 3.3-4. Center Street Cross Section (Commercial Street to Ducommun Street Looking South) 

  

Commercial Street – Commercial Street would be realigned to the north, away from the run-through track 
embankment south of LAUS. Columns supporting the US-101 viaduct would be located within the median 
and sidewalks of the realigned portion of Commercial Street at the location of the crossing. The realigned 
portion of Commercial Street would accommodate 5-foot-wide Class II bicycle lanes and 13-foot-wide 
sidewalks and intersect with Center Street just south of US-101.  

Vignes Street – As part of the reconstruction of the Vignes Street Bridge, the existing street section would 
be maintained at the current width, although the bridge span would be increased from its existing length 
of 75 feet to 100 feet to provide the horizontal clearance for future roadway improvements in accordance 
with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035. The Vignes Street bridge structure would be constructed with sufficient 
width to accommodate the following per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035: 

• ROW width: 100 feet 

• Roadway width: 70 feet 
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Cesar Chavez Avenue – The Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge would be replaced as part of the throat 
reconstruction in Phase AB. The existing street section would be maintained at the current width, although 
the bridge span would be increased from its existing length of 75 feet to 100 feet to provide the horizontal 
clearance for future roadway improvements in accordance with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and the City’s 
vision for future comprehensive treatments. The Cesar Chavez Avenue bridge structure would be 
constructed with sufficient width to accommodate the following per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and DTLA 
Community Plan updates currently in process: 

• ROW width: 100 feet 

• Roadway width: 70 feet 

Although Metro is committed to not precluding future active transportation infrastructure to be 
implemented by the City of Los Angeles, and achieving compatibility with other planned or completed 
projects, including the Connect US Action Plan, the Los Angeles Forecourt and Esplanade Improvements 
Project, and the Los AngelesLA River Path project, as described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning, the 
proposed project would conflict with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.12. Mitigation Measure LU-1 
(described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is proposed to improve connectivity between LAUS and 
neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking the in the project study area. Upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

The project would accommodate a substantial increase in rail operational capacity for the region, reducing 
train idling (dwell) time and improving on-time performance for trains using LAUS. The project would also 
indirectly contribute to other cumulative benefits for the region, including a regional reduction of 
greenhouse gas emissions and vehicle miles traveled, as demonstrated by the operational analysis provided 
in the 2016 RTP/SCS (Program EIR Table 3.3.4-4). 

As discussed above, the project also includes design elements consistent with Metro’s Connect US Plan, 
which is intended to encourage people to walk and bicycle between LAUS, First Street/Central Street 
Station, and the surrounding neighborhoods. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to transportation.  

TR-1 Prepare a Construction TMP: During the final engineering phase and at least 30 days prior to 
construction, a construction TMP shall be prepared by the contractor and reviewed and 
approved by Metro, LADOT, and Caltrans, where applicable.  

The street closure schedules in the construction TMP shall be coordinated between the 
construction contractor, LADOT, Caltrans (if ramps are involved), private businesses, public 
transit and bus operators, emergency service providers, and residents to minimize 
construction-related vehicular traffic impacts during the peak-hour. During planned closures, 

3.3.6 
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traffic shall be re-routed to adjacent streets via clearly marked detours and notice shall be 
provided in advance to applicable parties (nearby residences, emergency service providers, 
public transit and bus operators, the bicycle community, businesses, and organizers of special 
events). The TMP shall identify proposed closure schedules and detour routes, as well as 
construction traffic routes, including haul truck routes, and preferred delivery/haul-out 
locations and hours so as to avoid heavily congested areas during peak hours, where feasible. 
The following provisions shall be included in the TMP: 

• Traffic flow shall be maintained, particularly during peak hours, to the degree feasible. 

• Access to adjacent businesses shall be maintained during business hours via existing 
or temporary driveways, and residences at all times, as feasible.  

• Metro or the contractor shall post advance notice signs prior to construction in areas 
where access to local businesses could be affected. Metro shall provide signage to 
indicate new ways to access businesses and community facilities, if affected by 
construction.  

• Metro shall notify LADOT and Caltrans in advance of street closures, detours, or 
temporary lane reductions.  

• Metro shall coordinate with LADOT and Caltrans to adjust the signal timing at affected 
intersections and on- or off-ramps to mitigate detoured traffic volumes. 

• Closed-circuit television cameras shall be installed at some of the impacted 
intersections (as approved by LADOT) to monitor traffic in real-time by the Automated 
Traffic Surveillance and Control department of LADOT during construction. This would 
allow the city to alleviate congestion by manually changing signal timing parameters, 
such as allowing more green time to congested movements.  

• The contractor shall avoid concurrent closures of Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes 
Street north of LAUS. 

TR-2 Install Traffic Signal: Metro shall install a new traffic signal at the intersection of Center Street 
and Commercial Street. 

TR-3 Prepare Rail Operations Agreements and Temporary Construction Service Staging Plan: 
During final engineering design and prior to construction, Metro shall establish rail operating 
agreements and/or prepare an memorandum MOU with each current rail operator, including, 
but not limited to, Metrolink SCRRA, LOSSAN, and Amtrak, to outline mutually agreed upon 
on-time performance objectives goals to be achieved throughout construction, and how 
construction sequencing and railroad operational protocols would be incorporated into 
applicable construction documents (plans and specifications) and implemented to maintain 
the mutually agreed upon on-time performance during construction. 
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Prior to construction, Metro and the construction contractor shall prepare detailed 
construction phasingtemporary construction staging plans for each phase of construction that 
identify appropriate means and methods the contractor would implement to maintain mutually 
agreed upon on-time performance objectives goals while minimizing impacts on pedestrians 
and passengers at LAUS. Prior to construction, Metro and the construction contractor shall 
also coordinate with current rail operators to ensure that any rail-to-bus or rail-to-rail 
connections are uninterrupted throughout constructionestablish temporary construction 
detours for passengers that correspond to detailed construction phasing plans to minimize 
impacts on passenger transfer times. Detailed construction phasingtemporary construction 
staging plans shall be deemed acceptable by the current rail operators prior to commencement 
of construction activities that could reduce on-time performance.  

Throughout the duration of construction, Metrolink SCRRA shall participate in weekly 
construction coordination meetings to ensure that evaluate the efficiency of the measures in 
place to achieve the mutually agreed upon on-time performance is met., and shall coordinate 
with Metro and the construction contractor to implement changes to means and methods 
during construction to ensure the performance objectives are maintained at an acceptable level 
throughout construction of the project. 

LU-1 Implement Transportation Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connectivity (as described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning).  

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

As shown in Table 3.3-16, Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) would 
decrease the average delay at Intersections #2, #10, and #15; thereby reducing the significant 
construction-related transportation impacts to a level less than significant.  

As shown in Table 3.3-17 and Table 3.3-18, upon implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described 
in Section 3.3.6), the LOS at Intersection #4 would operate at acceptable LOS B (AM and PM peak hours) 
in the 2031 and 2040 with project conditions. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 would improve 
operations at Intersection #4 to better than pre-project conditions, and would minimize the operational 
traffic delay at Intersection #4; thereby reducing the significant operational traffic impact at Intersection 
#4 to a level less than significant.  

Due to the limitation of signal timing, phasing, and coordination, no additional feasible mitigation 
measures are proposed to minimize the operational traffic delay at Intersection #2 in the 2031 and 
2040 with project conditions. The project-related increased delays would continue to exceed LADOT 
guidelines for Intersection #2. Therefore, the operational traffic impacts at Intersection #2 would be 
significant and unavoidable. 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described in Section 3.3.6), significant impacts on train 
operations during construction would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

3.3.7 
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Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning), 
significant impacts associated with conflicts with plans that promote neighborhood sustainability, 
connectivity, and non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River would be reduced to a 
level less than significant.  
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Table 3.3-16. 2031 Project Plus Construction - Level of Service After Mitigation 

Node Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031 with Project 
Construction 

2031 with Project 
Construction 
(Mitigated) 

Delta 
Delay 

(second) 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

2031 with Project 
Construction 

2031 with Project 
Construction 
(Mitigated) 

Delta 
Delay 

(second) 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

1 Alameda Street 
and Commercial 
Street 

34.0 C 19.9 B -14.1 No 39.5 D 33.8 C -5.7 No 

2 Garey Street and 
Commercial Street 

60.0 E 34.5 C -26.1 No 37.8 D 36.0 D -1.8 No 

10 Alameda Street 
and Los Angeles 
Street WB 

12.7 B 6.5 A -6.2 No 31.1 C 16.3 B -14.8 No 

15 Vignes Street and 
Main Street  

25.0 C 19.5 B -5.5 No 90.8 F 78.2 E -12.6 No 

27 Mission Road and 
Cesar Chavez 
Avenue 

62.0 E 55.3 D -6.7 No 26.3 C 26.0 C -0.3 No 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service; WB=westbound 
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Table 3.3-17. 2031 with Project - Level of Service After Mitigation 

Node Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031 with 
Project 

2031 with Project 
(Mitigated) Delta 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

2031 with 
Project 

2031 with Project 
(Mitigated) Delta 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

4 Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

83.0 F 13.2 B -69.8 No 157.4 F 15.0 B -142.4 No 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service 

 

Table 3.3-18. 2040 with Project - Level of Service After Mitigation 

Node Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2040 with 
Project 

2040 with Project 
(Mitigated) Delta 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

2040 with 
Project 

2040 with Project 
(Mitigated) Delta 

Significant 
Impact after 
Mitigation? 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) LOS 

Delay 
(second) 

4 Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

90.7 F 13.7 B -77.0 No 166.5 F 15.5 B -151.0 No 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes:  
LOS=level of service 
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3.4 Aesthetics 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project and aesthetic conditions within the 
project study area. Information contained in this section is summarized from the Link US Visual Impact 
Assessment (Appendix F of this EIR) in combination with published sources.  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.4-1 identifies and summarizes applicable laws, regulations, and plans relative to visual quality and 
aesthetic conditions.  

Table 3.4-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Aesthetics 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General 
Plan  

The City of Los Angeles General Plan includes the following policies that may be applicable 
to visual impacts. 

Framework Element 

Chapter 9 of the General Plan, Framework Element, Infrastructure, and Public Services, 
includes the following policies relating to lighting: 

• Policy 9.40.1: Require lighting on private streets, pedestrian-oriented areas, and 
pedestrian walks to meet minimum City standards for street and sidewalk lighting  

• Policy 9.40.2: Require parking lot lighting and related pedestrian lighting to meet 
recognized national standards  

• Policy 9.40.3: Develop regulations to ensure quality lighting to minimize or eliminate 
the adverse impact of lighting due to light pollution, light trespass, and glare for facade 
lighting, security lighting, and advertising lighting, including billboards  

• Policy 9.40.4: Establish regulations and standards which eliminate the adverse impacts 
due to light pollution, light trespass, and glare for the area lighting of rail yards, transit 
yards, trucking facilities, and similar facilities  

• Policy 9.40.6: Coordinate placement and location of street trees with the placement of 
street lights 

Conservation Element 

• Section 15: Land Form and Scenic Vistas aims to protect and reinforce natural and 
scenic vistas as irreplaceable resources and for the aesthetic enjoyment of present and 
future generations. 

Mobility Plan (Transportation Element) 

• Policy 2.16: Ensure that future modifications to any scenic highway do not impact the 
unique identity or characteristic of that scenic highway. 

• Policy 3.4: Provide all residents, workers, and visitors with affordable, efficient, 
convenient, and attractive transit services. 

3.4. l 
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Table 3.4-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Aesthetics 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Los Angeles Municipal Code Ordinance Number 185472 

• Clarifies Historic-Cultural Monument designation criteria, enhances due process and 
notification procedures affecting property owners, and provides for extensions of time 
limits. 

Ordinance Number 177404 

• All existing protected trees and relocation and replacement trees specified by the 
Advisory Agency in accordance with Sections 17.02, 17.05, 17.06, 17.51, and 17.52 of 
this Code will be indicated on a plot plan attached to the building permit issued 
pursuant to this Code. 

Chapter 9, Article 3, Sec. 93.0117 

• No exterior light source may cause more than two footcandles (21.5 lx) of lighting 
intensity or generate direct glare onto exterior glazed windows or glass doors; elevated 
habitable porch, deck, or balcony; or any ground surface intended for uses such as 
recreation, barbecue or lawn areas, or any other property containing a residential unit 
or units. 

Chapter 1, Article 2, Sec. 12.21 A5(k) 

• All lights used to illuminate a parking area will be designed, located, and arranged so 
as to reflect the light away from any streets and any adjacent premises. 

Chapter 1, Article 7, Sec. 17.08C 

• Plans for street lighting system will be submitted to and approved by the Bureau of 
Street Lighting. 

Division 62, Sec. 91.6205M 

• No sign will be arranged and illuminated in such a manner as to produce a light 
intensity of greater than three footcandles above ambient lighting, as measured at the 
property line of the nearest residentially zoned property. 

Cornfield Arroyo Seco 
Specific Plan 

The Cornfield Arroyo Seco Specific Plan includes requirements that may be applicable to 
visual impacts 

• Lighting will be provided along all vehicular access ways and pedestrian walkways. 

• Lighting (exterior building and landscape) will be directed away from properties and 
roadways, and shielded as necessary. In particular, no lighting will be directed at the 
window of a residential unit located either within or adjacent to a project. 
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Table 3.4-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Aesthetics 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

CCNCP The following policies are related to visual quality and aesthetics: 

• Policy 2-1.4: Require that projects be designed and developed to achieve a high level of 
quality, distinctive character, and compatibility with existing uses and development 

• Policy 2-4.1: Require that any proposed development be designed to enhance and be 
compatible with adjacent development 

• Policy 2-4.2: Preserve community character, scale, and architectural diversity 

• Policy 2-4.3: Improve safety and aesthetics of parking areas in commercial areas 

• Policy 2-4.4: create landscaped corridors and enhance through the planting of street 
trees along segments with no building setbacks and through median plantings 

• Policy 3-1.2: Achieve adequate compatibility through design treatments, compliance 
with environmental protection standards and health and safety requirements for 
industrial uses where they adjoin residential neighborhoods and commercial uses 

• Policy 3-1.3: Require that any proposed development be designed to enhance and be 
compatible with adjacent development. 

• Policy 3-2.1/18-1.1: Support the existing artists-in-residence in Central City North as a 
cultural resource for the community. 

• Policy 5-1.1: Encourage the retention of passive and visual open space which provides 
a balance to the urban development of the Plan Area. 

• Policy 8-2.2: Ensure that landscaping around buildings be placed so as not to impede 
visibility 

• Policy 8-2.3: Ensure adequate lighting around residential, commercial, and industrial 
buildings in order to improve security 

• Policy 10-1.2: Encourage the provision of safe, attractive and clearly identifiable transit 
stops with user friendly design amenities 

The community plan also includes urban design policies and standards to ensure that 
residential, commercial, industrial projects, and public spaces and rights of way incorporate 
specific elements of good design. For commercial areas, the plan includes requirements for 
building height and design as well as parking. Community design and landscaping policies 
and standards are also provided for entryways, streetscape, street trees, street furniture, 
street lighting, sidewalks and paving, and signage. 

ADSP The ADSP was established to manage continued and expanded development of the specific 
plan area as a major transit hub for the region and mixed-use development area providing 
office, hotel, retail, entertainment, tourism, residential, and related uses, in conformance 
with the goals and objectives of local and regional plans and policies. The plan includes 
policies regarding allowable and prohibited land uses, building height requirements, historic 
preservation requirements, open space, pedestrian, and landscaping requirements, 
transportation, and other policies pertaining to the planning area. The plan also includes 
significance thresholds, which there are no aesthetic/visual thresholds, and mitigation 
measures for resource topics, including lighting. 
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Table 3.4-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Aesthetics 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles CEQA 
Thresholds Guide 

The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide provides more specific guidance not only to 
determine the potential for significance, but also to establish thresholds by which a 
potential aesthetic impact can be measured. The Los Angeles CEQA Thresholds Guide 
recognizes the subjectivity brought to such an analysis and states that a determination of 
significance is to be made on a case-by-case basis based on the following considerations:  

• The amount of relative proportion of existing features or elements that substantially 
contribute to the valued visual character or image of a neighborhood, community, or 
localized area, which would be removed, altered, or demolished 

• The degree of contrast between proposed features and existing features that represent 
the area's valued aesthetic image 

• The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value 

Notes:  
ADSP=Alameda District Specific Plan; CCNCP= Central City North Community Plan; CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act  

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

The Link US Visual Impact Assessment was prepared to follow guidance outlined in the publication 
Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects published by the Federal Highway 
Administration in January 2015. The following steps were followed to assess the potential aesthetic impacts 
of the project: 

• The project location and setting were defined. 

• Existing visual resources and key viewers were identified. 

• Visual assessment units and key viewpoints were identified. 

• Resource change and viewer response were assessed. 

• The visual appearance of the project at key viewpoints was simulated. 

• Visual impacts resulting from the project were analyzed. 

• Measures to offset visual impacts were developed. 

Defining Project Location and Setting 

The project study area for aesthetics was identified by considering the existing landscape constraints 
(landform and land cover) and physiological limits of human sight, and by reviewing initial plans and 
simulation models to identify the visual elements of the project. Visual quality within the project study area 
was then described based on existing visual character, viewer groups, and expected community 
preferences.  

3.4.3 
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Identifying Existing Visual Resources and Key Viewers 

Existing Visual Resources 

Visual resources are defined and described below by assessing visual character and visual quality in the 
project study area. 

Visual Character 

Visual character includes attributes such as form, line, color, and texture, and is used to describe, not 
evaluate. These attributes are considered neither good nor bad; however, a change in visual character can 
be evaluated when it is compared with the viewer response to that change. Changes in visual character can 
be quantified by identifying how visually compatible a project would be with the existing condition by using 
visual character attributes as an indicator. For the project, the following attributes were considered:  

• Form – visual mass and shape 

• Line – edges or linear definition 

• Color – reflective brightness (light, dark) and hue (red, green) 

• Texture – surface coarseness 

• Dominance – position, size, or contrast 

• Scale – apparent size as it relates to the surroundings 

• Diversity – a variety of visual patterns 

• Continuity – uninterrupted flow of form, line, color, or textural pattern 

Visual Quality 

Visual quality is evaluated by identifying the vividness, intactness, and unity present in the project study 
area. Public attitudes validate the assessed level of quality and predict how changes to the project study 
area can affect these attitudes. This process helps identify specific methods for addressing each visual 
impact that may occur as a result of the proposed project. The three criteria for evaluating visual quality 
are: 

• Vividness – the extent to which the landscape is memorable and is associated with distinctive, 
contrasting, and diverse visual elements. 

• Intactness – the integrity of visual features in the landscape and the extent to which the existing 
landscape is free from non-typical visual intrusions. 

• Unity – the extent to which all visual elements combine to form a coherent, harmonious visual 
pattern. 
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Narrative ratings have been used to assess the visual quality within each visual assessment unit. Narrative 
ratings ranging from low (poor), moderately low (fair), moderate (good), moderately high (very good), and 
high (excellent) have been given for each of the individual criteria—vividness, intactness, and unity—and 
the rating for the overall visual quality has been assigned based on an average of the individual ratings. If 
the average rating was between ratings, the higher of the two ratings was assigned. 

Key Viewers 

The population affected by the project is composed of “viewers.” Viewers are people whose view of the 
landscape may be altered by the project, either because the landscape itself has changed or their perception 
of the landscape has changed. Viewers, or more specifically the response that viewers have to changes in 
their visual environment, are one of two variables that determine the extent of visual impacts that would 
result from the project.  

Visual Assessment Units and Key Viewpoints 

The project study area was divided into a series of “visual assessment units.” Each visual assessment unit 
has its own visual character and visual quality, defined by boundaries in visual characteristics. Because it is 
not feasible to analyze all of the views from which the project would be seen, it is necessary to select a 
number of key views associated with visual assessment units that would most clearly illustrate the change 
in the project’s visual resources. Key views also represent the viewer groups that have the highest potential 
to be affected by the project, considering exposure and sensitivity. For this project, six visual assessment 
units and 14 key viewpoints or “key views” have been identified (Table 3.4-2). These visual assessment 
units are focused on the most visually dominant features of the project in Segment 1: Throat Segment, 
Segment 2: Concourse Segment, and Segment 3: Run-Through Segment of the project study area. These 
visual assessment units and key views are shown on Figure 3.4-1.  

Preliminary identification of key views was conducted using aerial mapping and project plans. Preliminary 
viewpoints were identified based on the anticipated viewers and visual changes at these locations. 
Appropriate viewpoint locations were verified and finalized in the field during a site visit on 
July 11, 2016, and multiple photographs were taken at each viewpoint location. Photographs were 
evaluated against project plans, and final photograph locations and angles were selected by the project 
team for their overall representation of key views, key viewers, and potential visual changes. 

Assessing Resource Change and Viewer Response 

Resource Change 

Resource change is assessed by evaluating the visual character and the visual quality of the visual resources 
that comprise the project study area before and after the construction of the project. Resource change is 
one of the two major variables that determine visual impacts. The overall level of resource change has been 
qualitatively assessed for each alternative by assigning one of five resource change levels: low, moderately 
low, moderate, moderately high, or high.  
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Viewer Response 

Viewer Exposure 

Viewer exposure is a measure of the viewer’s ability to see a particular object. Viewer exposure has three 
attributes: location, quantity, and duration. Location relates to the position of the viewer in relationship to 
the object being viewed. The closer the viewer is to the object, the more exposure. Quantity refers to how 
many people see the object. The more people who can see an object or the greater frequency with which 
an object is seen, the more exposure the object has to viewers. Duration refers to how long a viewer is able 
to keep an object in view. The longer an object can be kept in view, the more exposure. High viewer exposure 
helps predict that viewers would have a response to a visual change. 

Narrative ratings have been used to assess viewer exposure. Narrative ratings range from low (larger 
distance, fewer viewers, and/or short duration), to moderate (moderate distance, moderate number of 
viewers, and/or moderate duration), to high (proximal location, high number of viewers, and/or long 
duration of exposure). 
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Table 3.4-2. Visual Assessment Units and Key Views 

Figure # 
Visual Assessment 

Unit Key View # Key View Description 

Figure 3.4-2 #1 - William Mead 
Homes 

1a William Mead Homes (view looking southwest from corner of Bolero Lane/Bloom Street toward railroad 
ROW) 

Figure 3.4-3 1b William Mead Homes (view looking south from East Elmira Street toward railroad ROW) 

Figure 3.4-4 #2 - Vignes Street 
Corridor 

2a Vignes Street (view looking north from road toward bridge) 

Figure 3.4-5 2b Vignes Street (view looking south from road toward bridge) 

Figure 3.4-6 #3 - Cesar Chavez 
Avenue 
Corridor/Mozaic 
Apartments 

3a Cesar Chavez Avenue (view looking west from road toward bridge)  

Figure 3.4-7 3b Cesar Chavez Avenue (view looking east from road toward bridge) 

Figure 3.4-8 #4 - Alameda Street 
Corridor/Father Serra 
Park 

4a LAUS entrance (view looking southeast from Alameda Street toward LAUS) 

Figure 3.4-9 4b LAUS entrance (view looking east from Father Serra Park toward LAUS) 

Figure 3.4-10 #5 - Commercial 
Street/US-101 
Corridor 

5a US-101/Commercial Street (view looking southeast from LAUS Southern Platform Limit toward 
US-101/Commercial Street) 

Figure 3.4-11 5b Commercial Street (view looking north from Commercial Street toward US-101 and LAUS) 

Figure 3.4-12 5c Commercial Street (view looking east from US-101 on-/off-ramps) 
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Table 3.4-2. Visual Assessment Units and Key Views 

Figure # 
Visual Assessment 

Unit Key View # Key View Description 

Figure 3.4-13 #6 - LAUS 6a LAUS rail yard (view looking northeast toward platform area) 

Figure 3.4-14 6b LAUS platform access (view looking north toward pedestrian ramp) 

Figure 3.4-15 6c LAUS pedestrian passageway 

Notes:  
LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; ROW=right-of-way 
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Figure 3.4-1. Visual Assessment Units and Key Views 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR  
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Viewer Groups 

RESIDENTS 

This viewer group includes residents in the William Mead Homes residential development, the Mozaic 
Apartments, and the One Santa Fe Apartments. Residents in the William Mead Homes development would 
have views of the retaining wall and sound wall along the reconstructed lead tracks in Segment 1: Throat 
Segment. Residents in the Mozaic Apartments would have variable views of the elevated rail yard and new 
above-grade passenger concourse in Segment 2: Concourse Segment. Residents of the One Santa Fe 
Apartments on Santa Fe Street, south of First Street in Segment 3: Run-Through Segment, would have 
views of the proposed run-through track structures south of LAUS, but from a substantial distance. Given 
this distance from the project, focus is placed on residents in the William Mead Homes and the Mozaic 
Apartments.  

BUSINESS OWNERS/EMPLOYEES 

This viewer group includes business owners, employees, and patrons at commercial, industrial, and 
institutional land uses in the project study area, including those along Alameda Street, Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, and Commercial Street. This viewer group would have views that would be relatively close to 
different elements of the project in all visual assessment units, with the exception of Visual Assessment 
Unit #1. There would be a high number of viewers in this viewer group because the project would be visible 
from several commercial/industrial corridors, including Vignes Street (Visual Assessment Unit #2), Cesar 
Chavez Avenue (Visual Assessment Unit #3), Alameda Street (Visual Assessment Unit #4), Commercial 
Street and US-101 (Visual Assessment Unit #5), and buildings surrounding LAUS (Visual Assessment Unit 
#6). Some project elements would also be visible from high-rise buildings and other elevated areas in a 
larger surrounding area. Most viewers would have short-term exposure to views in the project study area 
when arriving and leaving businesses; however, exposure would be often and potentially daily. Some 
business owners and/or employees may have a longer period of exposure if they have views of the project 
from their places of business. Overall exposure of this viewer group is considered moderately high. 

COMMUTERS 

This viewer group includes commuters or residents traveling along roadways or transit-ways within the 
project study area, including the railroad tracks, US-101, Alameda Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, and 
Commercial Street. This viewer group would have views that would be relatively close to certain project 
elements in all visual assessment units, with the exception of Visual Assessment Unit #1. Commuters 
along Vignes Street (Visual Assessment Unit #2) would have views of the new bridge; commuters along 
Cesar Chavez Avenue (Visual Assessment Unit #3) would have views of the new bridge, elevated rail yard, 
and canopies; viewers along Alameda Street (Visual Assessment Unit #4), Commercial Street, and 
US-101 (Visual Assessment Unit #5) would have views of the run-through track structures south of LAUS. 
Viewers using LAUS would have views of the railroad tracks and LAUS (Visual Assessment Unit #6). There 
would be many viewers in this viewer group, since the project is located along several main roadways, 
highways, and transit corridors. This viewer group would have short-term exposure to views in the project 
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study area; however, exposure would be often and potentially daily. Overall exposure of this viewer group 
is considered moderate. 

VISITORS/TOURISTS 

This viewer group would have views that would be relatively close to different elements of the project in all 
visual assessment units, with the exception of Visual Assessment Unit #1. Visitors at LAUS (Visual 
Assessment Unit #6) would have views of the new above-grade passenger concourse, and train riders 
would have views of the tracks and concourse. Visitors traveling along local roadways and US-101 (Visual 
Assessment Unit #2 through Visual Assessment Unit #5) would have views of certain project elements, 
depending on location. There would be many viewers in this viewer group because the project is located in 
Downtown Los Angeles, near Chinatown, Olvera Street, and other cultural points of interest, and at LAUS. 
Some viewers would have short-term exposure to views in the project study area when passing through or 
visiting the area, and exposure would be intermittent. Overall exposure of this viewer group is considered 
moderate. 

Viewer Sensitivity 

Viewer sensitivity is a measure of the viewer’s recognition of a particular object. Viewer sensitivity has three 
attributes: activity, awareness, and local values.  

• Activity relates to the pre-occupation of viewers, whether they are preoccupied, thinking of 
something else, or are truly engaged in observing their surroundings. The more they are actually 
observing their surroundings, the more sensitivity viewers will have of changes to visual resources.  

• Awareness relates to the focus of view. Whether the focus is wide and the view general, or the focus 
is narrow and the view specific. The more specific the awareness, the more sensitive a viewer is to 
change.  

• Local values and attitudes also affect viewer sensitivity. If the viewer group values aesthetics in 
general or if a specific visual resource has been protected by local, state, or national designation, it 
is likely that viewers will be more sensitive to visible changes. High viewer sensitivity helps predict 
if viewers would have a high concern for any visual change. 

RESIDENTS 

Most viewers in this group would be arriving at or leaving their homes, or spending time in their homes or 
patios (Visual Assessment Unit #1 and Visual Assessment Unit #3). Awareness of existing visual setting 
and sensitivity to visual changes would be high for these viewers because they would be more focused on 
their surroundings. Therefore, overall sensitivity of this viewer group to visual changes in the project study 
area is considered high. 

BUSINESS OWNERS/EMPLOYEES 

Most viewers in this group would be at or near work (Visual Assessment Unit #2 through Visual 
Assessment Unit #6). Awareness of the visual setting would be moderate for business employees and 
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patrons who would be more focused on their business, but may be higher for business owners who are 
concerned with the visual surroundings of their businesses. Therefore, overall sensitivity of this viewer 
group to visual changes in the project study area is considered moderately high. 

COMMUTERS 

Most viewers in this group would be traveling to or from work or home (Visual Assessment Unit #2 through 
Visual Assessment Unit #6). Awareness of the visual setting would be moderately low to moderate for 
drivers, who would be more focused on driving during periods of light roadway congestion, but may be 
able to focus on the surrounding views during periods of heavy roadway congestion when vehicles are 
moving more slowly. Awareness of the visual setting would range from moderate to moderately high for 
passengers, bicyclists, and pedestrians who would be able to focus on their surroundings, but may be 
accustomed to the views. Therefore, overall sensitivity of this viewer group to visual changes in the project 
study area is considered moderate. 

VISITORS/TOURISTS 

Most viewers in this group would be traveling to local businesses or points of cultural interest or traveling 
through the area (Visual Assessment Unit #2 through Visual Assessment Unit #6). Awareness of the visual 
setting would be moderate for drivers, because they would be more focused on driving, but would be high 
for passengers, bicyclists, and pedestrians who would be engaged in passive activities and, as visitors, 
would be more focused on their surroundings. Therefore, the sensitivity of this viewer group to visual 
changes in the project study area would be considered moderately high. 

Simulating Visual Appearance of the Project at Key Viewpoints 

To create a visual representation of the project, photo-realistic simulations were created by combining 
photographs of existing conditions and computer aided design files. A 3-dimensional model was generated 
using known match points in both the photographs and the virtual model. Images were then duplicated 
within the simulation, and multi-media elements were added as an overlay with attention paid to location 
and size of objects. Artist renderings were also prepared to depict the elements of the new above-grade 
passenger concourse. 

 Existing Conditions 

Visual Assessment Unit #1: William Mead Homes 

Key Views 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 is in the William Mead Homes public housing development and represents 
residential viewers. Two key views were chosen within the development to illustrate visual changes resulting 
from the project.  

• Key View #1a is located at the corner of Bolero Lane and Bloom Street, in front of one of the 
apartment buildings, facing southwest (Figure 3.4-2).  

3.4.4 
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• Key View #1b is located at Elmira Street, between two of the apartment buildings, facing south 
(Figure 3.4-3).  

These key views were chosen to illustrate views of the track and structural improvements within Segment 
1: Throat Segment of the project study area from two vantage points that residents within William Mead 
Homes would experience. 

Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 consists of the William Mead Homes, an 8-acre residential development that 
provides housing to low-income households. The William Mead Homes property consists of 449 units in 
24 buildings in the northern portion of the project study area. These units are clustered together in a distinct 
neighborhood and are bordered by railroad tracks to the east, commercial/industrial properties to the 
south, Main Street to the west, and Leroy Street to the north. This residential community is surrounded by 
industrial, commercial, and transportation uses. 
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Figure 3.4-2. Key View #1a – William Mead Homes (View Looking Southwest from Corner of Bolero 
Lane/Bloom Street toward Railroad Right-of-Way) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-3. Key View #1b – William Mead Homes (View Looking South from Elmira Street toward 
Railroad Right-of-Way) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR  
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Buildings in Visual Assessment Unit #1 are brick buildings, two to three stories high, with ornamental 
landscaping (trees, bushes, and lawn) surrounding the units. Paved sidewalks and roadways connect the 
buildings. Some of the units have laundry lines set on cement slabs adjacent to the buildings. There are 
telephone poles and overhead power lines that traverse this Visual Assessment Unit. Recreational facilities 
include a baseball diamond, basketball court, and handball court located at the southwestern corner of the 
property. 

The visual character of Visual Assessment Unit #1 is that of an established high-density residential 
development within an urban industrial setting. The residential buildings, rectangular in shape and brick 
red with green trim, are the dominant physical components. These buildings provide continuity in form, 
line, and color. The surrounding streets, power lines, commercial/industrial buildings, and train tracks are 
also linear in form. Landscaping surrounding the buildings, including trees, shrubs, lawns, and individual 
ornamental plantings, add diversity in form, line, color, and texture to the landscape. Within the property, 
the buildings are relatively close together, and the streets are narrow, creating a pedestrian-scale 
environment. 

Visual Quality 

Within the internal units of the property, the primary views from the two-story buildings are of other 
buildings. On the south edge of the property, near Bolero Lane, there are views of the railroad tracks, power 
lines, correctional facilities along Vignes Street, and surrounding industrial development. The Los Angeles 
River, a concrete-lined channel, is located east of the rail yard and tracks, and is not visible from the street 
elevation. On the west side of the property, along Elmyra Street, views are of commercial/industrial 
buildings immediately adjacent to the roadway. These buildings are all taller than the apartment buildings; 
therefore, there are very few spaces through which there are views beyond these buildings. On the north 
side of the development, along North Main Street, views are of single-story commercial/industrial 
buildings. On the east side of the development, along Leroy Street, views are of commercial/industrial 
buildings, most of which have been painted with murals. There are also large plane trees (Platanus species) 
along the residential side of Leroy Street.  

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #1 is rated as moderately low. Appendix F of this EIR 
provides additional details.  

Visual Assessment Unit #2: Vignes Street Corridor 

Key Views 

This visual assessment unit is along Vignes Street, and represents commuters and visitors. Two key views 
were chosen to illustrate visual changes resulting from the project (Figure 3.4-4 and Figure 3.4-5). Both key 
views are of the historic Vignes Street Bridge looking north (Key View #2a) and looking south (Key View 
#2b). These key views were chosen to illustrate views of the new bridge that would support the elevated 
tracks through the throat segment. 
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Figure 3.4-4. Key View #2a – Vignes Street (View Looking North from Road toward Bridge) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-5. Key View #2b – Vignes Street (View Looking South from Road toward Bridge) 

  
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #2 consists of Vignes Street from Bauchet Street to Alameda Street. This segment 
is typically two vehicle lanes in each direction. The street has sidewalks, but no bus stops, bicycle lanes, or 
street parking. The existing Vignes Street Bridge supports the lead tracks that approach the rail yard. 

Land uses in Visual Assessment Unit #2 along the Vignes Street corridor consist of institutional, 
governmental uses dominated by correctional facilities and some low-scale commercial uses. The visual 
character of Visual Assessment Unit #2 is that of an urban setting with buildings up to sidewalks, limited 
vegetation, and the use of retaining walls and fences to define properties.  

Visual Quality 

The primary views within Visual Assessment Unit #2 are of other buildings and the streetscape. To the 
east, along Vignes Street the views are of governmental, transit maintenance, and correctional facilities. 
There are views of the roadway corridor, the City of Los Angeles Police Department Erwin Piper Technical 
Center, the LAUS subterranean parking entrance, the Metro Bus Operations and Maintenance Facility, 
low-scale commercial, the Twin Towers and Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Correctional Facilities, 
and the roadway undercrossing. To the north of the bridge are the overhead concrete Gold Line structure, 
vacant lots, and parking lots.  

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #2 is rated as low. Appendix F of this EIR provides 
additional details.  

Visual Assessment Unit #3: Cesar Chavez Avenue Corridor/Mozaic Apartments 

Key Views 

This visual assessment unit is along Cesar Chavez Avenue, near the Mozaic Apartments and Metro 
Headquarters, and represents residential viewers, commuters, and visitors. Two key views were chosen to 
illustrate visual changes resulting from the project (Figure 3.4-6 and Figure 3.4-7). Both key views are of 
the historic Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge looking west (Key View #3a) and looking east (Key View #3b). 
These key views were chosen to illustrate views of the new bridge that would support the elevated tracks 
leading to the LAUS rail yard and the proposed canopies, which would be visible from the Mozaic 
Apartments, as well as other viewpoints in this corridor, including roadway travelers.  

Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #3 consists of Cesar Chavez Avenue from Alameda Street to Vignes Street. This 
corridor is characterized by an urban setting consisting of a mix of land uses such as the Mozaic 
Apartments, the historic U.S. Post Office Terminal Annex, and institutional uses at Vignes Street and Cesar 
Chavez Avenue. Adjacent to the Mozaic Apartments and the U.S. Post Office Terminal Annex are two travel 
lanes with a bicycle lane in each direction, but the roadway is reduced approaching the roadway bridge, 
eliminating the bicycle lanes on each side to Vignes Street. Under the existing railroad bridge, the sidewalk 
is further reduced to a minimal width.  
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Figure 3.4-6. Key View #3a – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking West from Road toward Bridge) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-7. Key View #3b – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking East from Road toward Bridge) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Quality 

The primary views within Visual Assessment Unit #3 are of other buildings and the streetscape. Along 
Cesar Chavez Avenue, there are views of the roadway corridor, the U.S. Post Office Terminal Annex, the 
Mozaic Apartments, the Metro Headquarters Building, and the Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing. To 
the south, there are views of Alameda Street and Olvera Street, the Mozaic Apartments, LAUS, El Pueblo 
Park, and Downtown Los Angeles in the background. To the west, along Cesar Chavez Avenue, views are 
of the Olvera Street district, a Chevron gas station, the Metro Plaza Hotel, and other single-story 
commercial buildings. North of Cesar Chavez Avenue, there are views of various commercial buildings, 
and hills in the background.  

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #3 is rated as moderate. Appendix F of this EIR 
provides additional details.  

Visual Assessment Unit #4: Alameda Street Corridor/Father Serra Park 

This visual assessment unit is on Alameda Street in front of the historic LAUS station entrance, and 
represents commuters, visitors, tourists, travelers, and workers across Alameda Street from LAUS. Two key 
views were chosen to illustrate visual changes of the project (Figure 3.4-8 and Figure 3.4-9). Key View #4a is 
from the sidewalk across from the historic LAUS entrance, and Key View #4b is from Father Serra Park. 
These key views were chosen to illustrate views of the new above-grade passenger concourse.  

Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #4 consists of Alameda Street between Cesar Chavez Avenue and US-101. In this 
segment of the corridor, Alameda Street is three vehicle lanes in each direction. Land uses in Visual 
Assessment Unit #4 consist of commercial businesses, retail shops, offices, and warehouses; the Father 
Serra Park; as well as Olvera Street and the adjacent El Pueblo Historic Park, which includes the plaza with 
gazebo, the Los Angeles Chinese American Museum, and Los Angeles’ first fire station. This is a highly 
active pedestrian area, with which LAUS interfaces directly, and represents the most critical viewshed of the 
analysis. 

Visual Quality 

The primary views within Visual Assessment Unit #4 are of the Alameda Street corridor in front of LAUS, 
a highly pedestrian-active area with commuters, travelers, tourists, residents, and workers. North of Cesar 
Chavez Avenue, Alameda Street is characterized by an urban commercial corridor with mixed aesthetics 
and uses. To the north, along Alameda Street, views are of the U.S. Post Office Terminal Annex, various 
commercial buildings, and hills in the background. South of Cesar Chavez Avenue are views of El Pueblo 
de Los Angeles Historic Park, Olvera Street buildings, the Mozaic Apartments, and the historic LAUS 
entrance. There are views are of the Olvera Street district, a Chevron gas station, the Metro Plaza Hotel, 
and other single-story commercial buildings.  

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #4 is rated as moderately high. Appendix F of this EIR 
provides additional details.  
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Figure 3.4-8. Key View #4a – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking Southeast from Alameda 
Street toward Los Angeles Union Station) 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-9. Key View #4b – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking East from Father Serra 
Park toward Los Angeles Union Station)  

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Assessment Unit #5: Commercial Street Corridor 

Key Views 

Visual Assessment Unit #5 is of the US-101 and the Commercial Street corridor and represents commuters 
and visitors. Three key views were chosen to illustrate visual changes of the project 
(Figure 3.4-10, Figure 3.4-11, and Figure 3.4-12). Key View #5a is from the LAUS rail yard looking southeast 
toward US-101 and Commercial Street. Key View #5b is from Commercial Street looking north toward 
US-101 and LAUS. Key View #5c is from the corner of Commercial Street and Garey Street looking east 
toward Center Street. These key views were chosen to illustrate views of the run-through track structures 
south of LAUS in Segment 3: Run-Through Segment. Key View #5b was also chosen to illustrate views of 
the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse visible from south of LAUS. 

Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #5 consists of the US-101 corridor south of LAUS and also includes the El Monte 
Busway and Commercial Street. Alameda Street, on the west side of this assessment unit between Arcadia 
Street/El Monte Busway and Commercial Street over US-101, is three vehicle lanes in each direction, and 
is characterized by standard concrete sidewalks and chain-link fencing. In this segment of the corridor, 
US-101 is at grade and consists of four lanes with an exit lane in the southern direction and four lanes in 
the northern direction. There is a 3-foot-tall concrete median dividing southbound and northbound lanes.  

Along Commercial Street between Alameda Street and Center Street, this corridor consists of two vehicle 
lanes in each direction. There is a sidewalk on the south side of the roadway, and the north side of the 
roadway is partially landscaped with crape myrtle trees (Lagerstroemia species), Indian hawthorn 
(Rhaphiolepis indica), and silver carpet (Dymondia margaretae). There is no street parking or bicycle lanes 
along this segment of the roadway. This assessment unit has little pedestrian activity. 

Land uses in Visual Assessment Unit #5 consist primarily of transportation uses (public facilities), 
commercial manufacturing, and heavy industrial uses, with many vacant lots/parking lots. Land on both 
sides of this segment of the US-101 corridor contains light poles and roadway signs, and is landscaped 
with weedy vegetation, including Mexican fan palms (Washingtonia robusta) and date palms (Phoenix 
dactylifera). The Metro Gold Line crosses over the US-101 corridor with a modern concrete viaduct bridge 
structure. There are telephone poles, overhead power lines, and street lights within this segment of the 
corridor. High-voltage transmission lines are visible in the background over the Los Angeles River. 

The visual character of Visual Assessment Unit #5 is that of an urban transportation corridor lined by urban 
industrial uses to the south. Several existing roadway corridors, including Alameda Street, US-101, Arcadia 
Street, Aliso Street, Commercial Street, and the El Monte Busway, are all within this assessment unit, and 
they are the dominant visual elements of the area. These roadway corridors are linear features crossing the 
landscape, and are constructed of asphalt and concrete, creating a moderate level of continuity in form, 
line, color, and texture. Beyond the roadways, there are intermittent buildings associated with downtown 
and LAUS that are varied in shape and height, but are mainly similar in color to the roadway corridors. 
Landscaping, including street trees and shrubs, adds some diversity in form, line, color, and texture to the 
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landscape. The streets are relatively wide, and some of the buildings are tall, which creates a more open 
and grand-scale environment.  

Visual Quality 

The primary views within Visual Assessment Unit #5 are of the US-101, Commercial Street, and other 
roadway corridors and buildings. To the east, views are of railroad infrastructure near the west bank of the 
Los Angeles River, overhead power lines, and buildings adjacent to Commercial Street and US-101. To the 
south, views are of commercial/industrial buildings, parking areas, and vacant lots. To the west, views are 
of the Gold Line viaduct overcrossing, overhead power lines, and Downtown Los Angeles buildings. To the 
north, views are of LAUS. There are no scenic highways within Visual Assessment Unit #5. 

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #5 is rated as low. Appendix F of this EIR provides 
additional details.  

Figure 3.4-10. Key View #5a – US-101/Commercial Street (View Looking Southeast from Los Angeles 
Union Station Southern Platform Limit toward US-101/Commercial Street) 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-11. Key View #5b – Commercial Street (View looking North from Commercial Street toward 
US-101 and Los Angeles Union Station) 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-12. Key View #5c – Commercial Street (View Looking East from US-101 On/Off-Ramps) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

 

/ 
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Visual Assessment Unit #6: Los Angeles Union Station 

Key Views 

This visual assessment unit is within LAUS, and represents station users, employees, commuters, and 
visitors. For this particular visual assessment unit, three key views were chosen to illustrate the existing 
conditions of the LAUS rail yard and pedestrian passageway (Figure 3.4-13, Figure 3.4-14, and 
Figure 3.4-15), and multiple artist renderings were chosen to illustrate the visual changes of the project. 
Key View #6a is from the parking lot adjacent to the baggage handling building, facing northeast toward 
the platforms. Key Views #6b and #6c are located within the 28-foot-wide pedestrian passageway looking 
toward the ramps to the platforms (Key View #6b) and looking west toward the passageway entrance 
(Key View #6c).  

Figure 3.4-13. Key View #6a – Los Angeles Union Station Rail Yard (View Looking Northeast toward 
Platform Area) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR  
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Figure 3.4-14. Key View #6b – Los Angeles Union Station Platform Access (View Looking North toward 
Pedestrian Ramp) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-15. Key View #6c – Los Angeles Union Station Pedestrian Passageway (View Looking West 
toward Passageway Entrance) 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Character 

Visual Assessment Unit #6 consists of LAUS bounded by Cesar Chavez Avenue on the north, Alameda 
Street on the west, Vignes Street on the east, and US-101 on the south. The main components of LAUS are 
the historic building waiting walls, pedestrian passageway, passenger platforms, butterfly canopies over the 
platforms, rail yard retaining wall facing US-101, car supply repair workshop and associated retaining wall 
(current maintenance building), terminal tower, railroad tracks, transit plaza, and ramps. There are parking 
lots at the entrance to LAUS off Alameda Street and east of the station. There are rows of fan palm trees at 
the entrance to LAUS adjacent to Alameda Street and along the sidewalks adjacent to the parking lots. Land 
uses in the assessment unit consist of public transportation uses supporting retail and office buildings. 

The visual character of Visual Assessment Unit #6 is that of a multimodal transportation center and tourist 
destination. The architectural design of LAUS is a combination of Art Deco, Mission Revival, and 
Streamline-Moderne styles. LAUS is known as the "Last of the Great Railway Stations" built in the U.S., and 
listed in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 1980. The assessment unit’s architectural 
character is a unique blend of both historic and modern styles, reflecting the historic character of Los 
Angeles and the evolution of railroad technology from steam to diesel power. The station’s structural 
elements are varied because of function in shape, height, and color. 

The station platforms, canopies, railroad tracks, overhead lines, and trains are the dominant physical 
components in the assessment unit. Although these are all linear features, there is a high diversity in color 
and pattern. There is no landscaping on the platforms, and landscaping along the west side of the platforms 
is minimal and low to the ground. The scale on the platforms is pedestrian-oriented, with the platforms 
defined by the small-scale platform canopies, lighting, and benches. At the Patsaouras Transit Plaza, there 
are formal rows of palms that provide continuity in form, line, and color. This area also has architectural 
features, decorative paving, streetscape elements, and sculptures. There is a consistent and formal visual 
character and scale in the Patsaouras Transit Plaza; however, there is pedestrian-scale, highlighted by the 
larger scale of the surrounding buildings.  

Visual Quality 

The primary views within Visual Assessment Unit #6 are of the platforms and surrounding buildings. To 
the east, views are of buildings adjacent to the rail yard, including the Metro headquarters and the MWD 
building. To the south, views are of US-101 and buildings beyond. To the west, views are of the LAUS 
historic buildings. To the north, views are of the railroad tracks, Mozaic Apartments, and hills in the 
background.  

Overall, the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #6 is rated as moderate to moderately high. 
Appendix F of this EIR provides additional details.  
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 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts related to aesthetics would be 
considered significant if the project would:  

A. Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista  

B. Substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and 
historic buildings within a state scenic highway  

C. Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its surroundings  

D. Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect day or nighttime views 
in the area 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no impact or are otherwise inapplicable to the actions 
associated with the project:  

A. Scenic Vistas and Resources – There are no scenic vistas or designated scenic resources that would 
be obstructed by the project. No impact would occur. 

B. Scenic Highways – There are no designated state scenic highways in the project study area. 
Therefore, the project would not substantially damage scenic resources within a state scenic 
highway. No impact would occur.  

Impact Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During construction of the project, vehicle and equipment use would be visible from surrounding land 
uses, including William Mead Homes, the Mozaic Apartments, and Father Serra Park (minimal views). 
Vehicles and equipment would be contained within the project footprint; however, some construction areas 
would be directly adjacent to residential buildings. Construction activities would also extend into the road 
during replacement of the Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridges. Due to the temporary nature 
of construction activities, impacts are considered less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.4-C 

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its 
surroundings 

3.4.5 
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Direct and Indirect Impacts – Operations 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 (William Mead Homes) 

Although the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #1 is low, the proposed project would introduce new, 
noticeable infrastructure elements and attributes to the visual landscape that would contribute to a 
substantial degradation to existing visual character:  

• Form (visual mass and shape) 

• Dominance (position, size, or contrast) 

• Scale (apparent size as it relates to the surroundings) 

Views from Key View #1a and Key View #1b would consist of a retaining wall supporting new lead tracks 
that would run alongside the William Mead Homes complex. The retaining wall would present new linear 
infrastructure elements that would be a dominant feature substantially larger than any of the current 
surroundings within the residential community. This is considered a significant impact. 

Construction of a sound wall on top of the retaining wall would further contribute to the form, dominance, 
and scale of these key views because a higher wall would be constructed at the William Mead Homes 
complex, resulting in a moderately high change to visual quality. Viewer response would be high; therefore, 
visual impacts would be high. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure AES-1 (described 
in Section 3.4.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Figure 3.4-16 through Figure 3.4-21 depicts Key Views #1a and #1b in the existing and post-project 
conditions with a new retaining wall and with a new sound wall adjacent to the William Mead Homes 
complex. The visual simulations for Key Views #1a and #1b were prepared to illustrate the potential visual 
impacts resulting from a new retaining wall and sound wall at these locations.  
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Figure 3.4-16. Key View #1a – Existing Conditions  

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-17. Key View #1a – Post-Project Conditions (Retaining Wall and Sound Wall) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-18. Key View #1b – Existing Conditions  

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-19. Key View #1b – Post-Project Conditions (Retaining Wall) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR  

~ ·· 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.4 Aesthetics 

 

 

 3.4-34 

Figure 3.4-20. Key View #1b – Existing Conditions  

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-21. Key View #1b – Post-Project Conditions (Retaining Wall and Sound Wall) 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR   
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Visual Assessment Unit #2 (Vignes Street Corridor) 

Views from Key Views #2a and #2b would consist of a new railroad bridge façade on the crossing over 
Vignes Street, and retaining walls to support new lead tracks in the throat segment (Figure 3.4-22 through 
Figure 3.4-25). The new bridge would increase the scale of vertical elements in the visual landscape; 
however, within much of the corridor, the change would not substantially affect existing views in the full 
build-out condition due to the presence of existing infrastructure. Commuters on Vignes Street would have 
more proximal views as they approach the bridge.  

The bridge would be placed in the same location as the existing bridge. The change in the height of the 
bridge over Vignes Street would result in a low change to visual character. Viewer response would be low 
for business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be low for these viewer groups. 
Viewer response would be moderate for commuters; therefore, impacts would be moderately low for this 
viewer group. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Figure 3.4-22. Key View #2a – Vignes Street Bridge (View Looking West toward Bridge) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-23. Key View #2a – Vignes Street Bridge (View Looking West toward Bridge) Post-Project 
Conditions 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-24. Key View #2b – Vignes Street Bridge (View Looking East toward Bridge) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-25. Key View #2b – Vignes Street Bridge (View Looking East toward Bridge) Post-Project 
Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

  

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.4 Aesthetics 

 

 

 3.4-38 

Visual Assessment Unit #3 (Cesar Chavez Avenue Corridor/Mozaic Apartments) 

Views from Key Views #3a and #3b in the full build-out condition would consist of a new railroad bridge 
façade on the crossing over Cesar Chavez Avenue, retaining walls to support the new lead tracks and 
elevated rail yard, and platform canopies (Figure 3.4-26 through Figure 3.4-29). The new bridge would 
support tracks that would be elevated 10- to 15-feet higher than the existing top of rail at this location. 
Canopies would be constructed over each platform, and some of the canopies would also be visible from 
viewers along Cesar Chavez Avenue and residents of the Mozaic Apartments.  

The new bridge would be replaced in the same location as the existing bridge, although the new canopies 
would introduce a more modern element into the railroad ROW. The new bridge and retaining walls to 
support elevated tracks would increase the scale of vertical and horizontal infrastructure elements in the 
visual landscape; however, the change would not substantially affect existing views. Commuters on Cesar 
Chavez Avenue would have more proximal views as they approach the bridge.  

The change in the height and span of the bridge over Cesar Chavez Avenue, along with the introduction of 
new retaining walls, would result in a low change to visual character. Viewer response would be low for 
business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be low for these viewer groups. Viewer 
response would be moderate for commuters; therefore, impacts would be moderately low for this viewer 
group. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Figure 3.4-26. Key View #3a – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking West toward Bridge) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-27. Key View #3a – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking West toward Bridge) Post-Project 
Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-28. Key View #3b – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking East toward Bridge) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-29. Key View #3b – Cesar Chavez Avenue (View Looking East toward Bridge) Post-Project 
Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Assessment Unit #4 (Alameda Street Corridor/Father Serra Park) 

From Key Views #4a and #4b (Figure 3.4-30 through Figure 3.4-33), views from the Alameda Street corridor 
and Father Serra Park looking east toward LAUS would include a small segment of the elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse. Views of the elevated portion of the new passenger concourse are 
expected to take place intermittently for short durations of time as viewers pass LAUS along Alameda Street 
or utilize the public spaces in the vicinity. The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would introduce new infrastructure behind the historic LAUS entrance that would include design elements 
consistent with other transportation-related infrastructure and development in the project study area. The 
primary viewers would be commuters, tourists, business persons, and nearby residents. 
Figure 3.4-30 through Figure 3.4-33 depicts the new above-grade passenger concourse that would be 
visible to primary viewers in this visual assessment unit.  

As depicted in the simulations, the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse visible from 
portions of Father Serra Park and the adjacent plaza area would result in a moderately high change to visual 
character. Views looking east from Key Views #4a and #4b have changed substantially over time, and the 
visual landscape has changed dramatically over the last 8 decades due to construction of LAUS; 
modernization of Alameda and Los Angeles Streets; and construction of US-101 and the El Monte Busway, 
high-rise condominium buildings, Gateway Plaza, and the MWD Headquarters. While vantage points would 
be limited because of the topography and existing development within the study area, viewer response 
would be moderately high for commuters, business persons, and nearby residents due to the historic 
integrity of LAUS. No changes to the visual quality of LAUS would occur due to the preservation of the 
historic main building (e.g., tile roof, stucco wall cladding, arched main entrance, decorated beams, and 
tile floors) and other features, such as the ticketing halls, arcades, clock tower, and patios. The new 
expanded passageway is located under the rail yard and would not be visible from Key Views #4a and #4b. 
Therefore, these impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Figure 3.4-30. Key View #4a – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking Southeast from Alameda 
Street toward Los Angeles Union Station) Existing Conditions 

 
Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-31. Key View #4a – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking Southeast from Alameda 
Street toward Los Angeles Union Station) Post-Project Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-32. Key View #4b – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking East from Father Serra 
Park toward Los Angeles Union Station) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-33. Key View #4b – Los Angeles Union Station Entrance (View Looking East from Father Serra 
Park toward Los Angeles Union Station) Post-Project Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Assessment Unit #5 (Commercial Street/US-101 Corridor) 

Views from Key Views #5a, #5b, and #5c would consist of new run-through track structures south of LAUS, 
including the common viaduct/deck that would be constructed over US-101 in the interim condition 
(Figure 3.4-34 through Figure 3.4-39). Portions of the new above-grade passenger concourse would also 
be visible along Commercial Street from Key View #5b (Figure 3.4-37) and other similar viewpoints south 
of US-101. The new expanded passageway is located under the rail yard and would not be visible from Key 
Views #5a, #5b, and #5c. 

The run-through track structures would be highly visible south of LAUS following construction in the interim 
condition. The viaduct over US-101 would be constructed of materials similar to those used in the Alameda 
Street overhead crossing and the Gold Line viaduct, but it would be a more prominent structure than the 
existing Gold Line viaduct over US-101 due to the width of the structure required to accommodate up to 
10 run-through tracks. The project would result in a substantial addition of new transportation 
infrastructure elements to the existing visual environment south of LAUS, but the proposed improvements 
would be in context with the existing transportation infrastructure in this assessment unit, as it is primarily 
a transportation corridor with multiple highway and railroad-oriented uses. The scale of the highway 
corridor and surrounding development is linear and large; therefore, the addition of the run-through track 
viaduct structure and embankment would not significantly impact the low visual character of this visual 
assessment unit.  

• From Key View #5a, looking southeast from LAUS toward Commercial Street, the run-through track 
structures would present a new, dominant feature in the foreground landscape and would reduce 
the visibility of aging industrial buildings and overhead power lines in the background 
(Figure 3.4-34 and Figure 3.4-35).  

• From Key View #5b, looking north from Commercial Street toward US-101 and LAUS, the 
run-through track structure over US-101 and the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concourse would dominate the views from Commercial Street looking toward LAUS, the MWD 
building, and the Metro Headquarters Building (Figure 3.4-36 and Figure 3.4-37).  

• From Key View #5c, introduction of the run-through track structure would require placement of 
outrigger bents over the intersection of Commercial Street and the US-101 on-/off-ramps and 
would result in potential shadow impacts on Commercial Street below. Overhead bridges with 
associated bents and abutments within public ROW and at freeway on-and off-ramp locations are 
a common infrastructure element within and adjacent to Caltrans ROW. There are no scenic 
resources, residential land uses, or other sensitive land uses that would be significantly impacted 
by the run-through track structures at this location in Segment 3 (Figure 3.4-38 and Figure 3.4-39).  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.4 Aesthetics 

 

 

 3.4-45 

The changes in views and scale from the run-through track structures would be moderately high, although 
in context with the surrounding transportation infrastructure and industrial land uses, the proposed project 
would result in a low change to visual character and quality (resource change). As there are no scenic 
highways, residential land uses, or other sensitive land uses at this location, viewer response would vary 
from moderately high for business owners/employees experiencing new, large structures, while the visual 
response of visitors and commuters on US-101 (northbound and southbound travelers) would be 
moderately low, as there would be minimal disruption to their visual expectations.  

Travelers along northbound and southbound US-101 would be subject to the greatest duration of views of 
the US-101 viaduct structure, primarily because they would be traveling toward and under the viaduct, and, 
in some cases, slowly during heavy traffic. Views are anticipated to be no different than any other overhead 
crossings within Caltrans ROW. Although travelers along US-101 may be subject to a visual change with 
introduction of new run-through track infrastructure, the aesthetics of the proposed abutments and bents 
to support the US-101 viaduct would be designed consistent with other overhead crossings within Caltrans 
ROW. This portion of US-101 is not a protected scenic highway.  

US-101 travelers would have limited views of the elevated portion of the new passenger concourse 
(northbound travelers especially) primarily because the portion of US-101 south of LAUS is at a lower 
elevation than the rail yard. Views of the new passenger concourse would be perpendicular to the direction 
travelers would be facing, and the existing retaining wall at the south end of LAUS is the primary visible 
feature in this area. Upon implementation of the proposed project, the rail yard would be elevated up to 
15 feet higher than the existing condition, the southern retaining wall would be expanded, and the 
above-grade passenger concourse would be constructed in the center of the rail yard, located on average 
550 feet – and no closer than 360 feet – north of the US-101 ROW, further reducing the visibility of the 
concourse to travelers along US-101. Therefore, impacts would be moderate for business persons and low 
for visitors and commuters. Based on these considerations, impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Figure 3.4-34. Key View #5a – US-101/Commercial Street (View Looking Southeast from Los Angeles 
Union Station toward US-101/Commercial Street) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-35. Key View #5a – US-101/Commercial Street (View Looking Southeast from Los Angeles 
Union Station toward US-101/Commercial Street) Post-Project Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-36. Key View #5b – Commercial Street (View Looking North from Commercial Street toward 
US-101 and Los Angeles Union Station) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-37. Key View #5b – Commercial Street (View Looking North from Commercial Street toward 
US-101 and Los Angeles Union Station) Post-Project Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-38. Key View #5c – Commercial Street (View Looking East from US-101 On-/Off-Ramps toward 
Embankment) Existing Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 

Figure 3.4-39. Key View #5c – Commercial Street (View Looking East from US-101 On-/Off-Ramps toward 
Embankment) Post-Project Conditions 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Visual Assessment Unit #6 

Within Visual Assessment Unit #6, the proposed project would include the construction of a new 
above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway. As part of the new passenger 
concourse, new VCEs and standard amenities, including benches, variable message signs, new lighting, 
closed-circuit television security cameras, ticket vending machines, passenger waiting areas, and trash 
receptacles, would be distributed throughout the concourse. Similar to existing conditions, the rail yard 
would be within an exterior environment, although it would be elevated approximately 15 feet within this 
visual assessment unit, and the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse would be visible 
above the tracks. The elevated rail yard would block some existing views of commercial/industrial 
developments in this visual assessment unit. 

The above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passenger concourse would introduce new, 
noticeable visual elements in the landscape that would be larger in scale and more modern than the existing 
visual elements. The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse would present a new, 
dominant feature in the landscape and would introduce new vertical building elements above the rail yard 
that would provide prominent views within and outside of LAUS. As a result, viewers would have panoramic 
views of Downtown Los Angeles. The scale and modern architectural style of the passenger concourse 
would result in changes to the character of the visual assessment unit; however, the design of the new 
above-grade passenger concourse would be compatible with the surrounding visual landscape in 
Downtown Los Angeles, would include sustainable design features consistent with the vision for LAUS, 
and would improve upon the aesthetics in the existing rail yard, ramp areas, and pedestrian passageway.  

The expanded passageway is a minor element to the new above-grade passenger concourse directed at 
reducing passenger travel times for connection between transit modes. The new expanded passageway is 
located under the rail yard and is not a primary visual feature compared with the above-grade portion of 
the passenger concourse. 

Views of New Passenger Concourse within Visual Assessment Unit #6  

Architectural representations of the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway 
depicting the interior and exterior views from within Visual Assessment Unit #6 were prepared. 
Figure 3.4-40 depicts the viewpoint locations that were selected to depict the concourse. 
Figure 3.4-41 through Figure 3.4-48 depict views of and within the West Plaza, East Plaza, ingress/egress 
areas, waiting areas, VCEs, platforms areas, and new expanded passageway (Views A through H). The 
renderings are conceptual, subject to change, and provided to illustrate the extent of architectural expansion 
and renovation proposed for LAUS.  
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Figure 3.4-40. Viewpoint Locations of the New Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded 
Passageway 

 

Source: Appendix F of this EIR 
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Figure 3.4-41. View A – Exterior View of West Plaza Looking North 

Figure 3.4-42. View B – Exterior View of West Plaza Looking South 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 3.4-43. View C – Interior View of Vertical Circulation Elements Looking Northwest  

 

 

Figure 3.4-44. View D – Interior View of Retail Space and Waiting Areas Looking East 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 3.4-45. View E – Exterior View of Platforms Looking North 

 

 

Figure 3.4-46. View F – Exterior View of East Plaza Looking Southwest 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Figure 3.4-47. View G – New Expanded Passageway (Interior View Looking North) 

 

 

Figure 3.4-48. View H – New Expanded Passageway (Interior View Looking South) 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering; Subject to Change 
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Because the design of the concourse would be compatible with the existing setting, and would be expected 
to improve the existing aesthetics, the proposed project would result in a moderately high and beneficial 
change to visual character and quality (resource change). Viewer response would be moderately high for 
business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be moderately high for these viewer 
groups. Viewer response would be moderate for commuters, so impacts would be moderately high for this 
viewer group. 

Residents of the Mozaic Apartments would have the most prominent views of the new above-grade 
passenger concourse, particularly those residents with units facing south or east. These residents would 
have a full view of the new structural elements for extended periods of time; therefore, impacts would be 
moderately high. The view toward the concourse would be to the southeast, which is currently an open view 
of the existing rail yard. Based on these considerations, impacts are considered less than significant 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During nighttime construction activities, temporary lighting may be used at discrete locations for certain 
construction activities. The project study area is currently an urban area with multiple sources and types of 
lighting typically associated with a large, metropolitan city. The use of construction lighting during 
nighttime hours would not change the visual character of the area or degrade the visual quality because 
lighting would only be temporary and placed in select locations. Due to the proximity of nearby residences 
to the construction work zone, residences of Mozaic Apartments and William Mead Homes would be 
exposed to higher levels of lighting during the nighttime hours for a temporary duration throughout project 
construction. This impact would be significant. Mitigation Measure AES-2 (described in Section 3.4.6) is 
proposed to reduce construction-related light and glare impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 

The project would result in an increased number of trains and signals in the throat segment, which would 
result in an increase in lighting as trains move through the area; however, some of this lighting may be 
blocked by the sound wall required as part of Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6, Noise 
and Vibration). Any new light poles that may be required for safety purposes are also anticipated to be 
blocked by the sound wall. 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 is within a developed urban area, and there are a limited amount of 
light-sensitive land uses (residences in Segments 1 and 2 of the project study area). The additional lighting 
within an existing railroad ROW in an area heavily utilized by transportation uses would be minor, and 
impacts related to lighting would not be expected to substantially affect the surrounding area. As a result, 
impacts are considered less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.4-D 

Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.4 Aesthetics 

 

 

 3.4-58 

Visual Assessment Unit #2  

Views within Visual Assessment Unit #2 would be limited primarily to the new bridge that would support 
new lead tracks over Vignes Street in the full build-out condition. The bridge would be elevated over Vignes 
Street; however, there would be no additional light or glare from the key views in the throat segment (Key 
Views #2a and #2b).  

Visual Assessment Unit #3  

Views within Visual Assessment Unit #3 would primarily consist of the new bridge that would support new 
lead tracks over Cesar Chavez Avenue, new passenger platform canopies, and the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse in the full build-out condition. The bridge would be elevated, and lights 
would be incorporated into the design of the elevated rail yard and new passenger concourse to meet 
current applicable safety standards. Project lighting would also be designed to comply with applicable rules, 
standards, and guidelines, including Metro rail design criteria, SCRRA design criteria, Illuminating 
Engineering Society standards, California Building Standards Code 2013 (Title 24), and Leadership in 
Energy and Environmental Design® (LEED®) standards for new construction (Appendix F of this EIR). 
These guidelines include requirements for lighting pollution reduction to minimize impacts on passersby 
and nearby residents by using lighting that complies with CALGreen maximum allowable glare ratings 
(California Building Standards Code 2013 – Title 24, Part 11) and minimizes backlighting, uplighting, and 
glare.  

The project-related capacity enhancements would facilitate an increased number of trains through LAUS, 
which would increase the light from trains as they move through the area. On each of the seven elevated 
platforms, new lighting would be incorporated into the design for safety purposes, which may result in 
added light for some of the units in the Mozaic Apartments, if not properly designed and installed. The 
new platform canopies also have the potential to result in additional daytime glare. Currently, there is a 
large amount of illumination in this visual assessment unit from the existing station, and the amount of 
lighting added by the project would not represent a noticeable or significant increase over existing levels. 
For residents in the Mozaic Apartment units nearest to the above-grade passenger concourse, exposure to 
more direct light and glare could occur in the full build-out condition after the rail yard is elevated (see 
Visual Assessment Unit #6 below). This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
AES-3 (described in Section 3.4.6) is proposed to reduce operations-related light and glare impacts to a 
level less than significant.  

Visual Assessment Unit #4 

Views of proposed infrastructure within Visual Assessment Unit #4 would be very limited in the full 
build-out condition and would generate a low level of nighttime changes due to illumination. The new 
above-grade passenger concourse would be illuminated similar to a modern office building rather than a 
highly illuminated event venue. The light levels would not be significant for users along Alameda Street or 
those observing from Father Serra Park site across Alameda Street to the west. As a result, impacts are 
considered less than significant. 
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Visual Assessment Unit #5 

The project would include the construction of run-through track structures over US-101, along Commercial 
Street, and additional viaduct structures east of Center Street. The scale of the run-through track 
infrastructure may generate shadows on US-101 and Commercial Street given the time of day and time of 
year (interim and full build-out conditions); however, there are no residential land uses or other sensitive 
land uses that would be impacted by the run-through tracks at this location. Lighting would be installed 
within the soffit of the US-101 viaduct for safety purposes and designed in accordance with ANSI/IESNA 
Recommended Practice for Tunnel Lighting, RP-22-05, latest edition. The proposed project would facilitate 
an increased number of trains, adding a new light source through this portion of the project study area; 
however, there is currently a large amount of lighting in this visual assessment unit from transportation, 
commercial, and industrial uses, and the amount of lighting added by the run-through track infrastructure 
would not be substantially noticeable. The proposed project is not expected to result in additional daytime 
glare in this visual assessment unit. 

Because Visual Assessment Unit #5 is within a developed urban area, and because additional lighting 
would be minor, impacts related to lighting would not be expected to substantially affect the surrounding 
area. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Visual Assessment Unit #6 

Views within Visual Assessment Unit #6 are limited primarily to the elevated portion of the new passenger 
concourse, rail yard tracks and platforms, and, to a lesser degree, the run-through track structures. The 
elevated portion of the new passenger concourse would include a new light source similar to an office 
building that would include lighting on multiple levels throughout the facility. A new source of glare could 
occur from the glass on the structure or from the new canopies. The new passenger concourse would likely 
be visible from a distance; however, there is a large amount of existing lighting in this visual assessment 
unit from transportation, commercial, and industrial uses, and the existing station currently has a large 
amount of lighting spilling into this visual assessment unit. Therefore, the amount of project-related 
lighting would not be substantially different. 

New lighting would be installed along the entire length of each new elevated platform. Lighting would be 
placed below canopies, which would reduce the majority of light spill outside of the rail yard; however, 
impacts would be significant if these elements are not properly designed or placed throughout the facility 
to minimize impacts on nearby drivers and residential land uses. Additionally, the new canopies themselves 
could also generate a new source of daytime glare.  

New sources of light and glare for residents of the Mozaic Apartments and nearby drivers are considered 
a significant impact. Mitigation Measure AES-3 (described in Section 3.4.6) is proposed to reduce 
operations-related light and glare-related impacts to a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The proposed project would not result in any indirect impacts from lighting or glare; therefore, there would 
be no impact. 
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 Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related 
to aesthetics.  

AES-1 Aesthetic Treatments: Retaining walls in Segments 1 and 2 and the sound wall in 
Segment 1 shall be designed in consideration of the scale and architectural style of the adjacent 
William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. Based on feedback received during project 
development from residents of the William Mead Homes property, Metro shall coordinate with 
HACLA regarding aesthetic enhancements to the retaining wall/sound wall at that location. 
Materials, color, murals, landscaping, and/or other aesthetic treatments shall be integrated 
into the design of the retaining wall/sound wall to minimize the dominance and scale of the 
retaining wall/sound wall.  

AES-2 Minimize Nighttime Work and Screen Direct Lighting: Nighttime construction activities near 
residential areas shall be avoided to the extent feasible. If nighttime work is required, the 
construction contractor shall install temporary lighting in a manner that directs light toward 
the construction area and shall install temporary shields as necessary so that light does not 
spill over into residential areas. 

AES-3 Screen Direct Lighting and Glare: During final design, all new or replacement lighting shall 
comply with maximum allowable California Green Building Standards (CALGreen) glare ratings 
(California Building Standards Code 2013 – Title 24, Part 11) and shall be designed to be 
directed away from residential units. Screening elements, including landscaping, shall also be 
incorporated into the design, where feasible. Low-reflective glass and materials shall also be 
utilized as part of the above-grade passenger concourse and the incorporated into the design 
of the new canopies design to reduce daytime glare impacts.  

NV-1 Construct Sound Wall (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-1 through AES-3, significant impacts related to 
aesthetics would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

3.4.6 

3.4.7 
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3.5 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

 Introduction 

This section provides an analysis of air quality, health risk, and global climate change-related impacts 
associated with the Draft EIR proposed project. Information contained in this chapter is summarized from 
the Link US Air Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR). Regulatory 
Framework. 

Table 3.5-1 identifies and summarizes laws, regulations, and plans relative to air quality and global climate 
change.  

Table 3.5-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Air Quality and Global Climate Change  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal 

FCAA The FCAA, enacted in 1963, established federal air quality standards, known as 
NAAQS, and defines nonattainment areas as geographic regions designated as not 
meeting one or more of the NAAQS. Attainment areas are areas with concentrations of 
criteria pollutants that are below the levels established by the NAAQS. The FCAA also 
requires a SIP be prepared for local areas not meeting these standards (nonattainment 
area) and a maintenance plan be prepared for each former nonattainment area that 
subsequently demonstrated compliance with the standards.  

NAAQS and state ambient air quality standards have been established for 
transportation-related criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health 
concerns: CO, NO2, O3, particulate matter (which is broken down for regulatory 
purposes into PM10 and PM2.5), and SO2.  

The FCAA requires U.S. EPA to designate areas as attainment, nonattainment, or 
maintenance (previously nonattainment and currently attainment) for each criteria 
pollutant based on whether the NAAQS have been achieved.  

State  

California Clean Air Act The California Clean Air Act designates air districts as lead air quality planning 
agencies, requires air districts to prepare air quality plans, and grants air districts 
explicit authority to implement TCMs and regulate indirect sources of air pollution. The 
California Clean Air Act focuses on attainment of the California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, which for certain pollutants and averaging periods are more stringent than 
the comparable federal standards. The following are criteria pollutants which both the 
CARB and U.S. EPA regulate; CO, NO2, SO2, O3, PM10, PM2.5, and Pb. California 
Ambient Air Quality Standards are generally more stringent than the NAAQS and 
incorporate additional standards for sulfates, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride, and 
visibility-reducing particles.  

3.5.l 
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Table 3.5-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Air Quality and Global Climate Change  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

AB 32 In 2006, AB 32, the Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, was adopted and set the 
2020 GHG emissions reduction goal into law. CARB is tasked with the responsibility of 
monitoring and reducing GHG emissions pursuant to the guidelines of AB 32.  

EO S-3-05 – Statewide GHG 
Emission Targets 

EO S-3-05 was issued to reduce California’s GHG emissions to: (1) 2000 levels by 2010; 
(2) 1990 levels by the 2020; and (3) 80 percent below the 1990 levels by 2050. Executive 
orders are binding only on state agencies. Accordingly, EO S-03-05 will guide state 
agencies’ efforts to control and regulate GHG emissions but will have no direct binding 
effect on local government or private actions.  

EO B-30-15 On April 20, 2015, Governor Edmund G. Brown, Jr. signed EO B-30-15 to establish a 
California GHG reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 2030. The 
Governor’s executive order aligns California’s GHG reduction targets with those of 
leading international governments such as the 28-nation European Union which 
adopted the same target in October 2014. California is on track to meet or exceed its 
legislated target of reducing GHG emissions to 1990 levels by 2020, as established in 
AB 32. California’s new emission reduction target of 40 percent below 1990 levels by 
2030 will make it possible to reach the ultimate goal of reducing emissions 80 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2050. This is in line with the scientifically established levels 
needed in the U.S. to limit global warming below 2°C, the warming threshold at which 
there will likely be major climate disruptions such as super droughts and rising sea 
levels. The targets stated in EO B-30-15 have not been adopted by the state legislature. 

EO S-01-07 EO S-01-07, the LCFS calls for a reduction of at least 10 percent in the carbon intensity 
of California’s transportation fuels by 2020.  

SB 375 – Regional Emissions 
Targets 

SB 375 was signed into law in September 2008 and requires CARB to set regional 
targets for reducing passenger vehicle GHG emissions in accordance with the Scoping 
Plan. The purpose of SB 375 is to align regional transportation planning efforts, 
regional GHG reduction targets, and fair-share housing allocations under state housing 
law. SB 375 requires MPOs to adopt a SCS or Alternative Planning Strategy to address 
GHG reduction targets from cars and light-duty trucks in the context of that MPO’s 
RTP.  

SB 350 SB 350 was signed into law in September 2015. SB 350 establishes tiered increases to 
the RPS of 40 percent by 2024, 45 percent by 2027, and 50 percent by 2030. SB 350 also 
set a new goal to double the energy efficiency savings in electricity and natural gas 
through energy efficiency and conservation measures. 

SB 32 SB 32 was signed into law on September 8, 2016 and expands upon AB 32 to reduce 
GHG emissions. SB32 sets into law the mandated GHG emissions target of 40 percent 
below 1990 levels by 2030 written into Executive Order B-30-15. 

Local 

SCAQMD SCAQMD has jurisdiction over the SCAB and project study area. To ensure continued 
progress toward clean air and to comply with state and federal requirements, 
SCAQMD, in conjunction with the CARB, SCAG, and the U.S. EPA, updates its AQMPs 
every 3 years. The 2016 AQMP was adopted by the SCAQMD Governing Board on 
March 3, 2017.  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.5 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

 

 

 3.5-3 

Table 3.5-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Air Quality and Global Climate Change  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

SCAQMD Rule 402 - Nuisance Rule 402 prohibits discharge of air contaminants or other materials: 

• Cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of 
persons or to the public 

• Endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public 

• Cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to businesses or 
property  

SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive 
Dust 

This rule prohibits emissions of fugitive dust from any active operation, open storage 
pile, or disturbed surface area that remains visible beyond the emission source 
property line. Additional requirements apply to construction projects on property with 
50 or more acres of disturbed surface area, or for any earth-moving operation with a 
daily earth-moving or throughput volume of 5,000 cubic yards or more three times 
during the most recent 365-day period. These requirements include submittal of a dust 
control plan, maintaining dust control records, and designating a SCAQMD-certified 
dust control supervisor. 

Metro Green Construction Policy On August 4, 2011, Metro adopted the Green Construction Policy and committed to 
using greener, less polluting construction equipment and vehicles; and implementing 
best practices to reduce harmful diesel emissions on all Metro construction projects 
performed on Metro properties and ROW. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Air Quality Element 

The General Plan identifies goals and policies to guide the City of Los Angeles in the 
implementation of air quality improvement programs and strategies that are consistent 
with federal, state, and local air quality plans. It is focused on actions to be taken, 
including adoption of the Clean Air Program, which implements specific air quality 
programs to achieve stated objectives. Implementation programs include air quality 
strategies for energy, land use, transportation, and dust suppression.  

Notes:  
AB=Assembly Bill; AQMP=air quality management plan; CARB=California Air Resources Board; CO=carbon monoxide; EO=Executive Order; 
FCAA=Federal Clean Air Act; GHG=greenhouse gas; LCFS=Low Carbon Fuel Standard; MPO=Metropolitan Planning Organization; 
NAAQS=National Ambient Air Quality Standards; NO2=nitrogen dioxide, O3=ozone; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; RPS= Renewables Portfolio Standard; ROW=right-of-way; RPS= Renewables Portfolio 
Standard; RTP=Regional Transportation Plan; SB=Senate Bill; SCAB=South Coast Air Basin; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality 
Management District; SCS=Sustainable Communities Strategy; SIP=State Implementation Plan; SO2=sulfur dioxide; U.S. EPA=United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 

Table 3.5-2 lists the federal and state air pollutant standards, the principal health and atmospheric effects, 
the typical sources, and the current attainment status of the criteria pollutant emissions.  
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Table 3.5-2. Federal and State Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard8 
Federal 

Standard9 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources 

SCAB Attainment 
Status 

O32 1 hour 

8 hours 

0.09 parts per 
million (ppm) 

0.070 ppm 

— 

0.070 ppm4 

 

(4th highest in 
3 years) 

High concentrations irritate lungs. 
Long-term exposure may cause lung 
tissue damage and cancer. Long-term 
exposure damages plant materials and 
reduces crop productivity. Precursor 
organic compounds include many 
known TACs. Biogenic VOC may also 
contribute. 

Low-altitude O3 is almost entirely 
formed from ROG or VOC and 
NOX in the presence of sunlight 
and heat. Major sources include 
motor vehicles and other mobile 
sources, solvent evaporation, and 
industrial and other combustion 
processes.  

Federal:| 
Extreme Nonattainment 
(8-hour) 

State: 
Nonattainment (1-hour 
and 8-hour) 

CO 1 hour 

8 hours 

8 hours  
(Lake Tahoe) 

20 ppm 

9.0 ppm1 

6 ppm 

35 ppm 

9 ppm 

— 

CO interferes with the transfer of 
oxygen to the blood and deprives 
sensitive tissues of oxygen. CO also is 
a minor precursor for photochemical 
O3. 

Combustion sources, especially 
gasoline-powered engines and 
motor vehicles. CO is the 
traditional signature pollutant for 
on-road mobile sources at the 
local and neighborhood scale. 

Federal: 
Attainment/ 
Maintenance 

State: 
Attainment 

Respirable 
Particulate 
Matter (PM10)2 

24 hours 

Annual 

50 µg/m3 

20 µg/m3 

150 µg/m3 

—2 

(expected number 
of days above 
standard < or equal 
to 1) 

Irritates eyes and respiratory tract. 
Decreases lung capacity. Associated 
with increased cancer and mortality. 
Contributes to haze and reduced 
visibility. Includes some TACs. Many 
aerosol and solid compounds are part 
of PM10. 

Dust- and fume-producing 
industrial and agricultural 
operations; combustion smoke 
and vehicle exhaust; atmospheric 
chemical reactions; construction 
and other dust-producing 
activities; unpaved road dust and 
re-entrained paved road dust; 
natural sources. 

Federal: 
Attainment/ 
Maintenance  

State: 
Nonattainment 
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Table 3.5-2. Federal and State Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard8 
Federal 

Standard9 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources 

SCAB Attainment 
Status 

Fine Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5)2 

24 hours 

Annual 

Secondary 

Standard 
(annual) 

— 

12 µg/m3 

--- 

35 µg/m3 

12.0 µg/m3 

15 µg/m3 

(98th percentile 
over3 years) 

Increases respiratory disease, lung 
damage, cancer, and premature death. 
Reduces visibility and produces 
surface soiling. Most DPM – a TAC – 
is in the PM2.5 size range. Many toxic 
and other aerosol and solid 
compounds are part of PM2.5. 

Combustion including motor 
vehicles, other mobile sources, 
and industrial activities; 
residential and agricultural 
burning; also formed through 
atmospheric chemical (including 
photochemical) reactions 
involving other pollutants 
including NOX, SOX, ammonia, 
and ROG. 

Federal: 
Nonattainment 

State: 
Nonattainment 

NO2 1 hour 

 

 

 

Annual 

0.18 ppm 

 

 

 

0.030 ppm 

100 ppb6 

(98th percentile 
over 3 years) 

 

0.053 ppm 

Irritating to eyes and respiratory tract. 
Colors atmosphere reddish-brown. 
Contributes to acid rain. Part of the 
“NOX” group of O3 precursors. 

Motor vehicles and other mobile 
sources; refineries; industrial 
operations. 

Federal: 
Attainment/ 
Maintenance 

State: 
Attainment 

SO2 1 hour 

 

 

 

3 hours 

24 hours 

Annual 
Arithmetic 
Mean 

0.25 ppm 

 

 

 

--- 

0.04 ppm 

--- 

 

75 ppb7 

(99th percentile 
over 3 years) 

 

0.5 ppm9 

0.14 ppm 

0.03 ppm 

Irritates respiratory tract; injures lung 
tissue. Can yellow plant leaves. 
Destructive to marble, iron, steel. 
Contributes to acid rain. Limits 
visibility. 

Fuel combustion (especially coal 
and high-sulfur oil), chemical 
plants, sulfur recovery plants, 
metal processing; some natural 
sources like active volcanoes. 
Limited contribution possible 
from heavy-duty diesel vehicles if 
ultra-low sulfur fuel not used. 

Federal: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

State: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 
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Table 3.5-2. Federal and State Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard8 
Federal 

Standard9 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources 

SCAB Attainment 
Status 

Pb3 Monthly 

Calendar 
Quarter 

Rolling 
3-month 
average 

1.5 µg/m3 

— 

— 

— 

1.5 µg/m3 

0.15 µg/m310 

Disturbs gastrointestinal system. 
Causes anemia, kidney disease, and 
neuromuscular and neurological 
dysfunction. Also a TAC and water 
pollutant. 

Pb-based industrial processes like 
battery production and smelters. 
Pb paint, leaded gasoline. Aerially 
deposited Pb from gasoline may 
exist in soils along major roads. 

Federal: 
Nonattainment (Los 
Angeles County only) 

State: 
Attainment 

Sulfate 24 hours 25 µg/m3 — Premature mortality and respiratory 
effects. Contributes to acid rain. Some 
TACs attach to sulfate aerosol 
particles. 

Industrial processes, refineries 
and oil fields, mines, natural 
sources like volcanic areas, 
salt-covered dry lakes, and large 
sulfide rock areas. 

Federal: 
NA 

State: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

Hydrogen 
Sulfide  

1 hour 0.03 ppm — Colorless, flammable, poisonous. 
Respiratory irritant. Neurological 
damage and premature death. 
Headache, nausea. 

Industrial processes such as: 
refineries and oil fields, asphalt 
plants, livestock operations, 
sewage treatment plants, and 
mines. Some natural sources like 
volcanic areas and hot springs. 

Federal: 
NA 

State: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

Visibility 
Reducing 
Particles  

8 hours Visibility of 10 
miles or more 
(Tahoe: 30 
miles) at 
relative 
humidity less 
than 70 percent 

— Reduces visibility. Produces haze. 

Note: not related to the Regional Haze 
program under the FCAA, which is 
oriented primarily toward visibility 
issues in National Parks and other 
“Class I” areas. 

See particulate matter above. Federal: 
NA 

State: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.5 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

 

 

 3.5-8 

Table 3.5-2. Federal and State Criteria Air Pollutant Standards, Effects, and Sources 

Pollutant 
Averaging 

Time 
State 

Standard8 
Federal 

Standard9 
Principal Health and 
Atmospheric Effects Typical Sources 

SCAB Attainment 
Status 

Vinyl Chloride3 24 hours 0.01 ppm — Neurological effects, liver damage, 
cancer. 

Also considered a TAC. 

Industrial processes Federal: 
NA 

State: 
Attainment/ 
Unclassified 

Notes: 
1 Rounding to an integer value is not allowed for the state 8-hour CO standard. Violation occurs at or above 9.05 ppm.  
2 Annual PM10 NAAQS revoked October 2006; was 50 µg/m3. 24-hour. PM2.5 NAAQS tightened October 2006; was 65 µg/m3. Annual PM2.5 NAAQS tightened from 15 µg/m3 to 12 µg/m3 December 

2012, and secondary standard set at 15 µg/m3. 
3 The CARB has identified vinyl chloride and the particulate matter fraction of DPM as TACs. DPM is part of PM10 and, in larger proportion, PM2.5. Both the CARB and the U.S. EPA have identified 

Pb and various organic compounds that are precursors to O3 and PM2.5 as TACs. There are no exposure criteria for substantial health effects because of TACs, and control requirements may apply 
at ambient concentrations below any criteria levels specified above for these pollutants or the general categories of pollutants to which they belong.  

4 Prior to June 2005, the 1-hour NAAQS was 0.12 ppm. Emission budgets for 1-hour O3 are still in use in some areas where 8-hour O3 emission budgets have not been developed, such as the San 
Francisco Bay Area. On October 1, 2015, the national 8-hour O3 primary and secondary standards were lowered from 0.075 to 0.070 ppm. 

5 The 0.08 ppm 1997 O3 standard is revoked FOR CONFORMITY PURPOSES ONLY when area designations for the 2008 0.75 ppm standard become effective for conformity use (July 20, 2013). 
Conformity requirements apply for all NAAQS, including revoked NAAQS, until emission budgets for newer NAAQS are found adequate, SIP amendments for the newer NAAQS are approved 
with an emission budget, U.S. EPA specifically revokes conformity requirements for an older standard, or the area becomes attainment/unclassified. SIP-approved emission budgets remain in 
force indefinitely unless explicitly replaced or eliminated by a subsequent approved SIP amendment. During the “Interim” period prior to availability of emission budgets, conformity tests may 
include some combination of build versus no build, build versus baseline, or compliance with prior emission budgets for the same pollutant. 

6 Final 1-hour NO2 NAAQS published in the Federal Register on February 9, 2010, effective March 9, 2010. Initial area designation for California (2012) was attainment/unclassifiable throughout. 
Project-level hot-spot analysis requirements do not currently exist. Near-road monitoring starting in 2013 may cause redesignation to nonattainment in some areas after 2016. 

7 The U.S. EPA finalized a 1-hour SO2 standard of 75 ppb in June 2010. Nonattainment areas have not yet been designated as of September 2012. 
8 California standards for O3, CO (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), SO2 (1 and 24 hour), NO2, and particulate matter (PM10, PM2.5, and visibility reducing particles), are values that are not to be 

exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California Ambient Air Quality Standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of 
Regulations. 

9 National standards (other than O3, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded more than once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth 
highest 8-hour concentration measured at each site in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PM10, the 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number of 
days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 µg/m3 is equal to or less than one. For PM2.5, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the U.S. EPA for further clarification and current national policies. 

10 Lead NAAQS are not considered in Transportation Conformity analysis. 

µg/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; CARB=Air Resources Board; CO=carbon monoxide; DPM=diesel particulate matter; FCAA=Federal Clean Air Act; NA=not applicable; NAAQS=National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards; NO2 = nitrogen dioxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; O3=ozone; Pb = lead; PM2.5particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
ppb=parts per billion; ppm=parts per million; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAB=South Coast Air Basin; SIP=state implementation plan; SO2=sulfur dioxide; TAC=toxic air contaminant; U.S. 
EPA=United States Environmental Protection Agency; VOC=volatile organic compound 
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 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Findings and conclusions contained in this analysis are based on the Link US Air Quality/Climate Change 
and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR). The following sections provide a summary of the 
methodology and significance thresholds to determine project-related impacts.  

South Coast Air Quality Management District Daily Regional Significance Thresholds 

Specific criteria for determining whether the potential air quality impacts of a project are significant are set 
forth in the SCAQMD’s CEQA Air Quality Handbook. Table 3.5-3 lists the daily thresholds for construction 
and operational emissions established by SCAQMD that were used in the analysis to determine 
significance. 

Table 3.5-3. South Coast Air Quality Management District Air Quality Thresholds of Significance  

Pollutant 
Construction 
(pounds/day) 

Operation 
(pounds/day) 

NOX 100 55 

VOC 75 55 

PM10 150 150 

PM2.5 55 55 

SOX 150 150 

CO 550 550 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide, PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SOx=sulfur oxide; VOC=volatile organic compound 

Localized Significance Thresholds 

SCAQMD has developed localized significance threshold (LST) methodology and mass rate look-up tables 
by source receptor area that can be used by public agencies to determine whether or not a project may 
generate significant localized air quality impacts. LSTs represent the maximum emissions from a project 
that will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of the most stringent applicable federal or state ambient 
air quality standard.  

LSTs are developed based on the ambient concentrations of four criteria pollutants within each defined 
source receptor area and distance to the nearest sensitive receptor. LSTs are derived based on the location 
of the activity (i.e., the source receptor area); the emission rates of nitrogen oxide (NOx), carbon monoxide 
(CO), particulate matter less than 2.5 microns (PM2.5), and particulate matter less than 10 microns (PM10); 
the size of the project study area; and the distance to the nearest exposed individual. The project study area 

3.5.2 
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is located within source receptor area No. 1 (Central Los Angeles). On average, project construction would 
impact up to 10 acres of the project footprint per day. Table 3.5-4 lists the LST emission rates for a 5-acre 
site located within 25 meters (the shortest distance with a LST) of a sensitive use.  

Table 3.5-4. South Coast Air Quality Management District Localized Significance Thresholds  

Pollutant 
Construction 
(pounds/day) 

Operation 
(pounds/day) 

NOX 161 161 

PM10 16 4 

PM2.5 8 2 

CO 1,861 1,861 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 

Local Carbon Monoxide Concentrations 

The significance of localized project impacts under CEQA depends on whether ambient CO levels in the 
vicinity of the project are above or below state and federal CO standards. If ambient levels are below the 
standards, a project is considered to have a significant impact if project emissions result in an exceedance 
of one or more of these standards. If ambient levels already exceed a state or federal standard, project 
emissions are considered significant if they increase 1-hour CO concentrations by 1.0 parts per million 
(ppm) or more, or 8-hour CO concentrations by 0.45 ppm or more. The following are applicable local 
emission concentration standards for CO: 

• California State 1-hour CO standard of 20.0 ppm 

• California State 8-hour CO standard of 9.0 ppm 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.4(b) provides that, when assessing the significance of impacts from GHG 
emissions, a lead agency should consider: (1) the extent to which the project may increase or reduce GHG 
emissions as compared with existing conditions, (2) whether the project’s GHG emissions exceed a 
threshold of significance identified by the lead agency for the project, and (3) the extent to which the project 
complies with regulations. The analysis of the potential impacts from the proposed project’s GHG 
emissions follows the above-mentioned CEQA Guidelines. SCAQMD’s interim thresholds for commercial, 
residential, mixed use and industrial development projects are as follows: 

• Industrial projects – 10,000 metric tons (MT) of carbon monoxide equivalent (CO2e) per year 
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• Residential, commercial, and mixed use projects (including parks, warehouses, etc.) - 3,000 MT 
CO2e per year 

For the purposes of determining whether or not GHG emissions from affected projects are adverse, 
SCAQMD specifies that project emissions must include direct, indirect, and, to the extent information is 
available, life cycle emissions during construction and operation. Based on this direction, construction 
emissions were amortized over the life of the project (defined as 30 years) added to the operational 
emissions, and compared with the applicable GHG significance thresholds.  

The proposed project is a transportation project that does not fit into the industrial, commercial, or 
residential project categories. SCAQMD has not proposed or adopted a threshold level for transportation 
projects. For purposes of this analysis, both direct and indirect GHG emissions from the project are 
discussed in the context of the 3,000-MT threshold levels. In accordance with scientific consensus 
regarding the cumulative nature of GHGs, the analysis herein analyzes the cumulative contribution of 
project-related GHG emissions; therefore, impacts are analyzed with respect to 2040 cumulative emissions 
only. 

Incremental Health Risk Significance Threshold 

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook lists significance thresholds for toxic air contaminants (TAC). 
TACs refer to a diverse group of air pollutants capable of causing chronic and acute adverse impacts on 
human health. They include both organic and inorganic chemical substances that may be emitted from a 
variety of common sources, including gasoline stations, motor vehicles, dry cleaners, and painting 
operations that may use substances such as ammonia, asbestos, benzene, cadmium, lead, and 
trichloroethylene. SCAQMD’s TAC thresholds are as follows: 

• Maximum incremental cancer risk ≥ 10 in 1 million 

• Cancer burden > 0.5 excess cancer cases 

• Chronic and acute hazard index ≥ 1.0 

Since diesel-related exhaust, specifically diesel particulate matter (DPM), is considered a TAC by the 
California Air Resources Board (CARB), a human health risk assessment was conducted to assess the risk 
associated with the proposed project. A health risk assessment consists of three parts: (1) a TAC emissions 
inventory, (2) air dispersion modeling to evaluate off-site concentrations of TAC emissions, and 
(3) assessment of risks associated with predicted concentrations. The health risk assessment was 
conducted using the guidelines provided by the California Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment for the Air Toxics Hot Spots Program and the health risk assessment guidelines developed by 
the California Air Pollution Control Officers Association.  

Generally, for long-term emission sources, the worst case for cancer risk is based on 30 years of exposure, 
but shorter exposure durations are acceptable for non-residential land uses. For short-term events, such as 
construction, the cancer risks are based on the duration of exposure. Worst case for acute adverse health 
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effects is based on the hour with the highest emissions. Worst case for chronic adverse health effects is 
based on the annual average emissions. For residential land uses, the exposure period is assumed to be 
30 years. For sites where workers could be located, the exposure period is assumed to be 25 years. For 
other land uses, including recreational land uses, the exposure period is assumed to be 9 years. 

 Existing Conditions 

Regional Setting  

The project is located in Los Angeles County, an area within the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB), which 
includes Orange County and the non-desert portions of Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino 
Counties. Air quality regulation in the SCAB is administered by SCAQMD; a regional agency created for the 
basin.  

The SCAB is an area of approximately 6,745 square miles bounded by the Pacific Ocean to the west and 
south, and the San Gabriel, San Bernardino, and San Jacinto Mountains to the north and east. The terrain 
and geographical location determine the distinctive climate of the SCAB, which is a coastal plain with 
connecting broad valleys and low hills.  

Southern California lies in the semi-permanent high-pressure zone of the eastern Pacific. As a result, the 
climate is mild, tempered by cool sea breezes. The mild climatological pattern is infrequently interrupted 
by periods of extremely hot weather, winter storms, or Santa Ana winds. The extent and severity of the air 
pollution problem in the SCAB is a function of the area’s natural physical characteristics (weather and 
topography) as well as human-made influences (development patterns and lifestyle). Factors such as wind, 
sunlight, temperature, humidity, rainfall, and topography all impact the accumulation and dispersion of 
pollutants throughout the SCAB, making it an area of high air pollution potential.  

The greatest air pollution impacts in the SCAB occur from June through September, mainly because of the 
combination of large amounts of pollutant emissions, light winds, and shallow vertical atmospheric mixing. 
This frequently reduces pollutant dispersion, causing elevated air pollution levels. Pollutant concentrations 
in the SCAB vary with location, season, and time of day. Ozone (O3) concentrations, for example, tend to 
be lower along the coast, higher in the near inland valleys, and lower in the far inland areas of the SCAB 
and adjacent desert. 

Climate 

The annual average temperature varies little throughout the SCAB, ranging from the low to middle 
60s, measured in degrees Fahrenheit. With a more pronounced oceanic influence, coastal areas show less 
variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland areas. The annual average 
maximum temperature recorded at the Los Angeles Downtown University of Southern California Campus 
Station, the closest climatological station to the project study area, is 74.0 degrees Fahrenheit and the 
annual average minimum is 55.8 degrees Fahrenheit. January is typically the coldest month in this area of 
the SCAB.  

3.5.3 
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The majority of annual rainfall in the SCAB occurs between November and April. Summer rainfall is minimal 
and generally limited to scattered thundershowers in coastal regions and slightly heavier showers in the 
eastern part of the SCAB along the coastal side of the mountains. Average monthly rainfall measured at the 
Los Angeles Downtown University of Southern California Campus Station varied from 3.38 inches in 
February to 0.27 inch or less between May and September, with an average annual total of 14.77 inches.  

The SCAB experiences a persistent temperature inversion (increasing temperature with increasing altitude) 
as a result of the Pacific high. This inversion limits the vertical dispersion of air contaminants, holding them 
relatively near the ground. As the sun warms the ground and the lower air layer, the temperature of the 
lower air layer approaches the temperature of the base of the inversion (upper) layer until the inversion 
layer finally breaks, allowing vertical mixing with the lower layer. This phenomenon is observed from 
midafternoon to late afternoon on hot summer days, when the smog appears to clear up suddenly. Winter 
inversions frequently break by midmorning. 

Inversion layers are essential in determining O3 formation. O3 and its precursors mix and react to produce 
higher concentrations under an inversion. The inversion will also trap and hold directly emitted pollutants, 
such as CO. PM10 is both directly emitted and created indirectly in the atmosphere as a result of chemical 
reactions. Concentration levels are directly related to inversion layers due to the limitation of mixing space. 

Surface or radiation inversions are formed when the ground surface becomes cooler than the air above it 
during the night. The earth’s surface goes through a radiative process on clear nights, when heat energy is 
transferred from the ground to a cooler night sky. As the earth’s surface cools during the evening hours, 
the air directly above it also cools, while air higher up remains relatively warm. The inversion is destroyed 
when heat from the sun warms the ground, which, in turn, heats the lower layers of air; this heating 
stimulates the ground level air to float up through the inversion layer. 

The combination of stagnant wind conditions and low inversions produces the greatest concentration of 
pollutants. On days of no inversion or high wind speeds, ambient air pollutant concentrations are the 
lowest. During periods of low inversions and low wind speeds, air pollutants generated in urbanized areas 
are transported predominantly onshore into Riverside and San Bernardino Counties. In the winter, the 
greatest pollution problems are from CO and NOX because of extremely low inversions and air stagnation 
during the night and early morning hours. In the summer, the longer daylight hours and the brighter 
sunshine combine to cause a reaction between hydrocarbons and NOX to form photochemical smog. 

Local Setting  

SCAQMD monitors air quality conditions at 37 locations throughout the SCAB. The closest monitoring 
station to the project study area is the Los Angeles North Main Street Station. With respect to National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has classified 
the SCAB as attainment/maintenance for CO, PM10, and nitrogen dioxide (NO2), attainment/unclassified 
for sulfur dioxide (SO2), and nonattainment for O3 and PM2.5 (Table 3.5-2). Based on this attainment status, 
the air pollutants of greatest concern in the SCAB are O3 and PM2.5.  
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Sensitive Receptors 

Sensitive populations are more susceptible to the impacts of air pollution than the general population. 
Sensitive populations (sensitive receptors) that are in proximity to localized sources of toxics, particulate 
matter, and CO are of particular concern. Land uses considered sensitive receptors include residences, 
schools, playgrounds, childcare centers, athletic facilities, long-term health care facilities, rehabilitation 
centers, convalescent centers, and retirement homes. The majority of the sensitive receptors within or 
adjacent to the project study area are residential uses. The nearby sensitive receptors within or adjacent to 
the project study area are summarized below and depicted on Figure 3.5-1: 

• William Mead Homes 

• Mozaic Apartments 

• Utah Street Elementary School 

• Twin Towers Correctional Facility 

• Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail 

• One Santa Fe Apartments 

• Metro Offices 

• Ann Street Elementary School 

• Terminal Annex 

• Mission Road Residences 

• Mendez High School 

• First 5 LA Headquarters (La Petite Academy) 
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Figure 3.5-1. Sensitive Receptors 
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Naturally Occurring Asbestos 

Based on a review of A General Location Guide for Ultramafic Rocks in California — Areas More Likely to 
Contain Naturally Occurring Asbestos prepared by the California Department of Conservation, Division of 
Mines and Geology, the project study area is not located in a region of Los Angeles County that has been 
identified as containing serpentine or ultramafic rock.  

Climate Change 

Climate change refers to long-term changes in temperature, precipitation, wind patterns, and other 
elements of the earth's climate system. An ever-increasing body of scientific research attributes these 
climatological changes to GHG emissions, particularly those generated from the production and use of 
fossil fuels. 

While climate change has been a concern for several decades, the establishment of the Intergovernmental 
Panel on Climate Change by the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization in 1988 has led 
to increased efforts devoted to GHG emissions reduction and climate change research and policy. These 
efforts are primarily concerned with the emissions of GHGs generated by human activity, including carbon 
dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), tetrafluoromethane, hexafluoroethane, sulfur 
hexafluoride, fluoroform, s, s, s, 2-tetrafluoroethane, and difluoroethane. 

In the U.S., the main source of GHG emissions is electricity generation, followed by transportation. In 
California, however, transportation sources (including passenger cars, light-duty trucks, other trucks, buses, 
and motorcycles) make up the largest source of GHG-emitting sources. The dominant GHG emitted is 
CO2, mostly from fossil fuel combustion.  

GHGs vary considerably in terms of global warming potential, which is a concept developed to compare 
the ability of each GHG to trap heat in the atmosphere relative to another gas. The global warming potential 
is based on several factors, including the relative effectiveness of a gas to absorb infrared radiation and 
length of time that the gas remains in the atmosphere (“atmospheric lifetime”). The global warming 
potential of each gas is measured relative to CO2, the most abundant GHG. The definition of global 
warming potential for a particular GHG is the ratio of heat trapped by 1 unit mass of the GHG to the ratio 
of heat trapped by 1 unit mass of CO2 over a specified time period. GHG emissions are typically measured 
in terms of pounds or tons of CO2e.  
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 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G and Appendix F of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on air quality or global 
climate change would be considered significant if the project would: 

A. Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 

B. Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation 

C. Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which the project 
region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard (including 
release emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors) 

D. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 

E. Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 

F. Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have an adverse impact on the 
environment  

G. Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of GHGs 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

All thresholds were determined to result in an impact associated with the project. Therefore, all thresholds 
identified for air quality and global climate change are analyzed below. 

Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction activities are temporary in nature. With implementation of best available control measures 
identified in the SCAQMD Rule 403 for fugitive dust emissions from grading activities and other 
construction activities would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional air quality 
management plan (AQMP). Therefore, no impact would occur. 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-A 

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan  

3.5.4 
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Direct Impacts– Operations 

Air Quality Management Plan 

An AQMP describes air pollution control strategies to be taken by counties or regions classified as 
nonattainment areas. The AQMP’s main purpose is to bring the area into compliance with the 
requirements of federal and state air quality standards. The AQMP uses the assumptions and projections 
by local planning agencies to determine control strategies for regional compliance status. Therefore, any 
projects causing a significant impact on air quality would impede the progress of the AQMP.  

Air quality models are used to demonstrate that the project’s emissions will not contribute to the 
deterioration or impede the progress of air quality goals stated in the local AQMPs. The air quality models 
use project-specific data to estimate the quantity of pollutants generated from the implementation of a 
project.  

As identified in the analysis below for Threshold 3.5-B and 3.5-C, by providing increased station capacity 
for regional/intercity rail and accommodating the planned HSR system, the proposed project would 
indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle 
travel. As discussed below, the proposed project would also indirectly contribute to other cumulative 
benefits for the region, including a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT. Therefore, the increased 
emissions from rail operations would be offset by reductions in VMT in 2026, 2031, and 2040. For this 
reason, it is reasonable to conclude that the proposed project would not exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds and 
would more than likely contribute to net reductions. In addition, upon implementation of Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5.5), the net increase in daily emissions would be reduced to below 
the SCAQMD thresholds. Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with the objectives of the AQMPs 
and would not impact implementation of the AQMPs. 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016) Consistency 

The project is included in the 2016 RTP/SCS as a financially constrained project. As presented in 
Table 3.5-5, the proposed project is consistent with the applicable goals established as part of the 
2016 RTP/SCS.  

Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Table 3.5-5. Consistency with 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Goals 

RTP/SCS Goal Link US Consistency Analysis 

G1 Align the plan investments and policies with improving 
regional economic development and competitiveness 

Not applicable. 

G2: Maximize mobility and accessibility for all people and 
goods in the region 

Consistent. By increasing capacity the project is 
maximizing intermodal connections and improving 
mobility. The project is also leveraging and integrating 
existing transit systems and infrastructure into multimodal 
improvements. Although the project does not directly 
increase train service, the improvements facilitate future 
increases in service to the levels forecasted in the 2016 
RTP/SCS because other infrastructure improvements on 
the regional rail system, including LOSSAN Corridor are 
required to meet the forecasted rail increases. 

G3: Ensure travel safety and reliability for all people and 
goods in the region 

Consistent. By providing increased station capacity for 
regional/intercity rail and accommodation of HSR, the 
project would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on 
the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle 
travel. In addition, the project would promote ease of 
access and enhance safety features for non-motorized 
transportation. 

G4: Preserve and ensure a sustainable regional 
transportation system 

Consistent. Construction of the project would improve the 
efficiency through and around LAUS by providing 
infrastructure to support potential one-seat rides to key 
destinations in Southern California.  

G5:  Maximize the productivity of our transportation system Consistent. The elimination of the stub-end tracks at LAUS 
would increase the productivity/efficiency of the 
transportation system in the project study area and 
Southern California as a whole. Reduced train idling times 
would result in shortened wait times for passengers. 

G6: Protect the environment and health of our residents by 
improving air quality and encouraging active 
transportation (e.g., bicycling and walking) 

Consistent. The project would reduce train idling times at 
LAUS by anywhere from 5 to 25 minutes through improved 
operating efficiencies, which would significantly reduce 
local diesel emissions and improve air quality. In addition, 
the project would improve active transportation by 
improving pedestrian linkages within 0.25 mile and through 
the addition of bicycle infrastructure/hubs, racks, and 
lockers. 

G7: Actively encourage and create incentives for energy 
efficiency, where possible 

Consistent. The above-grade passenger concourse with 
new expanded passageway is being designed to meet 
LEED® Silver requirements. By introducing high efficiency 
lighting the project can reduce energy consumption. 
Light-emitting diode technology, dimmer driver, or designs 
for lights would minimize light pollution. 
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Table 3.5-5. Consistency with 2016 Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 
Goals 

RTP/SCS Goal Link US Consistency Analysis 

G8: Encourage land use and growth patterns that facilitate 
transit and active transportation 

Consistent. The project enhances transit options at LAUS 
and has the potential to stimulate transit-related land use 
and growth patterns. The project facilitates and does not 
preclude active transportation projects in the vicinity of 
LAUS. 

G9: Maximize the security of the regional transportation 
system through improved system monitoring, rapid 
recovery planning, and coordination with other security 
agencies 

Consistent. The above-grade passenger concourse with 
new expanded passageway is being designed to meet 
applicable security requirements. 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
HSR=High-Speed Rail; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; LEED= Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design®; Link US=Link Union 
Station; LOSSAN=Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis Obispo; RTP/SCS=Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts related to air quality plan conflicts would occur with implementation of the project.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the proposed project has the potential to create air quality impacts through the use of 
heavy-duty construction equipment, construction worker vehicle trips, material delivery trips, and 
heavy-duty haul truck trips generated from construction activities during each construction phase. In 
addition, earthwork activities would result in fugitive dust emissions and paving operations would release 
reactive organic gases (ROG) from off-gassing. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day to 
day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and, for dust, the prevailing weather 
conditions. The assessment of construction air quality impacts considers each of these potential sources 
based on the description provided in Section 2.0, Project Description. 

Equipment Exhaust and Related Construction Activities. The construction equipment hours, haul truck trips, 
and employee commute trips required to build the proposed project were estimated in April 2018. The 
construction emissions were calculated using the equipment list and U.S. EPA and SCAQMD emission 
rates. The total exhaust emissions generated during the entire construction period are shown in 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-B AND 

3.5-C 

B.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation  

C.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including release emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors) 
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Table 3.5-6 for the proposed project. As shown in Table 3.5-6, the daily construction emissions would 
exceed the SCAQMD’s NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 thresholds.  

Table 3.5-6. Construction Emissions  

Emission Source 
CO  

(pounds) 
ROG 

(pounds) 
NOX  

(pounds) 
PM10 

(pounds) 
PM2.5 

(pounds) 
CO2e  

(pounds) 

Off-road equipment  211,520 30,234 200,783 15,418 11,073 58,493,453 

On-road equipment  15,259 1,227 57,020 6,147 2,488 24,650,247 

Fugitive dust  — — — 450,000 94,500 — 

Total 226,780 31,460 257,803 471,564 108,061 83,143,700 

Average day 
(pounds/day) 

151.2 21.0 171.9 314.4 72.0 55,429.1 

SCAQMD 
thresholds 

550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No Yes Yes Yes — 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

The annual exhaust emissions generated during the average construction year are listed in Table 3.5-7. 

Table 3.5-7. Annual Construction Emissions  

Emission Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG 

 (tons) 
NOX  

(tons) 
PM10 

 (tons) 
PM2.5  

(tons) 
CO2e  
(tons) 

Off-road equipment  105.8 15.1 100.4 7.7 5.5 29,246.7 

On-road equipment  7.6 0.6 28.5 3.1 1.2 12,325.1 

Fugitive dust — — — 225.0 47.3 — 

Total  113.4 15.7 128.9 235.8 54.0 41,571.8 

Average year 18.9 2.6 21.5 39.3 9.0 6,928.6 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 
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LST Analysis. Table 3.5-8 shows the construction-related emissions of CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 compared 
to the LSTs for Central Los Angeles area at a distance of 25 meters for the proposed project. As required 
by the SCAQMD’s LST Methodology, only the on-site construction emissions are included. As shown, the 
calculated emissions rates for the proposed on-site construction activities would exceed the LSTs for 
PM10 and PM2.5.  

Table 3.5-8. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions, Localized Significance 

 

Emissions 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 212,283.3 203,633.6 465,725.1 105,697.8 

Daily (pounds) 141.5 135.8 310.5 70.5 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceedance No No Yes Yes 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District  

Based on the results of the construction air quality analysis, impacts are considered significant. Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5.5) would reduce the exhaust and fugitive dust 
emissions (CO, NOX, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) generated on site during construction.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires compliance with the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (fugitive dust control 
measures) and would reduce on-site fugitive dust emissions by 50 percent.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires all on-site construction equipment to meet or exceed U.S. EPA’s 
Tier 4 final emission standards for all off-road construction equipment to be fueled using 
100 percent renewable diesel. This measure would reduce the on-site exhaust emissions by up to 
95 percent when compared with the average construction fleet for the SCAB.  

Table 3.5-9 identifies the mitigated construction emission levels for the peak day. Annual exhaust emissions 
generated during the entire construction period are listed in Table 3.5-10. As identified in Table 3.5-9, after 
implementation of mitigation, the peak daily construction emissions would still exceed the SCAQMD’s 
PM10 threshold.  
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Table 3.5-9. Construction Emissions After Mitigation 

Emission Source 
CO 

(pounds) 
ROG 

(pounds) 
NOX 

(pounds) 
PM10  

(pounds) 
PM2.5 

(pounds) 
CO2e  

(pounds) 

Off-road 
equipment  

57,593 11,316 32,029 5,449 2,569 37,924,387 

On-road 
equipment  15,259 1,227 57,020 6,147 2,488 24,650,247 

Fugitive dust — — — 225,000 47,250 — 

Total  72,852 12,543 89,049 236,596 52,307 62,574,634 

Average day 
(pounds/day) 

48.6 8.4 59.4 157.7 34.9 41,716.4 

SCAQMD 
thresholds 550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No No Yes No — 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 

Table 3.5-10. Annual Construction Emissions After Mitigation  

Emission Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG  
(tons) 

NOX  

(tons) 
PM10  

(tons) 
PM2.5  

(tons) 
CO2e  
(tons) 

Off-road equipment  28.8 5.7 16.0 2.7 1.3 18,962.2 

On-road equipment  7.6 0.6 28.5 3.1 1.2 12,325.1 

Fugitive dust — — — 112.5 23.6 — 

Total  36.4 6.3 44.5 5.8 2.5 31,287.3 

Average year 6.1 1.0 7.4 1.0 0.4 5,214.5 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 
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Table 3.5-11 identifies the on-site construction emissions after implementation of Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5.5). As shown in Table 3.5-11, after implementation of mitigation, 
the calculated emissions rates for the on-site construction activities associated with the proposed project 
would continue to exceed the LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5.  

Table 3.5-11. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions After Mitigation, Localized Significance  

 

Emissions 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 64,755.0 38,438.3 233,092.1 51,043.8 

Daily (pounds) 43.2 25.6 155.4 34.0 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No Yes Yes 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Based on these results, with the implementation of the proposed mitigation, construction emissions 
resulting from the proposed project would exceed the localized SCAQMD significance thresholds; 
therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. As discussed in Table 3.5-2, particulate 
matter emissions can contribute to localized health effects. Specific effects include, but are not limited to, 
irritated eyes and respiratory tracts, decreased lung capacity, and increased cancer and mortality. While it 
is common practice to analyze the correlation between an individual facility’s TAC emissions and expected 
localized human health impacts, a similar analysis is not feasible for criteria pollutants. Instead, potential 
human health impacts associated with criteria air pollutants are evaluated on a regional level based on the 
NAAQS established by the U.S. EPA. Available modeling tools are not equipped to provide a meaningful 
analysis of the correlation between an individual project’s air emissions and specific human health impacts.  

Attempting to identify a change in background pollutant concentrations that can be attributed to a single 
project would be a theoretical exercise. A single project’s emissions constitute only a miniscule portion of 
the immense volume of air contained in a regional air basin. Additionally, background concentrations of 
regional pollutants are not temporally or geographically uniform throughout an air basin and are constantly 
fluctuating based on meteorology and other environmental factors. An analysis attempting to take “tons 
per year” regional mass emissions data and translate that into precise pollutant concentrations, as well as 
project-specific health effects, would not be practical or meaningful. 

For the same reason, even if a model were developed to accurately ascertain local increases in 
concentrations of criteria pollutants, it would remain impossible to correlate that increase in concentration 
to a specific health impact. Such models are designed to determine regional, population-wide health 
impacts and are not accurate when applied at the local level. Refer to Threshold 3.5-D for an evaluation of 

---
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the project’s health risks associate with DPM emissions prepared pursuant to California Office of 
Environmental Health Hazard Assessment guidelines.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Operational Emissions. Long-term air pollutant emission impacts are those associated with stationary 
sources and mobile sources involving any project-related changes. The proposed project would have 
potential long-term operational air quality impacts from increased train activity, mobile source emissions 
associated with vehicular trips in the project study area, and stationary source emissions from on-site 
energy consumption. U.S. EPA’s Emission Factors for Locomotives was used to calculate the rail emissions 
and the CalEEMod model was used to calculate the mobile source and energy emissions associated with 
the proposed project. 

An indicator of the project’s regional operational impact is the net influence on emissions in the project 
study area for a future year. The calculated results of the daily train cruising, train idling, on-road, and 
operational emissions are presented in Table 3.5-12, Table 3.5-14, and Table 3.5-16 for the 2026, 2031, and 
2040 conditions, respectively. In addition, the annual emissions are presented in 
Table 3.5-13, Table 3.5-15, and Table 3.5-17 for the 2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions, respectively. As 
shown in Table 3.5-12 and Table 3.5-13, the daily and annual rail emissions decrease with the proposed 
project. This reduction is due to the small increase in rail operations being offset by the reduced dwell and 
travel times. As shown in Table 3.5-14 and Table 3.5-16, the net increase in daily emissions would exceed 
the SCAQMD thresholds for NOX. Impacts would be significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in 
Section 3.5.5) would reduce the rail exhaust emissions (CO, NOX, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5).  

Table 3.5-12. 2026 Daily Operational Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 113.6 273.4 8.1 0.4 5.1 5.0 

Rail emissions with project 105.5 253.8 7.5 0.4 4.8 4.6 

Total project emissions 105.5 253.8 7.5 0.4 4.8 4.6 

Net increase -8.1 -19.6 -0.6 0.0 -0.4 -0.4 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No No No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes:  
The new passenger concourse would not be constructed by 2026; therefore, no operational emissions generated by on-site uses and vehicle 
trips are included.  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulphur oxide 
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Table 3.5-13. 2026 Annual Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 17.0 40.8 1.2 0.1 0.8 0.7 

Rail emissions with project 15.7 37.9 1.1 0.1 0.7 0.7 

Total project emissions 15.7 37.9 1.1 0.1 0.7 0.7 

Net increase -1.2 -2.9 -0.1 0.0 -0.1 -0.1 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes:  
The new passenger concourse would not be constructed by 2026; therefore, no operational emissions generated by on-site uses and vehicle trips 
are included.  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SOX=sulphur oxide 

 

Table 3.5-14. 2031 Daily Operational Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 113.6 196.5 5.0 0.4 3.0 2.9 

Rail emissions with project 173.8 300.6 7.6 0.6 4.6 4.4 

Operational emissions with project 13.4 6.9 14.7 0.1 6.0 1.7 

Total project emissions 187.2 307.5 22.3 0.7 10.6 6.1 

Net increase 73.6 111.0 17.3 0.3 7.6 3.2 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No Yes No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulphur oxide  

 

------
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Table 3.5-15. 2031 Annual Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 17.0 29.3 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.4 

Rail emissions with project 25.9 44.8 1.1 0.1 0.7 0.7 

Operational emissions with project 2.1 1.2 2.6 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Total project emissions 28.0 46.0 3.7 0.1 1.7 1.0 

Net increase 11.1 16.7 3.0 0.0 1.2 0.5 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SOX=sulphur oxide 

 

Table 3.5-16. 2040 Cumulative Daily Operational Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 113.6 98.2 2.3 0.4 1.3 1.2 

Rail emissions with project 190.0 164.2 3.8 0.7 2.1 2.1 

Operational emissions with project 10.6 6.8 14.4 0.1 6.0 1.6 

Total project emissions 200.6 171.0 18.2 0.8 8.1 3.7 

Net increase1 86.9 72.8 15.9 0.4 6.9 2.4 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No Yes No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
1 Train emission increases noted in 2040 would be counteracted by increases in ridership and corresponding reductions in VMT. The 2016 

RTP/SCS reports reductions of up to 157 tons per year of NOx, up to 3 tons per year of PM10 and PM2.5, respectively, 81 tons per year of 
ROG, and up to 711 tons per year of CO in Los Angeles County in 2040 (SCAG 2016).  

CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulphur oxide 
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Table 3.5-17. 2040 Cumulative Annual Operational Emissions 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 17.0 14.7 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 

Rail emissions with project 28.3 24.5 0.6 0.1 0.3 0.3 

Operational emissions with project 1.7 1.1 2.6 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Total project emissions 30.0 25.6 3.2 0.1 1.3 0.6 

Net increase1 13.1 10.9 2.8 0.0 1.1 0.4 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR  

Notes: 
1 Rail emission increases noted in 2040 would be counteracted by increases in ridership and corresponding reductions in VMT. The 2016 

RTP/SCS reports reduction of up to 157 tons per year of NOx, up to 3 tons per year of PM10 and PM2.5, respectively, 81 tons per year of 
ROG, and up to 711 tons per year of CO in Los Angeles County in 2040 (SCAG 2016). 

CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas SOX=sulphur oxide 

LST Analysis. Table 3.5-18, Table 3.5-19, and Table 3.5-20 show the operational emissions of CO, NOX, 
PM10, and PM2.5 compared with the LSTs for the Central Los Angeles area at a distance of 25 meters for 
the 2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions, respectively. Table 3.5-18, Table 3.5-19, and Table 3.5-20 include the 
net increase in rail operation emissions generated within the project study area, all of the area source and 
energy emissions, and 5 percent of the on-road emissions. As shown in Table 3.5-18, Table 3.5-19, and 
Table 3.5-20 the calculated emissions rates for proposed on-site operational activities would not exceed the 
LSTs.  

Table 3.5-18. 2026 Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance  

Source 

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations -8.1 -19.6 -0.4 -0.4 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
The new passenger concourse would not be constructed by 2026; therefore, no operational emissions generated by on-site uses and vehicle 
trips are included. 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District  
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Table 3.5-19. 2031 Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance  

 

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations 60.2 104.1 1.6 1.5 

Area, energy, and on-road  1.1 0.6 0.3 0.1 

Total 61.2 104.7 1.9 1.6 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceedance No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District  

 

Table 3.5-20. 2040 Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance  

 

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations 76.3 66.0 0.9 0.8 

Area, energy, and on-road  0.9 0.6 0.3 0.1 

Total1 77.2 66.6 1.2 0.9 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceedance No No No No 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR  

Notes:  
1 Train emission increases noted in 2040 would be counteracted by increases in ridership and corresponding reductions in VMT. The 2016 

RTP/SCS reports reductions of up to 157 tons per year of NOx, up to 3 tons per year of PM10 and PM2.5, respectively, 81 tons per year of 
ROG, and up to 711 tons per year of CO in Los Angeles County in 2040 (SCAG 2016).  

CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District  

Operational Emissions after Mitigation. Implementing Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 
3.5.5) would require implementation of emerging technologies to reduce the CO, NOX, ROG, PM10, and 
PM2.5 exhaust emissions by 10, 10, 5, 30, and 30 percent, respectively. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described 
in Section 3.5.5) also requires an adaptive air quality mitigation plan to be implemented, in conjunction 
with replacement of the rail fleet with zero- or low-emission locomotives consistent with 2018 California 
State Rail Plan, to achieve a reduction of pollutant concentrations below a level that would not exceed 
SCAQMD’s 10 in 1 million cancer risk threshold at any of the residential uses in the project study area. 
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Requiring the use of emerging technologies to reduce pollutant concentrations below a level that would 
not exceed SCAQMD health risk thresholds would further reduce the 2031 emissions by 30 percent and 
the 2040 emissions by 37 percent.  

The mitigated results of the daily operational emissions are presented in Table 3.5-21, Table 3.5-22, and 
Table 3.5-23 for the 2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions, respectively. In addition, the mitigated annual 
emissions are presented in Table 3.5-24, Table 3.5-25, and Table 3.5-26 for the 2026, 2031, and 
2040 conditions, respectively. As identified in Table 3.5-21, Table 3.5-22, and Table 3.5-23, the net increase 
in daily emissions would be reduced to below the SCAQMD thresholds after mitigation; therefore, upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5.5), impacts would be reduced to a 
level less than significant.  

Table 3.5-21. Daily Operational Emissions (2026) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Rail emissions no project 113.6 273.4 8.1 0.4 5.1 5.0 

Rail emissions with project 94.9 228.4 7.2 0.4 3.3 3.2 

Total project emissions 94.9 228.4 7.2 0.4 3.3 3.2 

Net increase -18.7 -45.0 -0.9 0.0 -1.8 -1.8 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No No No No No No 

Notes:  
The new passenger concourse would not be constructed by 2026; therefore, no operational emissions generated by on-site uses and vehicle 
trips are included.  

CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulfur oxides 
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Table 3.5-22. Daily Operational Emissions (2031) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 113.6 196.5 5.0 0.4 3.0 2.9 

Rail emissions with project 123.8 214.0 5.7 0.5 2.5 2.5 

Operational emissions with project 13.4 6.9 14.7 0.1 6.0 1.7 

Total project emissions 137.2 220.9 20.4 0.6 8.5 4.2 

Net increase 23.6 24.4 15.4 0.2 5.5 1.3 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No No No No No No 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulfur oxides 

 

Table 3.5-23. Daily Operational Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (pounds/day) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 113.6 98.2 2.3 0.4 1.3 1.2 

Rail emissions with project 126.9 109.7 2.7 0.5 1.1 1.1 

Operational emissions with project 10.6 6.8 14.4 0.1 6.0 1.6 

Total project emissions 137.5 116.5 17.1 0.6 7.1 2.7 

Net increase 23.9 18.3 14.8 0.2 5.8 1.5 

SCAQMD threshold 550 55 55 150 150 55 

Exceedance No No No No No No 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District; SOX=sulfur oxides 
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Table 3.5-24. Annual Operational Emissions (2026) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 
Rail Emissions – No Project 17.0 40.8 1.2 0.1 0.8 0.7 

Rail Emissions with Project 14.2 34.1 1.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 

Total Project Emissions 14.2 34.1 1.1 0.1 0.5 0.5 

Net Increase -2.8 -6.7 -0.1 0.0 -0.3 -0.2 

Notes:  
The new passenger concourse would not be constructed by 2026; therefore, no operational emissions generated by on-site uses and vehicle trips 
are included.  

CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
ROG=reactive organic gas; SOX=sulfur oxides 

 

Table 3.5-25. Annual Operational Emissions (2031) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 17.0 29.3 0.7 0.1 0.4 0.4 

Rail emissions with project 18.5 31.9 0.9 0.1 0.4 0.4 

Operational emissions with project 2.1 1.2 2.6 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Total project emissions 20.6 33.1 3.5 0.1 1.4 0.7 

Net increase 3.6 3.8 2.8 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SOX=sulfur oxides 
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Table 3.5-26. Annual Operational Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (tons) 

CO NOX ROG SOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail emissions no project 17.0 14.7 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.2 

Rail emissions with project 18.9 16.4 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2 

Operational emissions with project 1.7 1.1 2.6 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Total project emissions 20.6 17.5 3.0 0.1 1.2 0.5 

Net increase 3.6 2.8 2.7 0.0 1.0 0.3 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX =oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SOX=sulfur oxides 

Table 3.5-27, Table 3.5-28, and Table 3.5-29 identify the mitigated operational emissions of CO, NOX, 
PM10, and PM2.5 compared with the LSTs for the Central Los Angeles area at a distance of 25 meters for 
the 2026, 2031 and 2040 conditions, respectively.  

As shown in Table 3.5-27, Table 3.5-28, and Table 3.5-29, the calculated emissions rates for proposed 
on-site operational activities would not exceed the LSTs after mitigation.  

Table 3.5-27. Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance (2026) - Mitigated 

Source 

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations -18.7 -45.0 -1.8 -1.8 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No No No 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 

----

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.5 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

 

 

 3.5-35 

Table 3.5-28. Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance (2031) - Mitigated 

Source 

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations -2.8 -6.7 -0.3 -0.2 

Area, energy, and on-road  1.1 0.6 0.3 0.1 

Total -1.7 -6.1 0.0 -0.1 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No No No 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 

Table 3.5-29. Summary of On-Site Operational Emissions, Localized Significance (2040) - Mitigated 

Source  

Emission Rates (pounds/day) 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Rail operations 13.3 11.5 -0.2 -0.1 

Area, energy, and on-road  0.9 0.6 0.3 0.1 

Total 14.2 12.1 0.1 0.0 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 4 2 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No No No 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Carbon Monoxide Screening Analysis. The methodology required for a CO local analysis is summarized in 
the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Appendix G of this EIR), 
Section 3 (Determination of Project Requirements), and Section 4 (Local Analysis). Section 4 contains 
Figure 3 (Local CO Analysis [included in Appendix G of this EIR]). This flowchart is used to determine the 
type of CO analysis required for the proposed project. Below is a step-by-step explanation of the flowchart. 
Each level cited is followed by a response, which, in turn, determines the next applicable level of the 
flowchart for the project. The flowchart begins at Level 1: 

• Level 1. Is the project in a CO non-attainment area?  
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No, the project site is located in an area that has demonstrated attainment with the federal CO 
standards and is in attainment for the state standards. 

• Level 1 (continued). Was the area redesignated as “attainment” after the 1990 Clean Air Act? 

Yes.  

• Level 1 (continued). Has “continued attainment” been verified with the local air district, if 
appropriate? 

Yes, the SCAB was designated as attainment/maintenance by U.S. EPA June 11, 2007. (Proceed to 
Level 7.) 

• Level 7. Does the project worsen air quality? 

No. The project does not meet any of the following criteria that would worsen air quality: 

a) The project significantly increases the percentage of vehicles operating in cold start mode. 
Increasing the number of vehicles operating in cold start mode by as little as 2 percent should be 
considered potentially significant. 

No additional parking is contemplated as part of this project. The trips associated with 
Metrolink and Amtrak are considered transit-oriented in nature and are not expected to result 
in additional vehicular trips because they would be arriving/departing LAUS as pedestrians. 
The additional vehicle trips associated with this retail space would be limited to vendors, 
deliveries, and employees required to serve the transit riders at this retail space. Therefore, the 
percentage of vehicles operating in cold start mode is the same or lower for the intersection 
under study compared with those used for the intersection in the attainment plan. It is 
assumed that all vehicles are in a fully warmed-up mode. Therefore, this threshold is not met.  

b) The project significantly increases traffic volumes. Increases in traffic volumes in excess of 5 percent 
should be considered potentially significant. Increasing the traffic volume by less than 5 percent 
may still be potentially significant if there is also a reduction in average speeds. 

Based on the traffic analysis prepared for the project, the project’s contribution to the local 
intersection volumes is less than 5 percent of the total.  

c) The project worsens traffic flow. For uninterrupted roadway segments, a reduction in average 
speeds (within a range of 3 to 50 miles per hour) should be regarded as worsening traffic flow. For 
intersection segments, a reduction in average speed or an increase in average delay should be 
considered as worsening traffic flow. 

Based on the traffic analysis prepared for the project (Appendix E of this EIR), there are two 
intersections where the project would result in significant changes in delay (Intersection 
#2 Garey Street and Commercial Street and Intersection #4 Center Street and Commercial 
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Street). With implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in Section 3.3), the LOS 
at Intersection #4 would operate at acceptable LOS B (AM and PM peak hours) under the 2031 
and 2040 with project conditions. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would improve operations at Intersection #4 to better 
than pre project conditions, and minimize the operational traffic delay at Intersection 
#4, thereby reducing the operational traffic impact at Intersection #4 to a level less than 
significant. No additional feasible mitigation measures would minimize the operational traffic 
delay at Intersection #2 under the 2031 and 2040 with project conditions. The project-related 
increased delays would continue to exceed LADOT guidelines for Intersection #2. Therefore, 
this threshold is not met.  

The proposed project is not expected to result in any concentrations exceeding the 1-hour or 8-hour CO 
standards. Therefore, a detailed CALINE4 CO hot-spot analysis is not required. Impacts are considered less 
than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

As stated previously, by providing increased station capacity, the project would indirectly reduce the number 
of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle travel, thereby reducing the VMT 
in the area. This means that the project’s increase in emissions would be offset by reductions in VMT in 
2040 (Appendix G of this EIR). For this reason, it is reasonable to conclude that the project would not 
exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds but would more than likely contribute to net reductions in 2040. Based on 
these results, the proposed project would experience an air quality benefit in 2031 that would incrementally 
increase as more trains (equipped with Tier 4 emission controls) come into operation in response to 
increased ridership. Impacts are considered beneficial.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Project construction would result in emissions of DPM from heavy-duty construction equipment and trucks 
operating in the project study area (e.g., water trucks and haul trucks). DPM is characterized as a TAC by 
CARB. The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment has identified carcinogenic and 
chronic non-carcinogenic effects from long-term (chronic) exposure, but it has not identified health effects 
due to short-term (acute) exposure to DPM.  

Cancer risk is defined as the increase in lifetime probability (chance) of an individual developing cancer due 
to exposure to a carcinogenic compound, typically expressed as the increased probability in 1 million. The 
cancer risk from inhalation of a TAC is estimated by calculating the inhalation dose in units of 
milligrams/kilogram body weight per day based on an ambient concentration in units of micrograms per 
cubic meter, breathing rate, and exposure period, and multiplying the dose by the inhalation cancer potency 
factor, expressed as milligrams/kilogram body weight per day. Typically, cancer risks for residential 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-D 

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations  
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receptors and similar sensitive receptors are estimated based on a lifetime (30 years) of continuous 
exposure; however, for the purposes of this analysis, a 6-year exposure scenario, corresponding to the 
approximate construction period for the entire project, was evaluated. In addition, the long-term GHG 
emissions would be reduced to less than zero. 

The DPM (PM10) emissions for all emission sources, during the construction period were compiled and 
added together to represent worst-case emission source for DPM. Due to the long-term nature of health 
risks, the modeling used the average day emissions instead of the peak day emissions. The equipment and 
vehicles included in this total are: 

Proposed project with above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway 

• Off-road vehicles and equipment 5.78 pounds/day PM10 

• Haul trucks (assume last mile on site)  0.10 pounds/day PM10 

• Total DPM (PM10) 5.88 pounds/day PM10 

The DPM emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment and on-site diesel-powered trucks that 
would be used during construction are provided in Appendix G of this EIR. Total emissions of 
construction-related exhaust PM10, as a surrogate for DPM, during the overall construction period were 
calculated and converted to grams per second for use in the American Meteorological 
Society/Environmental Protection Agency Regulatory Model. Table 3.5-30 identifies the modeled annual 
average DPM concentration, and the associated cancer risks, at the closest land uses to the project. As 
shown, the peak cancer risks during construction exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. This 
impact is considered significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5.5), which requires all 
off-road equipment to meet or exceed U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 final emissions standards and to be fueled using 
100 percent renewable diesel, would reduce this impact to a level less than significant.  

Table 3.5-30. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.045 16.5 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.040 14.8 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.231 85.0 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.016 5.9 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.013 4.9 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.002 0.7 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.009 0.1 
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Table 3.5-30. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Mendez High School School 0.010 0.2 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.061 0.9 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.025 1.1 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.025 0.3 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.161 1.8 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial worker 0.102 1.1 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.491 5.4 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.171 1.9 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes:  
μg/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; DPM=diesel particulate matter 

Table 3.5-31 identifies the after mitigation modeled annual average DPM concentration, and the associated 
cancer risks, at the closest land uses to the project footprint. The complete results are included in Appendix 
G of this EIR As shown, the peak cancer risks would be reduced to below the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 
1 million. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Table 3.5-31. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction – Mitigated  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.004 1.6 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.004 1.5 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.023 8.4 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.002 0.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.001 0.5 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.000 0.1 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.001 0.0 

Mendez High School School 0.001 0.0 
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Table 3.5-31. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction – Mitigated  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.006 0.1 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.002 0.03 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.002 0.1 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.016 0.2 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial worker 0.010 0.1 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.048 0.5 

Terminal Annex Alameda Street Commercial worker 0.017 0.2 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
µg/m3micrograms per cubic meter; DPM=diesel particulate matter 

Table 3.5-32 identifies the chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual under the unmitigated 
and mitigated conditions. A chronic hazard index is calculated by dividing the annual average concentration 
of a toxic pollutant by the chronic reference exposure level for that pollutant. For DPM, the chronic reference 
exposure level is 5.0. As shown, the chronic hazard index at this location is lower than the SCAQMD 
significance threshold of less than 1.0.  

Table 3.5-32. Chronic Hazard Index During Construction 

Receptor 

Chronic Hazard Index 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

Maximally exposed individual 0.046 0.005 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

In summary, after implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5.5), the 
anticipated cancer risk associated with construction of the project is 8.4 in 1 million at the closest sensitive 
receptor, which is below the SCAQMD’s 10 in 1 million threshold, and impacts would be reduced to a level 
less than significant. As such, the exposure of project-related TAC emission impacts on sensitive receptors 
during construction is considered less than significant.  

Naturally Occurring Asbestos. As previously indicated, the project study area is not located in a region of 
Los Angeles County that has been identified as containing serpentine or ultramafic rock. Therefore, there 
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is a negligible potential that construction workers and nearby sensitive receptors would be exposed to 
naturally occurring asbestos during project construction. No impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Implementation of the project would alter the flow of rail operations within the project study area. In 
addition, the project would facilitate an increase in rail operations in the future by increasing the current 
train capacity. Due to the flexibility provided by the new run-through tracks, the future daily operations on 
a track-by-track basis are unknown. Therefore, for the purpose of the DPM risk analysis, the project study 
area was modeled as point sources for idling within the station and as line sources for the rail operations 
within the project study area. Table 3.5-33 through Table 3.5-39 list the peak cancer risks at 13 locations 
within the project study area for the existing, 2026 no project, 2026 with project, 2031 no project, 2031 with 
project, 2040 no project, and 2040 with project condition, respectively. The cancer risks at the residential 
land uses were calculated using a 30-year exposure while the school and office uses were calculated using 
9-and 25-year exposures, respectively. As shown, when compared with conditions without the project, the 
project-related increase in cancer risk would exceed SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. However, 
when compared to the existing (2016) conditions, the cancer risks would be substantially lower at all of the 
receptor locations. The reductions between the existing and future conditions are due to the gradual 
replacement of the existing rail fleet with new Tier 4 locomotives. This replacement would occur with or 
without the proposed project.  

Table 3.5-33. Summary of the Existing Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 1.537 910.3 

William Mead Homes  Residential 1.174 695.5 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 1.446 856.5 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.360 213.3 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.339 200.5 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.151 89.7 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.322 7.2 

Mendez High School School 0.326 7.3 

Ann Street Elementary School School 1.481 33.3 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.401 21.3 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.401 18.2 
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Table 3.5-33. Summary of the Existing Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.838 38.1 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial worker 0.946 42.9 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 1.119 50.8 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 1.059 48.1 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-34. Summary of the 2026 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions  

(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.596 352.9 -557.4 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.455 269.6 -425.8 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.561 332.3 -524.1 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.140 82.7 -130.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.131 77.8 -122.8 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.059 34.8 -54.9 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.125 2.8 -4.4 

Mendez High School School 0.126 2.8 -4.5 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.574 12.9 -20.4 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.171 9.1 -12.2 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.171 7.8 -10.4 

Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility 

Commercial worker 0.325 14.8 -23.3 

Los Angeles County Men’s 
Central Jail 

Commercial worker 0.367 16.6 -26.3 
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Table 3.5-34. Summary of the 2026 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions  

(per million) 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.434 19.7 -31.1 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.411 18.6 -29.4 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-35. Summary of the 2026 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions  

(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.507 300.3 -610.1 -52.7 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.384 227.2 -468.3 -42.4 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.406 240.6 -615.8 -91.7 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.204 120.7 -92.6 37.9 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.186 110.2 -90.3 32.4 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.058 34.1 -55.6 -0.7 

Utah Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.148 3.3 -3.9 0.5 

Mendez High School School 0.163 3.7 -3.7 0.8 

Ann Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.532 12.0 -21.4 -1.0 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.138 7.3 -14.0 -1.8 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.138 6.3 -11.9 -1.5 

Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility 

Commercial worker 0.252 11.4 -26.6 -3.3 

Los Angeles County Men’s 
Central Jail 

Commercial worker 0.271 12.3 -30.6 -4.3 
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Table 3.5-35. Summary of the 2026 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions  

(per million) 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.349 15.8 -35.0 -3.9 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.290 13.2 -34.9 -5.5 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-36. Summary of the 2031 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions 

(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.348 205.8 -704.5 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.265 157.2 -538.2 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.327 193.4 -663.1 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.081 48.2 -165.1 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.077 45.3 -155.2 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.034 20.3 -69.4 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.073 1.6 -5.6 

Mendez High School School 0.074 1.7 -5.7 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.335 7.5 -25.8 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.068 3.6 -17.7 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.068 3.1 -15.1 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.189 8.6 -29.5 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central 
Jail 

Commercial worker 0.214 9.7 -33.2 
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Table 3.5-36. Summary of the 2031 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions 

(per million) 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.253 11.5 -39.3 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.239 10.9 -37.2 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-37. Summary of the 2031 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions 

(per million)  

William Mead Homes Residential 0.563 333.6 -576.7 127.8 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.425 251.6 -418.8 94.3 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.330 195.6 -1.3 2.2 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.220 130.1 -17.8 81.8 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.201 119.3 -25.3 74.0 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.061 35.9 -30.8 15.6 

Utah Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.161 3.6 -22.7 2.0 

Mendez High School School 0.177 4.0 -371.4 2.3 

Ann Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.591 13.3 -13.8 5.8 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.115 6.1 -15.2 2.5 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.115 5.2 -13.0 2.1 

Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility 

Commercial worker 0.237 10.8 -24.2 2.2 

Los Angeles County 
Men’s Central Jail 

Commercial worker 0.279 12.7 -5.9 3.0 
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Table 3.5-37. Summary of the 2031 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions 

(per million)  

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.329 15.0 -10.7 3.5 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.245 11.1 -1.0 0.3 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-38. Summary of the 2040 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions 

(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.149 88.2 -822.1 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.114 67.4 -628.1 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.140 82.9 -773.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.035 20.7 -192.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.033 19.4 -181.1 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.015 8.7 -81.0 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.031 0.7 -6.5 

Mendez High School School 0.032 0.7 -6.6 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.143 3.2 -30.1 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.043 2.3 -19.0 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.043 1.9 -16.3 

Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility 

Commercial worker 0.081 3.7 -34.4 

Los Angeles County Men’s 
Central Jail 

Commercial worker 0.092 4.2 -38.8 
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Table 3.5-38. Summary of the 2040 No Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase from 
Existing Conditions 

(per million) 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.108 4.9 -45.9 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.102 4.7 -43.4 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

 

Table 3.5-39. Summary of the 2040 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions 

(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.264 156.3 -754.0 68.1 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.199 117.9 -577.6 50.5 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.155 91.6 -764.9 8.7 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.103 60.9 -152.4 40.3 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.094 55.9 -144.6 36.5 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.028 16.8 -72.9 8.1 

Utah Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.075 1.7 -5.5 1.0 

Mendez High School School 0.083 1.9 -5.5 1.2 

Ann Street Elementary 
School 

School 0.277 6.2 -27.1 3.0 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.054 2.9 -18.4 0.6 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.054 2.5 -15.7 0.6 

Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility 

Commercial worker 0.111 5.0 -33.0 1.4 

Los Angeles County 
Men’s Central Jail 

Commercial worker 0.131 5.9 -37.0 1.8 
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Table 3.5-39. Summary of the 2040 with Project Cancer Risks at Specific Receptors  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

Increase 
from 

Existing 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Increase from 
No Project 
Conditions 

(per million) 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.154 7.0 -43.8 2.1 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.115 5.2 -42.8 0.6 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3=micrograms per cubic meter 

Table 3.5-40 shows the chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual for the existing, 
2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions (with and without the project). As shown, the chronic hazard indices are 
lower than the SCAQMD significance threshold of less than 1.0.  

Table 3.5-40. Chronic Hazard Index 

Maximally Exposed Individual Chronic Hazard Index 

Existing conditions 0.31 

2026 no project  0.12 

2026 with project 0.10 

2031 no project 0.07 

2031 with project 0.11 

2040 no project 0.03 

2040 with project 0.05 

SCAQMD threshold 1.0 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 
Notes: 
SCAQMD= South Coast Air Quality Management District 

In summary, when compared with the no project conditions, the sensitive land uses within the project 
study area would be exposed to an increased cancer risk of more than 10 in 1 million. When compared with 
the existing (2016) conditions, the proposed project would result in lower health risks at all the land uses 
in the project area.  
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5.5) would reduce the DPM 
concentrations in the project area. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5.5) 
would achieve reductions of average pollutant concentrations by 51 percent in 2031 and 56 percent in 2040. 

• To achieve service levels anticipated in 2031, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would be required to reduce 
the average pollutant concentrations by 51 percent.  

• To achieve service levels anticipated in 2040, Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would be required to reduce 
the average pollutant concentrations by 56 percent.  

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3, the operational health risk impacts would be reduced 
to a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The project would generate an air quality benefit in 2031 that would incrementally increase as more trains 
(equipped with Tier 4 emission controls) come into operation in response to increased ridership. Impacts 
are considered beneficial. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the project could result in emission of odors from construction equipment and vehicles 
(e.g., diesel exhaust). It is anticipated that these odors would be short-term, limited in extent at any given 
time, and distributed throughout the project study area during the duration of construction, and, therefore, 
would not impact a substantial number of individuals. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints 
typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. The project does not include any uses 
identified by SCAQMD as being associated with odors; therefore, it is not anticipated that the project would 
produce objectionable odors. During operation, emissions from train idling (i.e., diesel exhaust and volatile 
organic compounds [VOC]) would result in objectionable odors. However, in the opening year, the 
improved efficiency and reduced idling would reduce the potential for odor generation. In 2040, the reduced 
idling, improved efficiency, and improved engine technologies would minimize any increase in odor 
generation. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-E 

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people  
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Indirect Impacts 

Based on the type of project under consideration (e.g., passenger rail service) and the operational 
parameters described in Section 2.0, Project Description, no impact with regard to objectionable odors 
would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction and Operations 

GHG emissions for transportation projects can be divided into those produced during construction and 
those produced during operations. Construction GHG emissions include emissions produced as a result 
of material processing, emissions produced by on-site construction equipment, and emissions arising from 
traffic delays due to construction. These emissions would be produced at different levels throughout the 
construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be reduced through contractor means and 
methods, as well as implementation of innovations in plans and specifications for better traffic 
management during construction phases.  

Table 3.5-7 lists the annual GHG emissions that would be generated during construction of the proposed 
project. Up to 41,570 tons of CO2e would be generated during the 6-year construction timeframe; this is 
equivalent to 37,705 MT of CO2e. Amortized over a 30-year period, the approximate life of the project, the 
yearly contribution to GHG from the construction of the project would be 1,256.9 MT of CO2e per year. 

The following activities associated project operations could directly or indirectly contribute to the generation 
of GHG emissions: 

• Gas, Electricity, and Water Use – Natural gas use results in the emissions of two GHGs: CH4 (the 
major component of natural gas) and CO2 from the combustion of natural gas. Electricity use can 
result in GHG production if the electricity is generated by combusting fossil fuel.  

• Solid Waste Disposal – Solid waste generated by the project could contribute to GHG emissions 
in a variety of ways. Landfilling and other methods of disposal use energy for transporting and 
managing the waste, and they produce additional GHGs to varying degrees. Landfilling, the most 
common waste management practice, results in the release of CH4 from the anaerobic 
decomposition of organic materials. CH4 is 21 times more potent a GHG than CO2. However, 
landfill CH4 can also be a source of energy. In addition, many materials in landfills do not 
decompose fully, and the carbon that remains is sequestered in the landfill and not released into 
the atmosphere. 

• Motor Vehicle Use – Transportation associated with the project would result in GHG emissions 
from the combustion of fossil fuels in vehicle trips. The project would result in GHG emissions 
through the vehicular traffic generated by the proposed project. According to the traffic analysis 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-F 

Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have an adverse 
effect on the environment  
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conducted for the project (Appendix E of this EIR), total project-generated daily traffic is estimated 
to be 1,428 trips per day from the on-site office and retail uses.  

• Train Emissions – As discussed above, the project would impact the rail idling emissions at LAUS. 
The project facilitates the forecasted increase in regional/intercity rail train trips identified in the 
2016 RTP/SCS; however, there are other infrastructure improvements on the regional rail system, 
including the LOSSAN corridor, required to meet the forecasted train trip increases. Therefore, the 
GHG emissions analysis provided herein only considers the change in localized emissions within 
the project study area and not the system-wide change in rail emissions. It should be noted the 
project is a key to facilitating regional GHG emission reductions. 

The projected GHG for the proposed project would be the summation of the individual sources identified 
above.  

As identified in Table 3.5-41, the total annual GHG emissions from construction and operation of the 
proposed project would be approximately 11,230 MT of CO2e per year, which exceeds the SCAQMD’s 
3,000 MT CO2e interim significance threshold for commercial, residential, and mixed use projects. 

Table 3.5-41. 2040 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

0.0 1,255.7 1,255.7 0.1 0.0 1,256.9 

Operational Emissions 

Area sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

Without project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

With project 0.0 10,149.0 10,149.0 0.0 0.0 10,149.0 

Net increase 0.0 3,980.8 3,980.8 0.0 0.0 3,980.8 

Total project operational emissions 142.3 9,581.4 9,723.7 9.2 0.1 9,972.8 
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Table 3.5-41. 2040 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Total project emissions with 
construction 

142.3 10,837.1 10,979.4 9.3 0.1 11,229.7 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
Bio-CO2= biogenic carbon dioxide; CH4=methane; CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; 
NBio-CO2=non-biogenic carbon dioxide; N20=nitrous oxide 

As discussed above, this analysis evaluates the localized idling emissions associated with the 
regional/intercity rail operations within LAUS. Therefore, this analysis does not evaluate the system-wide 
change in rail emissions or the associated change in regional VMT.  

In 2015, Metro emitted 457,400 MT of CO2e from its operations. By removing private vehicles from the 
road, the agency also prevents GHG emissions from entering the atmosphere. During the same period, 
Metro saved approximately 464,493 MT of CO2e from being emitted by displacing vehicle driving. As a 
result, Metro’s net GHG emissions in 2015 were a net reduction of 7,093 MT of CO2e. The addition of 
5,992 MT of CO2e from the operation of LAUS would increase Metro’s operation emissions to 
approximately 463,400 MT. Therefore, Metro would continue to offset over 100 percent of its operating 
GHG emissions through regional VMT reductions.  

Metrolink is currently developing the SCORE Program, which will upgrade the regional rail system to meet 
the current and future needs of the traveling public. By adding tracks and grade separations and upgrading 
signal systems across the entire Metrolink system, trains will operate more frequently and reliably, making 
regional travel by train easier and creating an even more appealing alternative to driving. Link US is the 
centerpiece of the SCORE Program, providing critical capacity increases that are required to realize over 
26 percent of the significant reductions in basin-wide VMT and GHG emissions that will result from the 
SCORE Program. Between 2026 and 2078, Link US’s estimated contribution to the VMT and GHG 
reductions are 898 million miles and 13.5 million MT of CO2e, respectively. The long-term VMT and GHG 
reductions would offset the project-related annual GHG emissions of 11,230 MT of CO2e. 

Further and from a regional perspective, by providing increased station capacity for regional/intercity rail, 
Metro rail and bus, and accommodation of the planned HSR system, the project would indirectly reduce 
the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle travel. Therefore, the 
project is a key component to achieving the 2016 RTP/SCS GHG reduction goals for the SCAG region as 
listed in Table 3.5-42, in addition to statewide GHG reduction targets. The 2016 RTP/SCS would achieve 
GHG emission reductions of up to 35 percent for Los Angeles County in 2040 and up to 24 percent for the 
SCAG region as a whole. In this context, impacts associated with the reductions in GHGs in 2040, as 
facilitated by the project, are considered beneficial.  
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Table 3.5-42. Greenhouse Gas Emissions from Transportation for Los Angeles County – 2016 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy 

County 2012 Base Year 2020 2040 
2040 Plan versus  

2012 Base Year (%) 

Los Angeles 120,929.1 106,253.9 78,830.9 -35 

SCAG Total 243,151.7 222,265.0 185,519.2 -24 

Source: SCAG 2016 
Notes: 
SCAG=Southern California Association of Governments 

Although not required for the project’s climate change impacts, Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and 
AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5.5) would reduce the construction and operational GHG emissions of the 
proposed project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce the off-road GHG emissions by 30 percent. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce the locomotive emissions by 51 percent in 2031 and by 56 percent 
in 2040. Table 3.5-43 identifies the mitigated GHG emissions for the proposed project. With the addition 
of the SCORE Program, benefits the GHG emissions for the proposed project would be reduced to less 
than zero.  

Table 3.5-43. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction emissions  
amortized over 30 years 

0.0 944.8 944.8 0.1 0.0 945.9 

Operational Emissions 

Area sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

No project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

Proposed project 0.0 6,082.9 6,082.9 0.0 0.0 6,082.9 

Net increase 0.0 -85.3 -85.3 0.0 0.0 -85.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,515.3 5,657.6 9.2 0.1 5,906.7 
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Table 3.5-43. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Total emissions with construction 142.3 6,460.1 6,602.4 9.3 0.1 6,852.6 

Notes: 
Bio-CO2= biogenic carbon dioxide; CH4=methane; CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; 
NBio-CO2=non-biogenic carbon dioxide; N20=nitrous oxide 

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of proposed project would aid in the reduction of GHG emissions through regional VMT 
reductions. No impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction and Operations 

SB 375 calls on SCAG and other metropolitan planning organizations (MPO) to integrate land use, 
housing, and transportation planning efforts to achieve the SB 375 regional GHG reduction targets, 
consistent with the transportation goals of AB 32. The adopted 2016 RTP/SCS multimodal strategy aims 
to reduce per capita VMT over the next 25 years, with regional passenger rail serving as a means to achieve 
VMT reductions. The proposed project would assist Metro and the State of California in meeting the GHG 
emission reduction targets as mandated under AB 32 and SB 375. Implementation of the project would 
allow Metro to accommodate regional growth through increased and more frequent access to alternative 
modes of transit for local communities.  

SCAQMD has adopted numeric mass emissions thresholds as a method to close the gap between 
emissions reductions from land-use driven sectors that would occur at the state level (including Pavley, low 
carbon fuel standard, and Renewable Portfolio Standard, among others) and the emission reductions 
necessary from land use development projects that have a lower carbon intensity within the region, 
consistent with the goals of AB 32. Future year project-related emissions would be below SCAQMD numeric 
thresholds adopted to help achieve the reduction goals of AB 32. Thus, the project would not conflict with 
AB 32. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the project would aid in the reduction of GHG emissions through regional VMT 
reductions. No impact would occur.  

THRESHOLD 
3.5-G 

Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of GHG 
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 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to air quality and 
global climate change. 

Construction 

The following measures would be implemented during construction activities: 

AQ-1: Fugitive Dust Control: In compliance with SCAQMD Rule 403, during clearing, grading, 
earthmoving, or excavation operations, fugitive dust emissions shall be controlled by regular 
watering or other dust preventive measures using the following procedures, as specified in 
SCAQMD Rule 403: 

• Minimize land disturbed by clearing, grading, and earth moving, or excavation 
operations to prevent excessive amounts of dust 

• Provide an operational water truck on site at all times; use watering trucks to minimize 
dust; watering should be sufficient to confine dust plumes to the project work areas; 
watering shall occur at least twice daily with complete coverage, preferably in the late 
morning and after work is done 

• Suspend grading and earth moving when wind gusts exceed 25 miles per hour unless 
the soil is wet enough to prevent dust plumes 

• Securely cover trucks when hauling materials on or off site 

• Stabilize the surface of dirt piles if not removed immediately 

• Limit vehicular paths and limit speeds to 15 miles per hour on unpaved surfaces and 
stabilize any temporary roads 

• Minimize unnecessary vehicular and machinery activities 

• Sweep paved streets at least once per day where there is evidence of dirt that has been 
carried on to the roadway 

• Revegetate or stabilize disturbed land, including vehicular paths created during 
construction to avoid future off-road vehicular activities 

The following measures shall also be implemented to reduce construction emissions:  

• Prepare a comprehensive inventory list of all heavy-duty off-road (portable and mobile) 
equipment (50 horsepower and greater) (i.e., make, model, engine year, horsepower, 
emission rates) that could be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours throughout the 
duration of construction to demonstrate how the construction fleet is consistent with 
the requirements of Metro’s Green Construction Policy 

3.5.5 
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• Ensure that all construction equipment is properly tuned and maintained 

• Minimize idling time to 5 minutes, whenever feasible, which saves fuel and reduces 
emissions 

• Utilize existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than 
temporary power generators, whenever feasible 

• Arrange for appropriate consultations with CARB or SCAQMD to determine 
registration and permitting requirements prior to equipment operation at the site and 
obtain CARB Portable Equipment Registration with the state or a local district permit 
for portable engines and portable engine-driven equipment units used at the project 
work site, with the exception of on-road and off-road motor vehicles, as applicable 

These control techniques shall be included in project specifications and shall be implemented 
by the construction contractor.  

AQ-2: Compliance with U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 Exhaust Emission Standards and Renewable Diesel Fuel for 
Off-Road Equipment: In compliance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy, all off-road diesel 
powered construction equipment greater than 50 horsepower shall comply with U.S. EPA’s 
Tier 4 final exhaust emission standards (40 CFR Part 1039). In addition, if not already supplied 
with a factory-equipped diesel particulate filter, all construction equipment shall be outfitted 
with best available control technology devices certified by the CARB. Any emissions control 
device used by the contractor shall achieve emissions reductions that are no less than what 
could be achieved by a Level 3 diesel emissions control strategy for a similarly sized engine, as 
defined by CARB regulations. 

In addition to the use of Tier 4 equipment, all off-road construction equipment shall be fueled 
using 100 percent renewable diesel.  

Operations 

The following measures would be implemented during operation: 

AQ-3: Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan: Prior to implementation of regional/intercity rail 
run-through service, an Adaptive Air Quality Mitigation Plan shall be prepared by Metro, in 
coordination with the SCRRA, as the operator of the commuter rail service in Southern 
California and the program manager and grant recipient of the SCORE Program, Amtrak, and 
the LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency. The Plan shall identify the methodology and requirements 
for annual emission inventories to be prepared by Metro, based on actual/current train 
movements and corresponding pollutant concentrations through the Year 2040.  

Mitigation Plan Requirements: Upon implementation of regional/intercity run-through service, 
and on an annual basis, Metro shall compile and summarize the current Metrolink, Pacific 
Surfliner, and Amtrak long-distance train schedules to determine the actual level of daily and 
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peak-period train movements (including non-revenue train movements) that operate through 
LAUS. 

On an annual basis, Metro shall retain the services of an air quality specialist to conduct an 
annual emissions inventory to determine if actual train movements through LAUS are 
forecasted to increase criteria pollutant emissions to a level that would exceed the SCAQMD 
significance thresholds or diesel pollutant concentrations to a level that would exceed the 
SCAQMD's 10 in a million threshold at any residential land use in the project study area. An 
annual report shall be prepared by Metro that summarizes the quantitative results of pollutant 
emissions and diesel pollutant concentrations in the project study area. If pollutant emissions 
and diesel pollutant concentrations are projected to exceed the SCAQMD thresholds, the 
regional and intercity rail operators in coordination with Metro and California State 
Transportation Agency, shall either implement rail fleet emerging technologies consistent with 
2018 California State Rail Plan Goal 6: Practice Environmental Stewardship, Policy 
4: Transform to a Clean and Energy Efficient Transportation System (Caltrans 2018), or reduce 
the train movements through LAUS to lower the criteria pollutant emissions below the 
SCAQMD significance thresholds and the diesel pollutant concentrations below the SCAQMD 
thresholds in the project study area.  

After implementation of emerging technologies, Metro shall continue to prepare an emissions 
inventory in coordination with SCRRA, Amtrak, and the LOSSAN Rail Corridor Agency annually 
to report the quantitative results of criteria pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant 
concentrations in the project study area. The annual report shall include an analysis of the 
actual (current) and proposed changes in train schedules relative to criteria pollutant 
emissions and diesel pollutant concentration levels in the project study area. The report shall 
be prepared annually by December 31 of each year, beginning the calendar year after 
implementation of regional/intercity rail run-through service through 2040 and shall include 
results of the emissions inventory and effectiveness of the measures implemented.  

Rail Fleet Emerging Technologies: To achieve a reduction of criteria pollutant emissions below 
the SCAQMD thresholds and diesel pollutant concentrations below a level that would not 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds, the regional and intercity rail operators may replace, retrofit, or 
supplement some or all of their existing fleet with zero or low-emission features. The types of 
emerging technologies that can be implemented, include, but are not limited to the following:  

• Electric multiple unit systems  

• Diesel multiple units 

• Battery-hybrid multiple units  

• Renewable diesel and other alternative fuels 
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Metro shall coordinate with regional rail/intercity rail operators to incorporate these emerging 
technologies into existing and/or future funding and/or operating agreements to reduce 
locomotive exhaust emissions in the project study area. 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

The construction emissions associated with the project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s daily 
criteria pollutant and LSTs after implementing Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. Impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

The operational emissions associated with the proposed project would be reduced to below the SCAQMD’s 
daily criteria pollutant, localized significance, and health risk thresholds. In addition, the long-term GHG 
emissions would be reduced to less than zero. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3, 
significant impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

3.5.6 
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3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to existing noise and 
vibration conditions within the project study area. Information contained in this section is summarized 
from the Link US Noise and Vibration Study prepared for the project (Appendix H of this EIR) in 
combination with published sources.  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.6-1 identifies and summarizes laws, regulations, and plans relative to noise and vibration 
applicable to the project. 

Table 3.6-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Noise and Vibration 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal – Noise  

The Noise Control Act of 1972 The Noise Control Act of 1972 (42 USC 4910) was the first comprehensive 
statement of national noise policy. It declared that “it is the policy of the U.S. 
to promote an environment for all Americans free from noise that jeopardizes 
their health or welfare.” 

State  

CEQA CEQA requires state and local agencies to identify the significant 
environmental impacts of their actions, including potential impacts from 
noise and vibration, and avoid or mitigate those impacts when feasible. 

The State of California has established land use compatibility criteria that 
provide guidance on the compatibility of different types of land uses based 
upon the existing community noise level. These guidelines are often adopted 
by city and county agencies for land use planning purposes.  

California Noise Control Act The California Noise Control Act was enacted in 1973 (Health and Safety 
Code Section 46010 et seq.) provides guidance for the preparation of the 
required noise elements in city and county general plans, pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65302(f). In preparing the noise element, a City or 
County must identify local noise sources and analyze and quantify, to the 
extent practicable, current and projected noise levels for various sources, 
including highways and freeways; passenger and freight railroad operations; 
ground rapid transit systems; commercial, general, and military aviation and 
airport operations; and other ground stationary noise sources.  

Local 

LAMC Chapter XI Noise Regulation of the LAMC established sound measurement 
and criteria, minimum ambient noise levels for different land use zoning 
classifications, sound emission levels for specific uses, hours of operation for 

3.6. l 
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Table 3.6-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Noise and Vibration 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

different uses including construction activity, and legal remedies for 
violations. 

The City’s ambient noise standards are consistent with current federal and 
state noise standards. They are correlated with land use zoning classifications 
in order to guide the measurement of noise on a geographically specific site. 
The presumed ambient noise level is set for specific zones. The City’s 
intention is to maintain identified ambient noise levels and to limit, mitigate, 
or eliminate intrusive noise. 

Chapter IV of the LAMC outlines considerations and variety of provisions that 
directly or indirectly mitigate noise impacts that are associated with different 
types of land uses. The City enforces noise ordinance provisions relative to 
noise generated by people and equipment. Application processing and noise 
variance application fees are established by the LAMC. 

The City’s municipal code noise regulations are generally not applicable to 
operational noise from the project; however, construction noise is restricted 
via Section 41.40 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code, which states that:  

No person shall, between the hours of 9:00 PM and 7:00 AM of the 
following day, perform any construction or repair work of any kind 
upon, or any excavating for, any building or structure, where any of the 
foregoing entails the use of any power driven drill, riveting machine 
excavator or any other machine, tool, device or equipment which makes 
loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying sleeping quarters in 
any dwelling hotel or apartment or other place of residence. In addition, 
the operation, repair or servicing of construction equipment and the 
job-site delivering of construction materials in such areas shall be 
prohibited during the hours herein specified. Any person who knowingly 
and wilfully violates the foregoing provision shall be deemed guilty of a 
misdemeanor punishable as elsewhere provided in this Code. 

The City of Los Angeles Noise Regulation also limits noise from construction 
equipment within 500 feet of a residential zone to 75 dBA, measured at a 
distance of 50 feet from the source, unless compliance with this limitation is 
technically infeasible. The Noise Regulation prohibits construction noise 
between the hours of 9:00 PM and 7:00 AM Monday through Friday and on 
Saturday before 8:00 AM and after 6:00 PM, and does not allow construction 
noise on Sunday. Technically infeasible means the noise limitation cannot be 
met despite the use of mufflers, shields, sound walls and/or any other noise 
reduction device or techniques during the operation of equipment. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-3 

Table 3.6-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Noise and Vibration 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Noise 
Element  

The Noise Element sets forth noise management goals, objectives, policies, 
and programs of the City of Los Angeles. The City’s General Plan goal is to 
achieve and maintain the “city where noise does not reduce the quality of 
urban life.” The element states that the primary municipal authority is to 
enforce and/or implement applicable city, state and federal regulations 
intended to mitigate noise producing activities. The element summarizes the 
City’s major noise management procedures, enforcement practices, and 
identifies responsible agencies for implementation of the policies. The 
element is consistent with the City’s Noise Regulation (LAMC (Chapter XI). 
Examples of mitigation measures are included within the element for 
proposed development projects that are deemed to have a potentially 
significant noise impact. 

The Noise Element of the General Plan specifically addresses noise 
management related to rail systems within the City. The Noise Element 
acknowledges that the regulation of rail system related noise is within the 
jurisdiction of federal and/or state authorities, and that the Los Angeles 
County MTA is a quasi-state agency that is exempt from City noise laws. 
However, the following policies address rail operations within the City:  

• Policy P10: “continue to encourage… rail systems operating within the 
city’s borders, but which are not within the jurisdiction of the city, to be 
constructed and operated in a manner that will assure compliance with 
the City’s noise ordinance standards.” 

• Policy P17: “continue to encourage… the Los Angeles County MTA…to 
plan and construct transportation systems so as to reduce potential 
noise impacts on adjacent land uses, consistent with the standards and 
guidelines contained in the noise element.”  

The Noise Element states the intention to continue to periodically update City 
codes and plans that contain noise management provisions to address new 
issues and noise management changes. 

Notes: 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; dBA=A-weighted decibel; LAMC=Los Angeles Municipal Code; 
MTA=Metropolitan Transit Authority; USC=United States Code; U.S. EPA=United States Environmental Protection Agency 

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment, as well as FRA’s High-Speed Ground Transportation 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix H of this EIR) manuals were followed to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the project. Additionally, the operational noise assessment implements the 
methods provided in CHSRA's Environmental Methodology Guidelines (Appendix H of this EIR), as 
applicable. Noise and vibration impacts were assessed using procedures followed by the FTA for 
regional/intercity rail improvements, because FRA defers to FTA procedures for this type of evaluation. 
Because the project accommodates the planned HSR system, the FRA and CHSRA procedures are also 
considered.  

3.6.3 
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FTA and FRA methodology identifies a noise screening procedure, a general noise assessment, and a 
detailed noise assessment. Following the FTA and FRA detailed noise assessment methodology, the 
noise impacts associated with the proposed project were quantified through an in-depth analysis. The 
methodologies outlined in Section 6 of the FTA manual and Chapter 5 of the FRA manual were used to 
calculate the day-night average sound level (Ldn) noise levels due to train operations on the rail alignment 
under existing conditions (2016), future-no-project, and future-with-project scenarios (2026, 2031, and 
2040). Receivers of interest (i.e., potential noise-sensitive receptors) were selected using the guidance 
provided in Section 6 and Appendix C of the FTA manual (Table 5-1 of FTA Manual), which mimic the 
guidance in the FRA manual for HSR.  

The operational analysis was conducted for 2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions, which include increases in 
train movements through LAUS that would result from a variety of factors, such as efficiencies gained by 
implementation of the proposed project, other non-project-related “upstream” system improvements, 
and population growth in the area. The 2026 and 2031 years correspond to the two major phases of 
project implementation (interim condition and full build-out condition), and the 2040 condition 
corresponds to the horizon years and timeframe for corresponding service goals and objectives of 
multiple statewide plans and mandates. A summary of the project-related capacity enhancements 
associated with each scenario is provided below: 

• 2026 – Two new regional/intercity rail run-through tracks from Platform 4 at LAUS (interim 
condition) 

• 2031 – All regional/intercity rail improvements at LAUS including the reconstructed throat, 
elevated rail yard and new passenger concourse, and up to ten run-through tracks (full build-out 
condition) 

• 2040 – Full operation of HSR service at LAUS  

Definition of Sound 

The most common descriptor of sound and noise associated with community noise measurements is the 
A-weighted sound pressure level. The term dBA indicates that the decibel (dB) level is A-weighted to 
approximate the human ear’s sensitivity to sounds of different frequencies. The A-weighted sound level of 
rail noise and other long-term noise-producing activities within and around a community vary with time. 
Certain noise descriptors are preferred for use in describing community noise environments. These 
descriptors are based on noise energy and called the equivalent sound level (Leq) over a specified time 
period (e.g., hourly), and the Ldn over a 24-hour period.  

Definition of Vibration 

Groundborne vibration is a small, rapidly fluctuating motion transmitted through the ground. The 
strength of groundborne vibration diminishes (or attenuates) fairly rapidly over distance. Some soil types 
transmit vibration quite efficiently; other types (primarily sandy soils) do not. There are several basic 
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measurement units commonly used to describe the intensity of ground vibration. The descriptors used in 
this evaluation are peak particle velocity (PPV), in units of inches per second, and the VdB.  

Impact Criteria 

The impact criteria are based on the goal of maintaining a noise and vibration environment considered 
acceptable for land uses where noise may have an impact. The noise exposure is measured in terms of 
the Ldn for residential land uses (Noise Category 2), or in terms of the hourly equivalent sound level 
(Leq[h]) for other institutional land uses (Noise Category 3). In FTA’s Transit Noise and Vibration Impact 
Assessment, noise impact criteria for operation of rail facilities are based on the change in outdoor noise 
exposure using a sliding scale with three land use categories and three degrees of impact. The criteria 
were established to reflect a heightened community annoyance caused by daytime, late-night, or 
early-morning service, as well as communities’ varying sensitivity to noise from projects during different 
ambient noise conditions. 

For operational rail noise, FTA’s three land use categories are as follows: 

• Noise Category 1 – Tracts of land where quiet is an essential element in their intended purpose, 
such as outdoor amphitheaters, concert pavilions, and National Historic Landmarks with 
significant outdoor use. 

• Noise Category 2 – Residences and buildings where people normally sleep, including homes, 
hospitals, and hotels. 

• Noise Category 3 – Institutional land uses (schools, places of worship, libraries) with use typically 
during the daytime and evening. Other uses in this category include medical offices, conference 
rooms, recording studios, concert halls, cemeteries, monuments, museums, historical sites, 
parks, and recreational facilities. 

The categories are determined from general land use information about each receiver. No 
Category 1 receivers are located within 1 mile of the proposed track alignment, which is well beyond the 
typical FTA screening distance for noise or vibration impacts. Outdoor hourly Leq applies to 
Categories 1 and 3, whereas outdoor Ldn applies to Category 2. 

Noise impacts on these three categories as a result of a project are assessed by comparing existing and 
future project-related outdoor noise levels, as illustrated on Figure 3.6-1. The FTA states in their Transit 
Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment (Appendix H of this EIR) that in cases where changes are 
proposed to an existing transit system, their cumulative noise criteria can be used. In the case of this 
project, the cumulative noise criteria are appropriate in most areas since the existing facility is being 
modified by the project, with an exception being the area immediately south of the station where the new 
run-through tracks would be constructed.  

As shown on Figure 3.6-1, Figure 3.6-2, and Figure 3.6-3, the criterion for each degree of impact is based 
on a sliding scale where impacts are dependent on the existing noise exposure and the increase in noise 
exposure due to the project. Figure 3.6-1 shows project based noise impact criteria, and Figure 3.6-2 and 
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Figure 3.6-3 illustrate cumulative noise impact criteria. There are three potential noise impact types: “no 
impact,” “moderate impact,” and “severe impact.” 

• No impact – A project, on average, will result in an insignificant increase in the number of 
instances when people are “highly annoyed” by new noise. No impact typically corresponds to a 
less than significant impact under CEQA. 

• Moderate impact – The change in cumulative noise is noticeable to most people but may not be 
sufficient to cause strong, adverse community reactions. A moderate impact typically 
corresponds to a less than significant impact under CEQA 

• Severe impact – A significant percentage of people would be highly annoyed by the noise, perhaps 
resulting in vigorous community reaction. A severe impact typically corresponds to a significant 
impact under CEQA.  

Figure 3.6-1. Federal Transit Administration Noise Impact Criteria 

 

Source: FTA 2018 
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Figure 3.6-2. Federal Transit Administration Cumulative Noise Levels Allowed by Criteria  
Category 2 Lands 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 
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Figure 3.6-3. Federal Transit Administration Cumulative Noise Levels Allowed by Criteria Category 3 Lands 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

An example of impact evaluation is the FTA’s sliding impact criterion for Category 2 receivers. An existing 
environment of 50 dBA Ldn would experience a moderate impact if the rail project creates a noise 
exposure of approximately 53 dBA to 59 dBA Ldn, or if there is an increase of 9 to 15 db. An existing 
environment of 65 dBA Ldn would be classified as having no impact if the rail project creates a noise 
exposure of 61 dBA to 66 dBA Ldn, or if there is an increase of up to 2 db. Those same existing 
environments (50 or 65 dBA Ldn) would be classified as having a severe impact if the rail project creates 
noise exposure levels greater than 59 dBA and 66 dBA Ldn, respectively, or an increase of over 15 dB and 
4 dB, respectively. 

Construction Noise 

Noise related to construction would result from operation of heavy equipment needed to implement the 
project. The FTA manual (Section 7) contains several sets of tables listing suggested construction noise 
impact criteria, depending upon the level of detail/understanding of the construction phase. For the more 
detailed approach applicable to the project, FTA’s guidelines for assessment of construction noise, 
shown in Table 3.6-2, are suggested for use due to different noise levels for daytime and nighttime 
construction. Daytime is defined as 7:00 AM to 10:00 PM, and nighttime is defined as 10:00 PM to 
7:00 AM.  

QI 
U') 
n, 
QI 
i.. 15 u 
I: 

1-4 

QI 
I.. 
::, 10 
U') 
0 
Q. 
X 
LU 
QI 
U') ·-0 
z 

5 

0 

1-)~ 

40 

No Impact 
I 

I I 
I I I 

-------►-------►-------~----
' I 

45 

I 
I 

50 55 60 65 70 

Existing Noise Exposure ( dBA) 
Metrtc:Category 3 - Leq(lh) 

75 80 

©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-9 

Table 3.6-2. Prescriptive Federal Transit Administration Construction Noise Assessment Guidelines 

Land Use 

8-Hour Leq (dBA) 
30-Day Average Ldn 

(dBA) Day Night 

Residential 80 70 75a 

Commercial 85 85 80b 

Industrial 90 90 85b 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a  In urban areas with very high ambient noise levels (Ldn> 65 dB), Ldn from construction operations should not exceed existing ambient + 

10 dB 
b  24-hour Leq, not Ldn 

dBA=velocity in decibels; Leq=equivalent noise level; Ldn=day-night average sound level 

The City regulates construction noise via their Municipal Code, specifically Section 41.40. This section 
states the following: 

No person shall, between the hours of 9:00 P.M. and 7:00 A.M. of the following day, 
perform any construction or repair work of any kind upon, or any excavating for, any 
building or structure, where any of the foregoing entails the use of any power driven drill, 
riveting machine excavator or any other machine, tool, device or equipment which makes 
loud noises to the disturbance of persons occupying sleeping quarters in any dwelling hotel 
or apartment or other place of residence. In addition, the operation, repair or servicing of 
construction equipment and the job-site delivering of construction materials in such areas 
shall be prohibited during the hours herein specified. Any person who knowingly and wilfully 
violates the foregoing provision shall be deemed guilty of a misdemeanor punishable as 
elsewhere provided in this Code. 

The City may provide permission to work outside of these hours if it is in the public interest, or where a 
hardship or injustice, or unreasonable delay would result from its interruption during the hours provided 
in Section 41.40 of the Municipal Code. 

Noise from construction activity is generated by the broad array of powered, noise-producing mechanical 
equipment used in the construction process. This equipment ranges from hand-held pneumatic tools to 
excavators, loaders, a variety of trucks, and tie and rail handling equipment. To assess potential noise 
impacts from construction, this noise analysis used the methodology in Section 7 of the FTA manual and 
Chapter 10 of the FRA manual, which are identical to one another (Appendix H of this EIR).  

The noise exposure at a receiver location was calculated from the dB addition of all operating 
construction equipment using the equations and methodology described in the FTA/FRA manuals. For 
example, the attenuation rate used as a point source was 6 dB per doubling of distance. The intervening 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-10 

ground was generally hard surfaced; therefore, any additional reduction from ground impacts was 
negligible. Where applicable, shielding effects from intervening structures were accounted for using the 
same shielding calculations used in the rail noise analysis (Appendix H of this EIR).  

The construction source noise emission levels at a reference distance of 50 feet (Appendix H of this EIR) 
are presented in Table 7-1 of the FTA manual. The noise emission levels for construction equipment 
planned to be on-site are provided in the Link US Noise and Vibration Study (Appendix H of this EIR). 
Construction equipment used in the analysis included trucks, loaders, rollers, mobile cranes, ballast 
tampers, generators, and other items. The range in noise levels typically generated by the equipment 
assumed for the analysis ranges from 74 dBA Leq (e.g., water trucks) to 101 dBA Leq (e.g., impact pile 
driver) at a distance of 50 feet. 

Construction Vibration 

To assess potential vibration impacts from construction, this vibration analysis used the methodology 
contained in Section 7.2 of the FTA manual and Chapter 10.2 of the FRA manual, which are identical to 
one another (Appendix H of this EIR). The potential for damage to structures from project-related 
construction vibration was analyzed for the sensitive receivers discussed above. Vibration source levels 
for a variety of typical construction equipment types are outlined in Table 7-4 of the FTA manual 
(reproduced here as Table 3.6-3) in terms of PPV in inches-per-second at a reference distance of 25 feet 
from the source and root-mean-square velocity in decibels (VdB) at 25 feet (Appendix H of this EIR). For 
this analysis, the source of typical vibration levels for an impact pile driver (0.644 inch-per-second PPV) 
and vibratory roller (0.210 inch-per-second PPV) was utilized.  
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Table 3.6-3. Typical Construction Equipment Vibration Levels 

Equipment/Source 
PPV at 25 Feet 

(inches/second) 
Approximate LVa* 

at 25 Feet 

Pile Driver (Impact) 
Upper range 1.518 112 

Typical 0.644 104 

Pile Driver (Vibratory) 
Upper range 0.734 105 

Typical 0.170 93 

Clam Shovel Drop (Slurry Wall) — 0.202 94 

Hydromill (Slurry Wall) 
In soil 0.008 66 

In rock 0.017 75 

Vibratory Roller — 0.210 94 

Hoe Ram — 0.089 87 

Large Bulldozer — 0.089 87 

Caisson Drilling — 0.089 87 

Loaded Trucks — 0.076 86 

Jackhammer — 0.035 79 

Small Bulldozer — 0.003 58 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a*  RMS VdB reference 1 microinch per second 

Lv=vibration velocity level; RMS=root-mean square; PPV=peak particle velocity; VdB=velocity in decibels 

Construction vibration is assessed based on the potential for damage and the likelihood of annoyance. 
FTA and FRA indicate engineered concrete and masonry structures have a damage criteria of 0.3 PPV 
(inches-per-second). To assess the potential for construction vibration annoyance, the same vibration 
thresholds as those identified in Table 3.6-4 for operational vibration are applied. 
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Operational Noise 

Rail Noise 

The project requires a detailed noise assessment. The noise modeling effort, associated with the detailed 
noise assessment, accounted for the construction fleet and the duration to construct the proposed 
project as well as the number of train movements anticipated to pass through LAUS during daytime and 
nighttime hours of operation. The following assumptions were made as part of the detailed noise 
assessment: 

• The typical train speed along the alignment(s), through the project study area north of the station 
and for trains running before connecting to the main line tracks, would be limited to 20 to 
25 miles per hour. For this analysis, 25 miles per hour was used.  

• Train speeds at LAUS would be 15 miles per hour and are assumed to increase up to 30 miles 
per hour after trains exit LAUS terminal tracks. 

• Future train movements and consists (e.g., the number of locomotives and cars per train 
movement anticipated to pass through LAUS) are based off those provided in the Link US Rail 
Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR). 

• There are two private at-grade rail crossings southwest of the “wye,” where trains enter and exit 
LAUS in the throat segment near William Mead Homes. Operationally, the use of horns for trains 
entering and exiting the station is restricted unless workers are present on the ground or if the 
locomotive engineer judges a situation to be a safety issue. The two private at-grade rail crossings 
are at a location that triggers safety issues, because they are located along a blind curve. In 
2018, Metro conducted a train horn use study (independent of this report) to identify the 
percentage of trains using a horn at these crossings (Appendix H of this EIR). The general 
approach of this study included 1 day of train traffic monitoring near the at-grade crossings to 
identify when a train horn was used. At the time of hearing a train horn, a basic noise 
measurement of the horn level was conducted using a cell phone. This study identified that 
44 percent of trains sound their horns at the two private at-grade rail crossings. Consistent with 
the data obtained by Metro, for the purposes of this report, noise modeling assumes that 
44 percent of trains utilizing tracks that intersect these two private at-grade crossings would 
continue to use horns as they approach the blind turn in the future.  

• At the Main Street public at-grade rail crossing, the same train horn study referenced above 
identified that 100 percent of trains sound their horn at this crossing. Therefore, consistent with 
the data obtained by Metro, the noise modeling assumes that 100 percent of trains use horns at 
the Main Street crossing. Upon implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles, the 
improvements may help to reduce noise at William Mead Homes in the future. It is currently 
unknown when a quiet zone at this location would be approved by the CPUC; therefore, reduced 
noise levels resulting from implementation of a quiet zone at this location are only considered as 
part of the cumulative noise impact evaluation. 
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• Future noise exposure would be the combination of the existing noise exposure and the 
additional noise exposure caused by the proposed rail project. Train movement volumes are 
projected to increase in the future, as identified in the Link US Rail Planning Technical 
Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR), and these increases are defined as project-related 
operational noise sources where there are existing tracks in operation. These train movements 
are incorporated into the noise modeling conducted for 2026, 2031, and 2040. 

• Where there are no tracks currently in operation, such as areas just south of LAUS, the train 
movements for 2026, 2031, and 2040 are treated as a new noise source. 

• In 2026, as part of the proposed project, the following assumptions were incorporated into the 
noise modeling: 

o Some Metrolink trains that provide service to/from south of LAUS would use the new 
run-through tracks to access the station. 

o Amtrak Pacific Surfliner trains operating to and from the south would use the run-through 
tracks as well, subject to schedule coordination with Metrolink trains using the same tracks. 
This would reduce the total number of trains operating in the throat area. 

o Amtrak long distance trains would continue to access LAUS from the north as they currently 
do. 

• In 2031, as part of the proposed project, the following assumptions were incorporated into the 
noise modeling:  

o Amtrak Pacific Surfliner trains departing to or arriving from locations south of LAUS would 
use the run-through-tracks. 

o Because access to the Amtrak Los Angeles Maintenance Facility cannot be accomplished via 
the new run-through tracks, it is assumed that all Amtrak long-distance trains and 60 of the 
daily Amtrak Surfliner trains (approximately two-thirds of all trains) would access the Amtrak 
Los Angeles Maintenance Facility as they currently do from the north through the throat 
segment and then follow tracks south along the west side of the Los Angeles River. 

• In 2040, as part of the proposed project, the following assumptions were incorporated into the 
noise modeling: 

o The majority of the Metrolink trains accessing LAUS from the north would need to utilize the 
tracks on the east bank of the Los Angeles River to accommodate HSR service anticipated to 
be in operation. From there, the trains would cross using the northernmost bridge to access 
the throat.  

o Because access to the Amtrak Los Angeles Maintenance Facility cannot be accomplished via 
the new run-through tracks, it is assumed that all Amtrak long-distance trains and 60 of the 
daily Amtrak Pacific Surfliner trains would access the Amtrak Los Angeles Maintenance 
Facility as they currently do from LAUS north through the throat and then utilizing tracks 
south along the west bank of the Los Angeles River.  
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o North of LAUS, Amtrak Pacific Surfliner trains would continue to use the tracks on the west 
bank of the Los Angeles River. 

o Metrolink and Amtrak trains are assumed to be operating using diesel fuel and for safety 
purposes, would continue to use horns at private crossings in the throat segment. 

• Because actual train schedules have not been prepared by the rail operators for the years of 
analysis (2026, 2031, and 2040), it is not possible at this time to calculate a peak daytime noise 
level for “daytime use only” noise-sensitive land uses, such as parks; therefore, the daytime Leq is 
used to assess “daytime use only” impacts on noise-sensitive land uses.  

A summary of the fundamental equations used for this analysis and the input and output of the rail noise 
analysis is contained in Appendix H of this EIR. Noise metrics used in this report include the following: 

• Leq – Conventionally expressed in dBA, the Leq is the energy-averaged, A-weighted sound level 
over a specified time period. It is defined as the steady, continuous sound level over a specified 
time, which has the same acoustic energy as the actual varying sound levels over the specified 
period.  

• Lmax – The maximum A-weighted sound level as determined during a specified measurement 
period. It can also be described as the maximum instantaneous sound pressure level generated 
by a piece of equipment or during a construction activity. 

• Ldn – The Ldn is the average hourly A-weighted Leq for a 24-hour period with a 10 dB penalty added 
to sound levels occurring during the nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) to account for 
individuals’ increased sensitivity to noise levels during nighttime hours. 

• CNEL (community noise equivalent level) – CNEL is another average A-weighted Leq sound level 
measured over a 24-hour period; however, this noise scale is adjusted to account for some 
individuals’ increased sensitivity to noise levels during the evening and nighttime hours. A CNEL 
noise measurement is obtained after adding 5 dB to sound levels occurring during evening hours 
(7:00 PM to 10:00 PM) and 10 dB to noise levels occurring during nighttime hours (10:00 PM to 
7:00 AM). 
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Three-Dimensional Predictive Model 

Operational sound levels can be assessed using the FTA/FRA spreadsheet models; however, efficiencies 
can be gained by implementing “off-the-shelf” acoustic modeling software that implements the 
calculation methods of the FTA/FRA spreadsheets. Additionally, analysis of complex rail operations, such 
as loop tracks, are not easily accomplished via the spreadsheet models. Therefore, for this assessment, 
three-dimensional off-the-shelf predictive models, such as SoundPLAN software, were used to calculate 
rail noise levels implementing the FTA/FRA methods for regional/intercity rail, light-rail transit, and HSR 
trains. These modeling programs conform to the FTA/FRA standard for rail noise sources. The 
SoundPLAN model includes an array of data inputs such as sound sources, topography, buildings, and 
ground characteristics, such as paved areas and vegetated areas. The following steps were taken to 
implement the FTA/FRA standard for rail noise sources in SoundPLAN:  

A. FTA/FRA spreadsheets were used to identify some source terms (i.e., noise levels) for each train 
set that would operate on a given rail line at 50 feet. 

B. Each train configuration (i.e., Metrolink, Amtrak Pacific Surfliner, Amtrak long distance, and HSR) 
and the number of train movements on a given track location were entered into SoundPLAN. The 
resultant level was compared against the items developed in Step A to ensure consistency.  

C. Each source term was applied to specific rail lines based on estimates of train movements for 
2026, 2031, and 2040 as outlined in the Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum 
(Appendix B of this EIR), which included a mix of Metrolink regional rail trains, Amtrak Pacific 
Surfliner and long distance trains, and HSR trains. The years 2026 and 2031 correspond to the 
two major phases of project implementation (interim condition and full build-out condition). The 
year 2040 corresponds to horizon years and corresponding service goals and objectives of 
multiple statewide plans and mandates. 

D. The proposed project scenarios were modeled utilizing the proposed track alignment and 
configuration, and estimated train movements for each independent rail operator (Metrolink, 
Amtrak, and CHSRA). 

E. Idling train noise was calculated via point sources in the SoundPLAN model, and the source 
terms were generated using FTA’s methods (Appendix H of this EIR). Attenuation impacts of the 
point sources were calculated by implementing the International Organization for 

Standardization’s standard 9613-2 Acoustics − Attenuation of Sound during Propagation Outdoors 
(Appendix H of this EIR). 

F. Modeling included terrain contours to capture terrain changes, including those associated with 
the elevated rail yard. 

G. Buildings were modeled as three-dimensional shapes to capture attenuation impacts. 

H. Although there are small patches of grass and dirt in the project study area, the noise predictions 
conservatively assume a uniformly hard and acoustically reflective surface like that of a paved 
area. 
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Project-related operational noise levels were calculated for the 2026, 2031, and 2040 conditions. The 
noise levels were compared with the relevant noise impact criteria identified in Appendix H of this EIR. 
Noise levels associated with special trackwork, such as crossovers, were also included in this assessment 
for sensitive receptors located within 200 feet of special trackworkthe proposed project. Although the 
CHSRA Environmental Methodology Guidelines require excluding these potential sound and vibration 
sources (Appendix H of this EIR), because regional/intercity rail trains are evaluated, these sources are 
considered in this assessment.  

Wheel/Rail Noise 

Wheel squeal is the noise produced by wheel-rail interaction, particularly on a curve where the radius of 
curvature is smaller than allowed by the separation of the axles in a wheel set. Wheel squeal has not been 
included in the noise projections because wheel squeal is highly variable, which makes accurate 
projections difficult. FTA and FRA manuals indicate that standard, steel wheel on steel rail systems tend 
to initiate curve squeal at curves with radii less than 100 times the truck wheelbase (Appendix H of this 
EIR).  

For the trains in the project study area, assuming a truck wheelbase of 9 feet, wheel squeal would initiate 
on curves with a radius of 900 feet or less. North of LAUS, the planned track curvature has a radius of 
less than 900 feet, which is similar to the existing curves in this area. Measurements in this area were 
used to identify existing occurrences of wheel squeal at nearby noise-sensitive land uses, such as William 
Mead Homes. South of LAUS, the proposed curvature would also have radii of less than 900 feet; 
however, no noise-sensitive receptors occur within the screening distance. 

Traffic Noise 

Based on the project’s low trip generation and the existing background traffic counts, no modeling of 
vehicular traffic noise was undertaken as part of this analysis (Link US Traffic Impact Study, Appendix D of 
this EIR).  

Operational Vibration 

FTA and FRA procedures for a general operational vibration assessment (as outlined in Section 6 of the 
FTA manual and Chapter 8 of the FRA manual) were used for this analysis (Appendix H of this EIR). The 
FTA/FRA assessment procedure requires the following data: 

• Number of daily vibration events – The number of daily events was classified as frequent because 
there would be over 70 vibration events of the same kind per day.  

• Receiver land use designation (categories specified above) – Category 2 (for the residences) or 
Category 3 (parks, schools, and daycare) land use designations were used for all of the receivers 
analyzed. 
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• Vibration source levels – The source levels were derived from Figure 6-4 of the FTA manual using 
the curve for “locomotive-powered passenger or freight” and Table 8-1 of the FRA manual 
(Appendix H of this EIR).  

• Distance from source to receiver (building) footprints – The distance between the source 
(i.e., rail centerline) and the receiver was measured using geographic information system.  

• Train speed, suspension, wheel condition (worn or flat-spots), and track condition – Train speed 
estimates would range from 20 to 25 miles per hour. Because the train types are 
regional/intercity rail and HSR, the train’s wheels were assumed to be in good condition (i.e., no 
flat spots). 

• Number of floors above grade to the receiver – The upper floors of the Mozaic Apartments and 
William Mead Homes were considered relative to the project-related source of potential noise 
and vibration.  

• Soil characteristics of ground between the vibration source and receiver – Soil propagation 
characteristics were assumed to be normal (rather than efficient) based on the State Soil 
Geographic database for California (Appendix H of this EIR). Typical vibration-sensitive structures 
were assumed to be large masonry buildings based on field observations. 

• Receiver construction/foundation type and description, including whether it is fragile or 
extremely fragile – Using the generalized ground surface vibration curve, the PPV velocity level 
data at the receiver distance of interest was adjusted based on the factors affecting the source, 
factors affecting the vibration path, and factors affecting the receiver, as specified in the FTA 
manual (Appendix H of this EIR). Structure types and associated adjustments were also obtained 
from the FTA manual (Appendix H of this EIR).  

The FTA manual provides guidelines to assess human response to different levels of groundborne noise 
and vibration (Table 3.6-4). The project study area does not have any Category 1 land uses within the 
screening distance. The majority of vibration-sensitive land uses in the project study area are 
Category 2 land uses. The term “frequent events” is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day, 
while the term “infrequent events” is defined as less than 70 vibration events per day. 

Groundborne noise is normally not a consideration when trains are at-grade (i.e., not underground). In 
these situations, the airborne noise is the major consideration. Groundborne noise generally becomes an 
important consideration for subways or other projects in which part of the alignment includes a tunnel. 

FTA and FRA construction-related vibration guidelines call for investigation of the potential for 
vibration-induced damage to fragile or extremely fragile buildings (Appendix H of this EIR). Damage to a 
building is possible (but not necessarily probable) if ground vibration levels exceed the following criteria: 

• Exceeds 0.20-inch-per-second PPV (approximately 100 VdB) for fragile buildings. 

• Exceeds 0.12-inch-per-second PPV (approximately 95 VdB) for extremely fragile buildings.  
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No fragile or extremely fragile buildings are located within the screening distance to the project study 
area. Table 3.6-4 presents the groundborne vibration and noise impact criteria.  

Table 3.6-4. Groundborne Vibration and Noise Impact Criteria 

Land Use Category 

Groundborne Vibration Impact Levels 
(VdB re 1 micro inch/second) 

Groundborne Noise Impact Levels 
(dB re 20 micro Pascals) 

Frequent 
Eventsa 

Occasional 
Eventsb 

Infrequent 
Eventsc 

Frequent 
Eventsa 

Occasional 
Eventsb 

Infrequent 
Eventsc 

Category 1: Buildings where 
vibration would interfere with 
interior operations. 

65 VdBc 65 VdBc 65 VdBc NAd NAd NAd 

Category 2: Residences and 
buildings where people normally 
sleep. 

72 VdB 75 VdB 80 VdB 35 dBA 38 dBA 43 dBA 

Category 3: Institutional land 
uses with primarily daytime use. 

75 VdB 78 VdB 83 VdB 40 dBA 43 dBA 48 dBA 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a  The term frequent events is defined as more than 70 vibration events per day. 
b  The term occasional events is defined as between 30 and 70 vibration events of the same source per day. 
c  The term infrequent events is defined as fewer than 70 vibration events per day. 

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

dB=decibel; dBA=A-weighted decibel; NA=not applicable; VdB=velocity in decibels 

The potential for damage to adjacent architectural resources from project-related operational vibration 
was investigated, in addition to the modeled noise- and vibration-sensitive receivers discussed above. 
Following FTA methodology, the potential for vibration damage and annoyance was assessed at sensitive 
land use within the screening distance. 

 Existing Conditions 

Project Study Area and Noise- /Vibration-Sensitive Sites  

The following discussion provides a description of the noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses where 
sensitive receptors in the project study area (Category 2 and 3 land uses) occur. The receptor locations 
are used for predictions and represent a cluster of sensitive receptors, which is consistent with FTA/FRA 
guidance and regulations. The noise analysis area includes those noise-sensitive areas within the 
screening distance, or 750 feet of from the proposed alignment, where no buildings are present, and 
375 feet for areas where intervening buildings are present. Because vibration attenuates more quickly with 
distance, the vibration analysis is substantially smaller; therefore, it includes only those vibration- 
sensitive land uses and structures within 100 feet of the alignment.  

3.6.4 
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Figure 3.6-4 identifies the noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses where sensitive receptors in the project 
study area (Category 2 and 3 land uses) occur, and community noise and vibration measurement 
locations for modeled receivers. The receptor locations are used for predictions and represent a cluster of 
sensitive receptors, which is consistent with FTA/FRA guidance and regulations. Noise- and 
vibration-sensitive land uses include William Mead Homes, Metro Senior Housing, Mozaic Apartments, 
One Santa Fe Apartments, a daycare/elementary school at William Mead Homes (Ann Street 
Elementary), a preschool/daycare at La Petite Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters), and a park (i.e., athletic 
fields at the William Mead Homes). Two jails are also located within the analysis area; however, there are 
no outdoor uses at these jails. For this reason, the jails were evaluated for indoor noise exposure from the 
proposed project (i.e., sleep disturbance). 

Existing Noise Environment 

Metro completed a community baseline sound survey to identify existing noise exposure at 
noise-sensitive receptors located near the project as well as at existing platforms and the existing 
concourse. Table 3.6-5 provides the measured community noise levels for existing conditions (2016).  

Table 3.6-5. Measured Noise Levels for the Existing Condition 

Site ID Location 

Noise Levels (dBA) 

Ldn Leq (day) Leq (night) 

ML1a William Mead Homes 69 66 62 

ML1b Athletic Fields at William Mead Homes 69 66 61 

ML2 Twin Towers Correctional Facility (Terminal Tower) 73 71 66 

ML3 
Mozaic Apartments (Amtrak Baggage Handling 
Building) 

67 64 60 

ML4 
One Santa Fe Apartments and Studios (Emergency 
Security Operations Center) 

71 64 64 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  
dBA=A-weighted decibel; ID=identification; Ldn=day-night average noise level; Leq=equivalent noise level; Lmax=maximum sound level; 
ML=monitoring location  
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Figure 3.6-4. Noise-/Vibration-Sensitive Land Uses, Community Noise and Vibration Measurement Locations, and Sensitive Receptor Clusters 

 

LEGEND 

FTA Screening Distance 

... 
C: 

375 ft with Intervening Buildings 

750 ft for Unobstructed Areas 

1-)~ 

0 Noise and Vibration Monitoring Location 

0 Noise Monitoring Location 

FTA Land Use Category 2 (Residential/land uses and buildings where people normally sleep) 

FTA Land Use Category 3 (Institutional/land uses and buildings with primarily daytime and evening use) C 
0 Feet 500 

G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-22 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 
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ML1 – William Mead Homes. William Mead Homes is located in Segment 1 of the project study area, 
which is in close proximity to the lead tracks in the throat segment. Two locations were selected to 
monitor noise levels, one on a building rooftop located approximately 112 feet from the tracks (ML1a) 
and one in the facility athletic fields (ML1b) (Figure 3.6-4). These two locations were selected due to 
security concerns identified by management personnel of the William Mead Homes when approached 
about selecting ground level locations. Ground locations near Building 16 of the William Mead Homes 
would not be suitable due to the high likelihood of equipment tampering or theft. At the athletic fields, 
the location selected was adjacent to the park and within a fenced area that is secured, which was agreed 
to with the management of William Mead Homes since other locations at the athletic fields were 
identified as having a high likelihood of equipment tampering or theft. The noise meters at ML1a and 
ML1b were set up January 24, 2017, with the measurements lasting 24-hours. An additional location was 
selected for the vibration measurements in front of the nearest structure to the railroad ROW. Additional 
details are provided in Appendix H of this EIR. Figure 3.6-5 and Figure 3.6-6 are time history charts of the 
monitored 1-hour Leq levels. 

Figure 3.6-5. Monitoring Location 1a – Hourly Equivalent Noise Level Time History  

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 
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Figure 3.6-6. Monitoring Location 1b – Hourly Equivalent Noise Level Time History  

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 
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ML2 – Twin Towers Correctional Facility. Permission was not granted for the correctional facility, so a 
suitable, alternate location was determined to be the terminal tower, approximately 366 feet from the 
original location (Figure 3.6-4). The terminal tower location was closer in proximity to the railroad tracks, 
approximately 43 feet. A noise meter was set up January 25, 2017, with the measurements lasting 
24 hours. Figure 3.6-7 provides the time-history chart of the measured hourly Leq. 

Figure 3.6-7. Monitoring Location 2 – Hourly Equivalent Noise Level Time History  

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

  

90 -.----------------------------------------------------

Morning Rush Hour 

85 +---------------------------------------1--------------r-

Evening Rush Hour 
80 +-----------------,,-------------------------------,1--r----r------+-

so -+--------------------------------------------------

45 -+--------------------------------------------1 --1-Minute Leq 

- Hourlyleq 

-- Ldn 

40 -==========~~~============~~=============~~======~ 

~############################# 
~~~~~~$~~#~~~~~~¢~~~00~~~~~~$~ 

Date (Time) 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-26 

ML3 – Mozaic Apartments. Noise monitoring to capture exiting ambient conditions, including sounds 
from the railyard, were conducted adjacent to the Mozaic Apartments on the rooftop of the Amtrak 
Baggage Handling building (Figure 3.6-4). This location is representative of existing noise levels at the 
Mozaic Apartment Building, located approximately 50 feet from the nearest Gold Line tracks. The noise 
monitor was set up on January 24, 2017 at 1:37 PM on the northeast corner of the rooftop of the 
building. Winds were calm during the measurement effort. The sound level meter was field calibrated and 
secured for 24 hours on a tripod that was kept on the rooftop with sandbags. Observed noises at this 
location included street traffic, idling trains, moving trains, and the public address system at LAUS. 
Figure 3.6-8 is a time-history chart of the measured hourly Leq. Because of equipment limitations at this 
location, 1-minute Leq intervals could not be collected and are not included on Figure 3.6-8.  

Figure 3.6-8. Monitoring Location 3 – Hourly Equivalent Noise Level Time History 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR  
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ML4 – One Santa Fe Apartments and Studios. Permission to enter the apartments was not granted, so 
the Metro Emergency Security Operations Center was determined to be a suitable location (Figure 3.6-4). 
This location is roughly the same distance from the existing railroad tracks as the One Santa Fe 
Apartment complex and in a similar acoustical environment (i.e., urban, exposed to roadway and railroad 
traffic, etc.). Noise monitoring started on January 25, 2017 and lasted 24 hours. Figure 3.6-9 provides a 
time-history chart of the ML4 measurement data. 

Figure 3.6-9. Monitoring Location 4 – Hourly Equivalent Noise Level Time History 

  

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

  

90 

85 

80 

75 
E ening Rush Hour Mo Ing Rush Hour 

70 

~ 65 
"Cl 

60 

55 

50 

45 
-- 1-Minute Leq 

- Hourlyleq 

-- Ldn 

40 

#################~~~#~~~##~~##~ 
~~~~~~~$~~~~~~~~~~~~0~~~~0~~~~~ 

Date (Time) 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-28 

Existing Vibration Levels 

Existing vibration levels were monitored at ML1a and ML3 to identify community existing vibration levels 
associated with rail operations as well as background, non-rail vibration levels. The highest measured 
vibration levels from rail operations for ML1a and ML3 are provided in Table 3.6-6. The measurement 
position at ML1a was located approximately 30 feet from Building 16 at William Mead Homes. At 
ML3, the monitoring position was conducted at ground level; whereas the first floor units of Mozaic 
Apartments are above grade.  

Table 3.6-6. Existing Rail Operation Vibration Levels 

Site ID Location 
Vibration Levels 

(Lmax VdB) 

ML1a William Mead Homes 69 

ML3 Mozaic Apartments 84 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  
ML=monitoring location; Lmax=maximum sound level; VdB=velocity in decibels; ML1a adjusted to be representative of the building location. 

ML1a – William Mead Homes. Rail vibration events were measured, which included Metrolink and 
Amtrak trains. Vibration levels during train events were variable with the highest monitored VdB 1-Second 
Lmax provided in Table 3.6-6. Because the vibration sensor was located approximately 30-feet from the 
building in the direction of the train tracks, existing vibration levels would be lower at the building itself. 
Figure 3.6-10 provides a 1-second time history chart of the monitored VdB with train events identified.  

ML3 – Mozaic Apartments. The monitoring unit was firmly affixed to the sidewalk with adhesive at a 
distance representative of the corner of the nearest point of the Mozaic Apartment complex to the LAUS 
platforms. Rail vibration events were measured which included the Gold Line, Metrolink and Amtrak 
trains which were operating on several different tracks accessing various platforms. Vibration levels 
during train events were variable with the highest monitored VdB 1-second provided in 
Table 3.6-6. Figure 3.6-11 provides a 1-second time history chart of the monitored VdB with train events 
identified. Existing vibration levels at this location currently exceed the FTA/FRA threshold for 
Category 2 land uses. 
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E. Exposure of persons residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels for a project 
located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 
2 miles of a public airport or public use airport 

F. Exposure of persons residing or working in the project area to excessive noise levels for a project 
within the vicinity of a private airstrip 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis  

The following criteria were determined to result in no impact or are otherwise inapplicable to the actions 
associated with the project.  

E. Public Airport or Public Use Airport – The project study area is not located within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport. No new heliports or airport facilities are proposed as part of 
the project. Based on these considerations, no further discussion related to airport compatibility 
issues is required. No impact would occur. 

F. Private Airstrip – No new heliports or airport facilities are proposed as part of the project, and no 
private airstrips are located in the project study area. Based on these considerations, no further 
discussion related to airport compatibility issues is required. No impact would occur. 

Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

2026 Condition 

In the 2026 condition, regional/intercity rail service would operate at increased levels of service, as 
described in the Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR). In the 
2026 condition, new lead tracks would not be constructed near William Mead Homes in the throat 
segment (Segment 1). In the concourse segment (Segment 2), Tracks 1 and 2 would be utilized by 
Metro’s Gold Line, and the remaining tracks (Tracks 3 through 14) would be used by regional/intercity 
trains. In the run-through segment (Segment 3), construction of two new run-through tracks would result 
in a new source of project-related noise for land uses nearby. 

As shown in Table 3.6-7, noise levels in the 2026 condition would range from 45 to 67 dBA Ldn at 
Category 2 land uses (i.e., places where people sleep), and 5743 to 67 dBA Leq at Category 3 land uses 
(i.e., a daycare La Petite Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters), Ann Street Elementary School, and the 
park/athletic field near William Mead Homes). In 2026, moderate impacts would occur at 24 multifamily 

THRESHOLDS 
3.6-A AND 

3.6-C 

A.  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project. 

C.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of 
other agencies. 
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residences (all at William Mead Homes). No moderate or severe impacts would occur at the Mozaic 
Apartments, Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility, Metro 
Senior Housing, One Santa Fe Apartments, or the daycaresLa Petite Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters), 
Ann Street Elementary School, and or the park/athletic field near William Mead Homes. 

Based on the results in Table 3.6-7, impacts are considered less than significant. The FRA and FTA 
manuals include provisions for consideration of mitigation for moderate impacts. Although 
implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6.6) is not required for the proposed 
project in the 2026 condition because impacts are considered less than significant, Metro may construct 
the sound wall in accordance with Mitigation Measure NV-1 earlier than 2031 to reduce 
construction-related noise impacts and/or moderate operational noise impacts from increased train 
movements that may occur as early as 2026. 

Figure 3.6-12 depicts the noise contours associated with the moderate impact areas at William Mead 
Homes for the proposed project in the 2026 condition.  
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Table 3.6-7. Operational Noise Levels (2026) 

Noise-sensitive Area Description Land Use Category Number of Uses 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

(dBA) 

Proposed Project 

Range of 
Sound Levels 

(dBA)) 
Number of 

Severe Impacts 
Number of 

Moderate Impacts 

William Mead Homes 2 415 69 50-69 0 24 

3 2 66 57-67 0 0 

Metro Senior Housing 2 123 60 50 0 0 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail 2 4,000a 73 54 0 0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility 2 9,500a 73 54 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments East Building 2 176 67 48-62 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments West Building 2 96 67 45-51 0 0 

La Petite Academy (First 5 LA 
Headquarters) 

3 1 64 43 0 0 

One Santa Fe Apartments/Studios 2 438 71 45-61 0 0 

Project Total 2 14,748a 60−73 45-67 0 24 

3 23 64-66 5743-67 0 0 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  

a Approximately 4,000 inmates are housed at the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail, and 9,500 inmates are housed at the Twin Towers Correctional Facilities. Neither correctional facility 

provides outdoor use areas for prisoners; therefore, only interior noise levels are of concern. The prisons are built out of concrete, and have thick windows to keep prisoners inside; therefore, 
interior sound levels are estimated to be at least 20 dBA lower than those calculated at the exterior of each facility. 

dBA=A-weighted decibel; Ldn=day-night average sound level; Leq=equivalent noise level 
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Figure 3.6-12. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Proposed Project (2026 Condition) 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 
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2031 Condition 

In the 2031 condition, regional/intercity rail service would operate at increased levels, as described in the 
Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR). In the throat segment, the 
proposed project includes one new lead track that would be constructed within the railroad ROW in 
closer proximity to William Mead Homes (Building 16). In the concourse segment (Segment 2), 
Tracks 1 and 2 would be utilized by Metro’s Gold Line, and the remaining tracks (Tracks 3 through 14) 
would be used by regional/intercity trains. In the run-through segment (Segment 3), construction of the 
new run-through tracks would result in increased project-related noise levels for land uses nearby.  

As shown in Table 3.6-8, noise levels in the 2031 condition for the proposed project would range from 
47 to 75 dBA Ldn at Category 2 land uses (i.e., places where people sleep), and 6348 to 73 dBA Leq at 
Category 3 land uses (i.e., a daycare Ann Street Elementary School, La Petite Academy, and the 
park/athletic field near William Mead Homes) (Table 3.6-8).  

Also shown in Table 3.6-8, in the 2031 condition, the proposed project would result in moderate impacts 
on 73 multifamily residences (40 William Mead Homes units and 33 Mozaic Apartment units) and severe 
impacts on 40 multifamily residences (all William Mead Homes units) and one park/athletic field near 
William Mead Homes.  

• For William Mead Homes, severe operational noise impacts in the 2031 condition is considered 
a significant impact. Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6.6) is proposed to reduce 
operational noise impacts for the proposed project to a level less than significant.  

• For the Mozaic Apartments, although exterior noise levels at the Mozaic Apartments would result 
in moderate noise impact at 33 units, specifically at the balconies of the units located closest to 
LAUS, mitigation measures are not proposed for consideration because exterior areas (balconies) 
of the Mozaic Apartments are already exposed to relatively high existing noise levels from transit 
and railroad operations located at LAUS. Right of entry was not granted by the owner of the 
Mozaic Apartments, both interior and exterior, to document existing noise exposure from LAUS. 
The Mozaic Apartments were constructed in 2005 and, as part of the planning process, the 
developer was required to design the building in accordance with City of Los Angeles Municipal 
Code, Section 91.1207.14.2 since they are located in close proximity to railroad tracks. The City’s 
code requires that new buildings located in close proximity to train tracks be constructed in such 
a manner to ensure interior sound levels are 45 dBA Ldn or lower. With or without 
implementation of the proposed project, interior sound levels are assumed to be 45 dBA Ldn or 
lower, because noise attenuation measures in the form of thick pane windows and concrete 
structures (as opposed to other noise absorbing materials) are already in place, as required by 
the City of Los Angeles. Furthermore, as with the existing train movements at LAUS, with the 
proposed project, most of (e.g., over 80 percent) the train movements would occur during 
daytime hours, during the peak-period, rather than during nighttime hours when rail activity 
could result in greater sleep disturbance. For these reasons, impacts are considered less than 
significant.  
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• The Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility are located 
within the project study area. These two jails do not have outdoor uses and are not predicted to 
be subjected to noise levels that exceed severe or moderate noise limits. Additionally, these two 
facilities are comprised of buildings made with concrete with thick windows. Project interior noise 
levels are estimated to be at least 20 dB lower than those experienced at the exterior of these 
structures consistent with U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Federal Highway 
Administration guidance for interior sound level attenuation which would be similar for railroad 
noise sources (Appendix H of this EIR). Interior noise levels would be below 45 dBA Ldn, which is 
a level that the U.S. EPA has identified as a level that does not interfere with interior activities 
(e.g., speech and sleeping) and has a low potential for annoyance (Appendix H of this EIR). For 
the reasons above, impacts are considered less than significant. 

• For the Metro Senior Housing, Ann Street Elementary School, La Petite Academy, and One Santa 
Fe Apartments, no moderate or severe impacts were identified, and impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Figure 3.6-13 depicts the noise contours associated with moderate and severe impact areas at William 
Mead Homes for the proposed project in the 2031 condition. 
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Table 3.6-8. Operational Noise Levels (2031) 

Noise-sensitive Area Description 
Land Use 
Category 

Number of 
Uses 

Existing Noise 
Exposure(dBA) 

Proposed Project 

Range of Sound Levels 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Severe 

Impacts 

Number of 
Moderate 
Impacts 

William Mead Homes 
2 415 69 59-75 40 40 

3 2 66 63-73 1 0 

Metro Senior Housing 2 123 60 59 0 0 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central 
Jail 

2 4,000a 73 62 0 0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility 2 9,500a 73 58 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments East Building 2 176 67 53-66 0 33 

Mozaic Apartments West Building 2 96 67 50-55 0 0 

La Petite Academy (First 5 LA 
Headquarters) 

3 1 64 48 0 0 

One Santa Fe Apartments/Studios 2 438 71 47-63 0 0 

Project Total 
2 14,748a 60-73 47-75 40 73 

3 23 66 6348-73 1 0 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a  Approximately 4,000 inmates are housed at the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and 9,500 inmates are housed at the Twin Towers Correctional Facilities. Neither correctional facility 

provides outdoor use areas for prisoners; therefore, only interior noise levels are of concern. The prisons are built out of concrete and have thick windows to keep prisoners inside; therefore, exterior 
sound levels would be 20 dBA lower than those calculated at the exterior of each facility. 

dBA=A-weighted Decibel; Ldn=day-night average sound level; Leq=equivalent noise level; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-40 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-41 

Figure 3.6-13. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Proposed Project (2031 Condition) 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR   
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2040 Condition 

In the 2040 condition, additional regional/intercity rail train movements through LAUS are anticipated to 
occur, and the planned HSR system would be in operation, as described in the Link US Rail Planning 
Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR). In the throat segment (Segment 1), quieter, electrified 
HSR trains would share the two western lead tracks while regional/intercity rail trains would operate on 
the remaining eastern four lead tracks. In the concourse segment (Segment 2), Tracks 1 and 2 would be 
utilized by Metro’s Gold Line, and Tracks 3 through 6 would be used by CHSRA for the planned HSR 
system, while the remaining tracks would be used by regional/intercity rail trains. In the run-through 
segment (Segment 3), a greater amount of regional/intercity trains, in addition to HSR trains, would 
operate on up to 10 eight run-through tracks, thereby resulting in higher project-related noise levels for 
noise-sensitive land uses nearby. 

As shown in Table 3.6-9, noise levels in the 2040 condition for the proposed project would range from 
47 to 75 dBA Ldn at Category 2 land uses (i.e., places where people sleep), and 4856 to 73 dBA Leq at 
Category 3 land uses (i.e., a daycareAnn Street Elementary, La Petite Academy, and the park/athletic 
facility near William Mead Homes). As shown in Table 3.6-9, in the 2040 condition, the proposed project 
would result in moderate impacts on 49 multifamily residential units (16 at William Mead Homes and 
33 at the Mozaic Apartments) and severe impacts on 30 multifamily residential units (24 at the William 
Mead Homes complex and 6 at the Mozaic Apartments) and one park/athletic field near William Mead 
Homes.  

• For William Mead Homes, severe operational noise impacts in the 2040 condition is considered 
a significant impact. Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6.6) is proposed to reduce 
operational noise impacts for the proposed project to a level less than significant.  

• For Mozaic Apartments, although noise attenuating measures are already in place, severe 
impacts would occur. For the same reasons as those described previously, interior noise levels at 
the Mozaic Apartments are assumed to be 45 dBA Ldn or lower. Additionally, most of (e.g., over 
80 percent) the train movements would occur during daytime hours, during the peak-period, 
rather than during nighttime hours when rail activity could result in greater sleep disturbance. 
Impacts are considered less than significant. 

• For the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility, interior 
noise levels at the facilities would be 45 dBA Ldn or lower for the same reasons described above. 
Impacts are considered less than significant. 

• For the Metro Senior Housing, Ann Street Elementary, La Petite Academy, and One Santa Fe 
Apartments, no moderate or severe impacts were identified. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Figure 3.6-14 depicts the noise contours associated with moderate and severe noise impact areas at 
William Mead Homes with implementation of the proposed project, in the 2040 condition. 
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Table 3.6-9. Operational Noise Levels (2040) 

Noise-sensitive Area Description 
Land Use 
Category 

Number of 
Uses 

Existing Noise 
Exposure(dBA) 

Proposed Project 

Range of Sound Levels 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Severe 

Impacts 

Number of 
Moderate 
Impacts 

William Mead Homes 
2 415 69 54-75 24 16 

3 2 66 56-73 1 0 

Metro Senior Housing 2 123 60 54 0 0 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central 
Jail 

2 4,000a 73 63 0 0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility 2 9,500a 73 59 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments East Building 2 176 67 52-68 6 33 

Mozaic Apartments West Building 2 96 67 49-58 0 0 

La Petite Academy (First 5 LA 
Headquarters) 

3 1 64 48 0 0 

One Santa Fe Apartments/Studios 2 438 71 47-63 0 0 

Project Total 
2 14,748a 60-73 47-75 30 49 

3 23 66 56-73 1 0 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a  Approximately 4,000 inmates are housed at the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and 9,500 inmates are housed at the Twin Towers Correctional Facilities. Neither correctional facility 

provides outdoor use areas for prisoners; therefore only interior noise levels are of concern. The prisons are built out of concrete and have thick windows to keep prisoners inside; therefore, exterior 
sound levels are estimated to be 20 dBA lower than those calculated at the exterior of each facility. 

dBA=A-weighted Decibel; Ldn=day-night average sound level; Leq=equivalent noise level; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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Figure 3.6-14. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Proposed Project (2040 Condition) 

 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR  
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Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the proposed project could encourage residential and commercial infill development 
around LAUS that could indirectly result in the placement of new noise-sensitive land uses near project 
elements; however, it is unknown if and when such land use development would occur. Additionally, new 
development would be required to comply with City of Los Angeles Municipal Code, 
Section 91.1207.14.2. In this context, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary vibration from use of heavy equipment 
and machinery. Building demolition would also be required in limited circumstances along Commercial 
Street. The vibration levels from construction activities were estimated using the method described in 
Section 3.6.3, and the results are summarized in Table 3.6-10.  

Two pieces of construction equipment (pile driver and vibratory roller) were utilized in this assessment 
because those pieces of equipment have the highest construction vibration levels anticipated to be used 
during construction. Vibration from pile driving has the highest vibratory level but would only be used for 
limited durations and at select locations where piles are required to be driven. The vibratory roller is more 
likely to be used, especially in areas near noise-sensitive receivers. Table 3.6-10 indicates that within 
approximately 50 feet of a pile driving activity, there is potential for vibration-related structural damage. 
The vibratory roller is not predicted to damage structures because the vibratory roller would not be used 
within 25 feet of a sensitive structure, a distance that eliminates concern of structural damage. The 
source levels are estimates provided in the FTA guidance and are generally conservative; however, it is 
possible that ultimately whatever pile driver is used will have a somewhat different source level. 

  

THRESHOLD 
3.6-B 

Exposure of persons to, or generation of, excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels 
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Table 3.6-10. Groundborne Vibration and Groundborne Noise Levels (Construction) 

Equipment 

PPV at 
25 feet 
(inch/ 

second) 
VdB at 
25 feet 

50 feet 75 feet 100 feet 150 feet 200 feet 300 feet 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

PPV 
(inch/ 

second) VdB 

Impact Pile 
Driver 

0.644 104 0.228 95 0.124 90 0.081 86 0.044 80 0.028 77 0.015 72 

Vibratory 
Roller 

0.21 94 0.074 85 0.040 80 0.026 76 0.014 70 0.009 67 0.005 62 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
PPV=peak particle velocity; VdB=velocity in decibels 
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From an annoyance perspective, impact pile driving would be characterized as a frequent source of 
vibration, as there would be more than 70-pile strikes (i.e., events) per day. Mozaic Apartments are the 
nearest sensitive land uses and are within 300 feet from pile driving activities (if this construction 
technique is utilized). Additionally, use of the vibratory roller may occur near some sensitive land uses 
continuously over the course of several days and would be considered a frequent vibration source during 
construction. The vibratory roller would be used in closer proximity to sensitive areas, such as William 
Mead Homes (Category 2 land use). Per the FTA manual, the frequent impact threshold for 
Category 2 land uses is 72 VdB (Appendix H of this EIR).  

Vibration from construction of the proposed project could be considered an annoyance to residential land 
uses situated within approximately 300 feet of an impact pile driver and 140 feet of the vibratory roller; 
however, pile driving activities would be restricted from occurring within 50 feet of a sensitive land use 
and therefore impacts from a damage perspective would occur. Nevertheless, because construction 
would occur within 300 feet of an impact pile driver and 140 feet of the vibratory roller from sensitive land 
uses, a severe impact would occur related to William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments from an 
annoyance perspective. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure NV-2 (described in 
Section 3.6.6) is proposed to reduce actual construction-related vibration impacts, while Mitigation 
Measure NV-3 (described in Section 3.6.6) is proposed to reduce the annoyances caused by 
construction-related vibration impacts. Upon implementation of proposed mitigation, impacts would be 
reduced to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Vibration-sensitive land uses and structures near the proposed project would be limited to those 
Category 2 uses within 200 feet of the project alignment (i.e., the screening distance per FTA guidance). 
Category 2 uses within 200 feet of the alignment include the first row of buildings at William Mead 
Homes and a portion of the front row building at the Mozaic Apartment complex.  

2026 Condition 

In the 2026 condition, although additional train movements would occur, there would be no changes to 
train speeds or the track alignment near William Mead Homes and, consequently, there would be no 
changes to vibration levels. In Segment 2: Concourse Segment and Segment 3: Run-Through Segment of 
the project study area, the track alignment would change slightly to accommodate Platform 
4 modifications, a temporary run-through track ramp, and new run-through tracks crossing US-101. As a 
result, vibration levels would change slightly at the front row building of the Mozaic Apartment complex 
with regional/intercity rail trains operating at 10 miles per hour on Tracks 3 and 4. 

2031 Condition 

Category 2 uses within 200 feet of the proposed project include the first row of buildings at William Mead 
Homes and a portion of the front row building at the Mozaic Apartment complex. For the proposed 
project, regional/intercity rail trains would operate on new lead tracks within the existing railroad ROW, as 
close as 100 feet from the buildings within William Mead Homes, at speeds of up to 35 miles per hour.  
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2040 Condition 

For the proposed project, regional/intercity trains and HSR trains would operate on shared tracks as close 
as 100 feet from the William Mead Homes buildings. The proposed project would result in increased 
train movements in close proximity to Mozaic Apartments, with the Gold Line trains as close as 40 feet, 
HSR trains as close as 75 feet, and regional/intercity rail trains as close as 185 feet. The estimate of train 
movements is conservative to assess the highest anticipated vibration levels at the Category 2 land uses.  

The results of the vibration analysis are provided in Table 3.6-11. 

Table 3.6-11. Groundborne Vibration and Noise Levels (Operations) 

Location Rail Line 

Existing 
Condition 2026 2031 2040 

VdB VdB dBA1 VdB dBA1 VdB dBA1 

William Mead 
Homes 

HSR NA 

No Change 

NA2 NA 55 20 

Regional/Intercity 
Rail 

69 68 33 68 33 

Terminal Annex Gold Line 

NA 

57 21 57 21 57 21 

HSR NA2 NA NA2 NA 54 19 

Regional/Intercity 
Rail 

53 18 53 18 53 18 

Mozaic 
Apartments 

Gold Line 84 55 20 55 20 55 20 

HSR NA NA2 NA NA2 NA 43 8 

Regional/Intercity 
Rail 

77 56 21 56 21 56 21 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  
1 FTA indicates that typical groundborne noise in dBA is calculated by subtracting 35 dB from the calculated VdB value. See Section 3.6.2 for 

vibration thresholds. 
2 HSR infrastructure in the interim phase of the project would operate conventional passenger rail. 
3 The westernmost William Mead Home building closest to the proposed project is within 200 feet but beyond 100 feet from crossovers. 

dBA=A-weighted decibel; NA=Not Applicable; VdB=velocity in decibels 

As indicated in Table 3.6-11, operational groundborne vibration and noise levels would be below the FTA 
impact criteria for Category 2 land uses and Category 3 land uses (Appendix G of this EIR). Additionally, 
there are no predicted increases of 3 VdB or greater from operation of the proposed project. Therefore, 
no operational groundborne vibration or groundborne noise impacts would occur. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. 
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Indirect Impacts 

Operation of the project is unlikely to result in indirect impacts related to groundborne vibration that 
would result in vibration-related annoyance or physical damage to adjacent structures. Although land use 
changes (and intensification) are expected with or without the project, these changes would need to be 
approved by local jurisdictions and would be subject to environmental review. This would include any 
new development proposed around LAUS and along Commercial Street that might otherwise be sensitive 
to operational sources of vibration. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the proposed project would take place in phases over the course of approximately 
6 years. Construction activities associated with the project would result in temporary periods of relatively 
high noise levels. The noise levels from construction activities were estimated using the method 
described in Section 3.6.3, and the results are summarized in Table 3.6-13. Table 3.6-13 provides 
estimates of peak day noise levels for each construction phase and project segment.  

During construction, impacts would occur at Category 2 land uses at distances of up to approximately 
250 feet under daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) impact criteria (i.e., 80 dBA Leq) and approximately 
300 feet under nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) impact criteria (i.e., 70 dBA Leq). It is anticipated that 
some construction work would take place during nighttime hours to utilize the efficiencies of working 
during off-peak times of the day, and meet Metro’s desired construction completion timeframe. 

At William Mead Homes specifically, construction of the sound wall required as part of Mitigation 
Measure NV-1 would also result in construction noise impacts. Specifically, construction noise associated 
with the installation of the sound wall and use of heavy machinery is presented in Table 3.6-12.  

Table 3.6-12. William Mead Homes Sound Wall Construction Noise Levels 

Equipment Quantity Lmax at 50-feet 

Composite dBA Leq (hourly) at Distance (feet) 

50-feet 100-feet 200-feet 400-feet 500-feet 

Backhoe 1  78 

79 73 67 61 59 
185 cubic foot per minute compressor 1  78 

Concrete pump truck 1  81 

400 amp welder 1  74 

Notes:  
Usage factors obtained from Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model 2006 

dBA=A-weighted decibel; Leq=equivalent noise level; Lmax=maximum sound level 

THRESHOLD 
3.6-D 

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels existing without 
the project 

-----

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.6 Noise and Vibration 

 

 

 3.6-56 

Category 2 land uses (i.e., residential) exist within the respective daytime and nighttime impact distances 
(250 feet and 300 feet) and include William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments; therefore, the 
construction noise impact is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure NV-2 (described in 
Section 3.6.6) is proposed to reduce construction-related noise impacts. Mitigation 
Measure NV-3 (described in Section 3.6.6) also includes provisions to reduce the annoyances caused by 
construction-related noise impacts (in addition to vibration impacts). Although construction-related noise 
impacts would be reduced through implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in 
Section 3.6.6), impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

An evaluation of potential increases in ambient noise levels is addressed under 
Threshold 3.6-A and 3.6-C.  

Indirect Impacts  

Indirect impacts related to construction induced vibration are addressed under Threshold 3.6-B.  
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Table 3.6-13. Construction Noise Levels 

Phase Sub-Phase 

Equipment1 

Composite Sound Level (Leq) at Distance3 

Variable Distances (feet) 

Type Quantity Lmax at 50'2 50 100 200 400 800 1,000 

Segment 1: 
Throat Segment 

NA Drill rig 1 79 

86 80 74 68 62 60 

Wheel loader 4 79 

Excavator 3 81 

Concrete mixer truck 1 79 

Crane 1 81 

Forklift 2 75 

Water truck 2 74 

Segment 2: 
Concourse 
Segment 

NA Drill Rig 1 79 

86 80 74 68 62 60 

Wheel loader 4 79 

Excavator 3 81 

Concrete mixer truck 1 79 

Crane 1 81 

Forklift 2 75 

Water truck 2 74 

------
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Table 3.6-13. Construction Noise Levels 

Phase Sub-Phase 

Equipment1 

Composite Sound Level (Leq) at Distance3 

Variable Distances (feet) 

Type Quantity Lmax at 50'2 50 100 200 400 800 1,000 

Segment 3: 
Run-Through 
Segment 

Cast-in-drilled-hole 
piles 

Drill Rig 2 79 

85 79 73 67 61 59 

Wheel loader 2 79 

Concrete pump 2 81 

Concrete mixer truck 4 79 

Crane 1 81 

Haul truck 2 76 

Superstructure 
Placement 

Concrete pump 2 81 

83 77 71 65 59 57 
Concrete mixer truck 3 79 

Forklift 2 75 

Crane 2 81 

Pile Driving for 
Abutments 

Pile driving machine 1 101 

94 88 82 76 70 68 Wheel loader 1 79 

Crane 1 81 

Bridge Earthwork Excavator 1 81 

81 75 69 63 57 55 
Wheel loader 1 79 

Hauling truck 2 76 

Water truck 1 74 
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Table 3.6-13. Construction Noise Levels 

Phase Sub-Phase 

Equipment1 

Composite Sound Level (Leq) at Distance3 

Variable Distances (feet) 

Type Quantity Lmax at 50'2 50 100 200 400 800 1,000 

BNSF West Bank Yard 
Earthwork 

Dozer 2 82 

84 78 72 66 60 58 
Wheel loader 2 79 

Haul truck 2 76 

Water truck 1 74 

BNSF West Bank Yard 
Rail Placement 

Compactor 1 83 
85 79 73 67 61 59 

Ballast regulator 4 82 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  
1  Equipment mix obtained from the project's engineers 7/8/2016 
2  Measured Lmax at given reference distance obtained from the Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model, Federal Highway Administration 2006 and/or FTA Noise and 

Vibration Guidance 2006. 
3  Distance factor determined by the inverse square law defined as 6 dBA per doubling of distance as sound travels away from an idealized point. 
Usage factor assumed to be that identified in Federal Highway Administration Roadway Construction Noise Model. 

Leq=equivalent noise level; Lmax=maximum sound level; NA= Not Applicable  

 

------
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 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to noise and 
vibration.  

NV-1  Construct Sound Wall: Prior to reaching the forecasted maximum daily regional/intercity train 
movements through LAUS in 2031 (770 trains), Metro shall construct a sound wall up to 
22 feet in height to reduce operational noise impacts at William Mead Homes. The sound 
wall shall be constructed of materials that achieve similar reductions or insertion loss at 
impacted receptors and shall have an approximate sound transmission class rating of 50 and 
a surface density of at least 4 pounds per square foot. Metro may construct the sound wall 
earlier than 2031 to reduce construction-related noise impacts and/or moderate operational 
noise impacts from increased train movements that may occur as early as 2026. 

NV-2 Employ Noise- and Vibration-Reducing Measures during Construction: The construction 
contractor shall employ measures to minimize and reduce construction noise and vibration. 
Noise and vibration reduction measures that would be implemented include, but are not 
limited to, the following: 

• Design considerations and project layout: 

o Construct temporary noise walls, such as temporary walls or piles of excavated 
material, between noisy activities and noise-sensitive receivers 

o Reroute truck traffic away from residential streets, if possible, and select streets 
with fewest residences if no alternatives are available 

o Site equipment on the construction site as far away from noise-sensitive sites as 
possible 

o Construct walled enclosures around especially noisy activities or clusters of noisy 
equipment (i.e., shields can be used around pavement breakers and loaded vinyl 
curtains can be draped under elevated structures) 

• Sequence of operations: 

o Restrict pile driving to daytime periods 

o Combine noisy operations to occur in the same time period  

 The total noise level produced would not be significantly greater than the 
level produced if the operations were performed separately 

o Avoid nighttime activities to the maximum extent feasible  

 Sensitivity to noise increases during the nighttime hours in residential 
neighborhoods 

3.6.6 
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• Alternative construction methods: 

o Avoid use of an impact pile driver in noise and/or vibration-sensitive areas, 
where possible 

 Drilled piles or the use of a sonic or vibratory pile driver are quieter 
alternatives where the geological conditions permit their use 

o Use specially-quieted equipment, such as quieted and enclosed air compressors 
and properly-working mufflers on all engines 

o Select quieter demolition methods, where possible (e.g., sawing bridge decks 
into sections that can be loaded onto trucks results in lower cumulative noise 
levels than impact demolition by pavement breakers) 

In an effort to keep construction noise levels below FTA’s construction noise or vibration 
criteria, Metro shall monitor noise and vibration during the loudest and most vibration 
intensive types of construction activities. Continuous construction noise and vibration 
monitoring shall be conducted at the first row of residences at William Mead Homes and 
Mozaic Apartments, within 300 feet of construction activities, approximately). Monitors shall 
be deployed closest to the construction activity because demonstration of compliance with 
the construction thresholds at the nearest locations guarantees compliance further away. If 
FTA’s construction noise or vibration criteria are exceeded, the contractor shall be alerted and 
directed by Metro to incorporate additional noise and vibration reduction methods (examples 
above).  

NV-3 Prepare a Community Notification Plan for Project Construction: To proactively address 
community concerns related to construction noise and vibration, prior to construction, Metro 
and/or the construction contractor shall prepare and maintain a community notification plan. 
Components of the plan shall include initial information packets prepared and mailed to all 
residences within a 500-foot radius of project construction. Updates to the plan shall be 
prepared as necessary to indicate changes to the construction schedule or other processes. 
Metro shall identify a project liaison to be available to respond to questions from the 
community or other interested groups. 

 CEQA Significance Conclusion  

Implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6.6) would reduce operational noise 
impacts to a level less than significant. Construction of the sound wall for the proposed project would 
mitigate significant impacts on William Mead Homes in 2031 and 2040 by blocking the line of sight from 
the receptors to the noise source (e.g., locomotives and railcars). A sound wall’s effectiveness is a 
function of the path length difference between the noise source (trains), receiver (William Mead Homes 
residents), and wall. The projected sound levels at the receiver decrease in response to the placement of a 
sound wall, which increases the path length difference. Based on the noise analysis provided in Appendix 
H of this EIR, the sound wall proposed in Mitigation Measure NV-1 would need to be up to 22 feet in 
height to be effective in mitigating operational noise to a level less than significant.  

3.6.7 
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Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1, noise levels at the moderately- and severely-impacted 
units for the proposed project would be reduced by 12 dB and 7 dB at impacted locations, respectively. 
Based on these reductions, upon implementation of mitigation, significant operational noise impacts 
would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Table 3.6-14 provides the noise levels at William Mead Homes before and after the application of 
Mitigation Measure NV-1. Figure 3.6-15 depicts the approximate placement of the sound wall at William 
Mead Homes for the proposed project. 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in Section 3.6.6), significant 
impacts from construction-related noise and vibration would be reduced; however, impacts from 
construction-related noise would remain significant and unavoidable.  
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Table 3.6-14. 2040 Operational Noise Levels at William Mead Homes (Unmitigated and Mitigated) 

Receptor ID 

Existing Noise 
Exposure  

(dBA) 

Unmitigated 
Project Noise 

Exposure  
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

Mitigated Project 
Noise Exposure  
(dBA Ldn or Leq) 

Noise Reduction from 
Mitigation (Insertion Loss) 

Unmitigated FTA Level of 
Noise Impact 

Mitigated FTA Level 
of Noise Impact 

WM6 69 68 61 7 Moderate None 

WM8 69 75 63 12 Severe None 

PK1 66 68 61 7 Severe Moderate  

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes:  
dBA=A-weighted decibel; FTA=Federal Transit Administration; ID=identification; Ldn=day-night average sound level; Leq=equivalent noise level 
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Implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-2 (described in Section 3.6.6) would reduce impacts on 
sensitive receptors associated with temporary, short-term increased equipment noise, groundborne 
noise, and vibration from project construction. Mitigation Measure NV-3 (described in Section 3.6.6) 
would reduce the annoyance of noise and vibration impacts during the construction phase. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1 would further reduce construction-related noise levels. 

Although the mitigation measures reduce noise generated during construction, noise levels would remain 
above 80 dBA Leq (within 100 feet) during daytime hours throughout much of project study area and 
would result in the most impact within Segment 2, where the Mozaic Apartments occur.  

Additionally, nighttime construction activities in close proximity to William Mead Homes and Mozaic 
Apartments could exceed 70 dBA Leq at distances of up to 300 feet, which would exceed FTA’s 8-hour 
nighttime noise standard. Based on these considerations, impacts related to construction would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  
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Figure 3.6-15. Location of Sound Wall at William Mead Homes (Proposed Project) 
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3.7 Biological Resources 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to existing biological 
resources within the biological study area (BSA). Biological resources that are evaluated include federally 
and state-listed threatened and endangered plant and animal species, vegetation communities, and 
waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Information contained in this section is summarized from the Link 
US Natural Environment Study (Minimal Impacts) (Appendix I of this EIR), in combination with published 
sources. 

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.7-1 identifies and summarizes applicable federal, state, and local laws; regulations; and plans 
relative to biological resources. 

Table 3.7-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Biological Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal 

Endangered Species Act  The Endangered Species Act defines and lists species as “endangered” 
or “threatened,” designates critical habitat for listed species, and 
provides regulatory protection for listed species. 

MBTA The MBTA makes it unlawful to take, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or 
barter any migratory bird listed in 50 CFR Part 10, including feathers or 
other parts nests, eggs, or products, except as allowed by 
implementing regulations (50 CFR 21). 

CWA - Section 404 Section 404 of the CWA establishes a program to regulate the discharge 
of fill materials into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. The Section 
404 permit program authorizes discharges to waters of the U.S. 
through the USACE Nationwide Permit or Individual Permit Programs 
based on the area affected by temporary and permanent impacts. 

CWA - Section 401 Section 401 of the CWA protects water quality by regulating the 
dumping or flow of pollutants into streams, lakes, and rivers. 

State 

California Endangered Species Act  The California Endangered Species Act prohibits the take of listed 
species, except as otherwise provided in state law. 

California Fish and Game Code - Section 2080 and 
2081 

Section 2080 of the California Fish and Game Code prohibits take, 
importation, exportation, possession, purchase, and sale of any species 
that are determined to be endangered or threatened. The California 
Endangered Species Act allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful 
activity under the provisions of Section 2081(b). 

.3.7 .1 
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Table 3.7-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Biological Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

California Fish and Game Code - Sections 3503 
and 3503.5 

Sections 3503 and 3503.5 of the California Fish and Game Code 
provide regulatory protection to resident and migratory birds and all 
birds of prey within California. 

California Fish and Game Code - Section 1602 Section 1602 of the California Fish and Game Code requires a permit 
for any activity that would result in the modification of the bed, bank, or 
channel of a stream, river, or lake, including water diversion and 
damming and removal of vegetation from a floodplain. This permit type 
governs both activities that modify the physical characteristics of the 
stream and activities that may affect fish and wildlife resource that use 
the stream and surrounding habitat (i.e., riparian vegetation or 
wetlands). 

CEQA Sensitive species that would qualify for listing but are not currently 
listed are afforded protection under CEQA Guidelines Section 15065 
(“Mandatory Findings of Significance”) and Section 15380 (“Rare or 
Endangered Species”). 

Local 

City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance No. 177404 The City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance No. 177404, Preservation of 
Protected Trees, of the City’s municipal code discourages the removal 
or relocation of protected trees. A protected tree means any Southern 
California native tree species which measures 4 inches or more in 
cumulative diameter, 4.5 feet above the ground level at the base of the 
tree. Protected tree species include oaks, Southern California black 
walnut, western sycamore, and California bay. In addition, any act that 
will cause a protected tree to die, including, but not limited to, acts that 
inflict damage upon the root system or other part of the tree by fire, 
application of toxic substances, operation of equipment or machinery, 
or by changing the natural grade of land by excavation or filling the drip 
line area around the trunk. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Open 
Space and Conservation Elements  

This chapter of the General Plan includes conservation policies that 
seek ways to create and utilize open space, addressing matters of land 
use, urban form, and parks development. Policies include conservation 
and watershed development goals to protect, conserve, and enhance 
natural resources. 

Notes: 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; CWA=Clean Water Act;  
MBTA=Migratory Bird Treaty Act; No.=Number; USACE=United States Army Corps of Engineers; U.S.=United States 
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 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Findings and conclusions contained in this analysis are based on the Link US Natural Environment Study 

(Minimal Impacts) (Appendix I of this EIR). The findings contained in the Link US Natural Environment 

Study (Minimal Impacts) are based on a general vegetation and habitat survey for biological resources 

within the BSA conducted in 2015. Impacts associated with the project were evaluated based on observed 

site conditions and the potential presence of sensitive biological resources. In conducting the impact 

analysis for biological resources, three principal factors were taken into consideration: 

• Level of the impact (e.g., substantial/not substantial) 

• Uniqueness (rarity) of the affected resource 

• Resource sensitivity 

The evaluation considers the interrelationship of these three components. For example, a relatively small 
magnitude impact on a federally or state-listed species or associated habitat would be considered 
significant if the species is very rare and believed to be very susceptible to disturbance. Conversely, 
common wildlife species found in urban areas are not typically rare or sensitive to disturbance. Therefore, 
a much larger magnitude of impact would be required to result in a significant impact. 

 Existing Conditions 

Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types 

As identified in Table 3.7-2, the BSA supports two distinct vegetation communities or land cover types, 
with urban/developed land occupying the greatest extent within the BSA. The majority of the BSA is made 
up of paved roadways, man-made structures, unvegetated areas, landscaped areas, and disturbed areas. 
Figure 3.7-1 depicts the location of the vegetation communities and land cover types within the BSA. 
Appendix I of this EIR includes a detailed discussion of these vegetation communities and cover types. 

Table 3.7-2. Existing Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types within the Biological Study 
Area 

Vegetation Community or Land Cover Type Acreage 

Urban/developed  108.1 

Disturbed habitat 5.7 

Total 113.8 

Source: Appendix I of this EIR 
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Botanical Species 

Sensitive plants include those listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the CDFW as 

threatened or endangered, candidates for listing by USFWS or CDFW or those that are considered 

sensitive by CDFW or the California Native Plant Society. 

California Natural Diversity Database record searches indicated 37 special-status plant species with 
known occurrences within the 9 U.S. Geological Survey 7.5-minute quadrangles including and 
surrounding the BSA (Appendix I of this EIR). Due to the lack of native, undisturbed habitat within the 
BSA, none of the 37 special-status plants are expected to occur within the BSA. Further information on 
these species, including their status, habitat requirements, and an explanation as to why they are not 
expected to occur within the BSA, is provided in Appendix I of this EIR. 

Wildlife Species 

Sensitive wildlife species are animal species or subspecies listed as threatened, endangered, or a 
candidate for listing by USFWS or by CDFW, or considered sensitive by CDFW. A sensitive designation 
includes those listed as rare or “species of special concern” (SSC) and includes a number of migratory 
bird species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA). 

California Natural Diversity Database record searches indicated 33 special-status wildlife species with 
known occurrences within the 9 7.5-foot quadrangles including and surrounding the BSA (Appendix I of 
this EIR). Table 3.7-3 shows the two state-designated SSCs (western mastiff bat and western yellow bat) 
with the potential to occur within the BSA. Further information on the other sensitive wildlife species in 
the California Natural Diversity Database record search results, including their status, habitat 
requirements, and an explanation as to why they are not expected to occur within the BSA, is provided in 
Appendix I of this EIR. 
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Figure 3.7-1. Vegetation Communities and Land Cover Types within the Biological Study Area 
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Table 3.7-3. Sensitive Zoological Species with Potential to Occur within the Biological Study Area 

Species 
Sensitivity 

Status 
Observed 
On Site? Potential for Occurrence 

Western mastiff bat 

(Eumops perotis californicus) 

SSC No Low1 - May roost in bridges 

Western yellow bat 

(Lasiurus xanthinus) 

SSC No Low1 – May roost in naturally occurring or planted 
(ornamental) trees, including palm trees 

Source:  Appendix I of this EIR 
Notes:  

1 Although the potential for maternity roosts to occur within the BSA is considered low, there is still the potential for their occurrence and, 
therefore, preconstruction surveys would be required (see Mitigation Measure BIO-1) 

SSC=species of special concern 

Migratory Birds 

Migratory birds are protected under the MBTA. Suitable habitat for migratory birds includes mature trees 
(greater than 24 inches in diameter), utility poles, building rafters and eves, and bridges. 

Several migratory bird species were observed in the BSA, including American kestrel (Falco sparverius), 
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), American crow (Corvus brachyrhynchos), house finch (Carpodacus 
mexicanus), and lesser goldfinch (Carduelis psaltria). Suitable habitat that would support breeding, 
roosting, and foraging migratory birds occurs throughout the BSA. 

Jurisdictional Areas 

The only area subject to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and CDFW jurisdiction within the BSA is 
the reach of the Los Angeles River located below the Main Street Bridge. The Los Angeles River is a 
concrete-lined flood control channel surrounded by urban, commercial, residential, and industrial 
development. The project would be constructed outside of the channel (i.e., above the Main Street Bridge 
crossing of the Los Angeles River) and would not modify or otherwise impact the concrete-lined flood 
control channel in this area or in any other areas associated with construction or operation of the 
proposed project. 

Two ditches are present within the BSA (Figure 3.7-1). The first ditch is located west of the existing 
railroad tracks in the throat segment, east of a disturbed lot containing trees, shrubs, and non-native 
vegetation. The second ditch is a 2-foot-wide concrete-lined ditch located along a fenceline on the corner 
of Commercial Street and Center Street in the run-through segment. This ditch flows into an existing 
storm drain. These two ditches were constructed in upland and are, therefore, proposed 
non-jurisdictional. 
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Based on these findings, no Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 or 404 permits or state streambed 
alteration agreements are required.  

Wildlife Dispersal Corridors or Linkages 

Wildlife movement corridors, also called dispersal corridors or landscape linkages, are linear features 
primarily connecting at least two significant habitat areas. Wildlife corridors and linkages may function at 
various levels depending upon various factors and, as such, the most successful wildlife corridors and 
linkages would accommodate all or most of the necessary life requirements of predator and prey species. 

The BSA occurs within a heavily developed urban area more than 5 miles east and north of any significant 
open space patches. While there are larger open space patches to the north and east of the project, these 
areas are separated from the project by I-5 and SR 110. The reach of the Los Angeles River, located below 
the Main Street Bridge in the project study area, may support some north-south movement for 
urban-adapted wildlife, but this function would be limited due to the lack of vegetated cover throughout 
the study area. Arroyo Seco, located approximately 0.8 mile to the north of the project study area, may 
support some east-west wildlife movements. 

Habitat Conservation Plan 

The BSA is not located within the boundary of an approved habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, significant ecological area, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat 
conservation plan. The nearest adopted significant ecological area is Griffith Park, which is located 
approximately 10 miles northwest of the BSA. 

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on biological resources would be 
considered significant if the project would: 

A. Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations or by CDFW or USFWS 

B. Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulations or by CDFW or USFWS 

C. Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
CWA (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, 
filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 

D. Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife 
species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or impede the use of 
native wildlife nursery sites 
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E. Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance 

F. Conflict with the provisions of an adopted habitat conservation plan, natural community 
conservation plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project. 

B. Riparian Habitat or Other Sensitive Natural Communities - The BSA does not contain riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural communities identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS. Therefore, there is no potential for direct or indirect impacts 
on riparian habitat or other sensitive natural communities to occur. No impact would occur. 

C. Federally Protected Wetlands - The BSA does not contain federally protected wetlands as defined 
by Section 404 of the CWA. Therefore, there is no potential for direct or indirect impacts on 
federally protected wetlands to occur. No impact would occur. 

F. Conflicts with Adopted Habitat Conservation Plan or Natural Community Conservation Plan - The 
BSA is not within an established habitat conservation plan, natural community conservation plan, 
significant ecological area, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. In 
this context, implementation of the project would not conflict with the provision of any of these 
types of plans. No impact would occur. 

Impact Analysis 

Direct and Indirect Impacts – Construction 

Special-Status Bats 

As shown in Table 3.7-3, two special-status wildlife species were identified as having the potential to 
occur within the BSA. These state-designated SSCs include western mastiff bat and western yellow bat. 

Removal of naturally occurring or ornamental (planted) trees, including palms, as part of project 
construction may result in direct impacts on special-status wildlife species that may use these areas to 
roost, if present in the BSA. Track work and bridge modifications at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue may also result in potential direct and indirect construction-related impacts in the full build-out 
condition. The Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue bridge falsework and construction work areas 
would be situated to avoid flight paths of special-status bat species, if present, to minimize potential 
construction-related impacts, including abandonment of roost sites. Safety improvements at the Main 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-A 

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, on 
any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local or 
regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS 
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Street Bridge crossing of the Los Angeles River would not be conducted on the underside of the bridge 
where bats could be roosting; however, improvements at this location could result in indirect impacts on 
special-status bats and maternity colonies. Specific impacts on special-status bat species are described 
below. 

No western mastiff bats or western yellow bats were observed within the BSA during the general 
biological survey; however, surveys were conducted during the daytime when bats are typically roosting 
and more difficult to observe. In addition, given the presence of suitable habitat and the amount of time 
that would elapse before actual construction of the project commences, it is possible that western mastiff 
bat or western yellow bat roosting and maternity sites could be located within or adjacent to the BSA. If 
construction occurs during the bat maternity season (May 1 through August 31), there is a potential for 
direct impacts (e.g., maternity site abandonment) and indirect impacts (e.g., noise, vibration, dust, night 
lighting, and human encroachment) to occur on western mastiff bats as a result of construction activities 
in the vicinity of bridges and on western yellow bats as a result of removal of naturally occurring or 
planted (ornamental) trees, including palm trees. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation 
Measure BIO-1 (described in Section 3.7.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Migratory Birds 

Several migratory bird species were observed in the BSA, and suitable habitat that would support 
breeding migratory birds is present in the BSA. Construction of the track, bridge improvements at Vignes 
Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue, safety improvements at the Main Street Bridge crossing of the Los 
Angeles River, and other construction activities may interfere with MBTA-covered species during the 
nesting season. Impacts on MBTA-covered species during the nesting season are considered a significant 
impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (described in Section 3.7.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level 
less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Special-Status Bats 

After construction is complete and the project is operational, the project would involve increased train 
traffic and periodic maintenance of Metro’s ROW. Based on the limited availability of suitable habitat for 
special-status bat species in the BSA, the corresponding impacts of operations on each species (i.e., 
increased risk of being struck by a train) are not anticipated to substantially reduce the regional 
population size of these species. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Migratory Birds 

As a result of the urban nature of the project site, any birds utilizing the site for breeding during project 
operations are expected to be urban-adapted. Therefore, the corresponding impacts of operations on 
these species (e.g., increased risk of being struck by a train) are not anticipated to substantially reduce 
their regional population sizes. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Indirect Impacts - Operations 

Special-Status Bats 

After construction is complete and the project is operational, the project would involve increased train 
traffic and periodic maintenance in the railroad ROW. Based on the limited availability of suitable habitat 
for special-status bat species in the project area, the corresponding impacts of operations on each 
species (i.e., increased risk of a maternity roost being disturbed by maintenance activities or vibration, 
noise and dust resulting from increased train traffic) are not anticipated to substantially reduce the 
regional population size of these species. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Migratory Birds 

Temporary, indirect impacts that may affect MBTA-covered species during operations include increased 
noise, vibration, dust, night lighting, and human encroachment. However, as a result of the urban nature 
of the project site, any birds utilizing the site for breeding during project operations are expected to be 
urban-adapted. The corresponding impacts of operations on these species (e.g., increased risk of being 
struck by a train) are not anticipated to substantially reduce their regional population sizes. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

As indicated in Section 3.7.4, the BSA occurs within a heavily developed urban area more than 5 miles 
east and north of any significant open space patches. Any larger open space patches to the north and 
east of the project are separated from the project by highways. The reach of the Los Angeles River located 
below the Main Street Bridge in the project study area may support some north-south movement for 
urban-adapted wildlife, but this function would be limited due to the lack of vegetated cover throughout 
the study area. Arroyo Seco, located approximately 0.8 mile to the north of the project study area, may 
support some east-west wildlife movements. 

Project construction would not obstruct local north-south wildlife movement that may be occurring via 
the Los Angeles River, or local east-west movements that may be occurring via the Arroyo Seco. Impacts 
are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Project construction is over 0.8 mile away from Arroyo Seco; therefore, it is not expected to impact any 
potential wildlife movement occurring there. Noise and light from project construction could inhibit what 
limited wildlife movement occurs in the Los Angeles River. Given the unvegetated, concrete-lined nature 
of the river and the urban nature of the surroundings, any wildlife utilizing the river is expected to be 
urban-adapted. The corresponding indirect impacts on these species from construction are not 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-D 

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or 
wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors or 
impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 
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anticipated to substantially reduce their regional population sizes or interfere substantially with their 
movement. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the project would involve increased train traffic and periodic maintenance of Metro’s 
ROW. As indicated above, the project design does not obstruct local north-south wildlife movement that 
may be occurring via the Los Angeles River, or local east-west movements that may be occurring via the 
Arroyo Seco. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

The project is over 0.8 mile away from Arroyo Seco; therefore, operation of the proposed project is not 
expected to impact any wildlife movement occurring there. Additional noise and light from project 
operations could inhibit what limited wildlife movement occurs in the Los Angeles River. Given the 
unvegetated, concrete-lined nature of the river and the urban nature of the surroundings, any wildlife 
utilizing the river is expected to be urban-adapted. The corresponding indirect impacts on these species 
from operations are not anticipated to substantially reduce their regional population sizes or interfere 
substantially with their movement. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The project may require the removal or disturbance of one or more native tree species (western sycamore 
or other species observed during reconnaissance surveys) that are considered a Protected Tree under the 
City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. Removal of protected trees would conflict with local ordinances and 
policies protecting biological resources. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-3 (described in Section 3.7.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once constructed, the project would not require the removal of additional trees. However, future 
maintenance activities would be required throughout the duration of operation, and limited pruning or 
vegetation clearing would be required to keep the railroad corridor free of debris. Vegetation maintenance 
activities would be limited to the railroad ROW and would not extend into adjacent sensitive habitats. 

Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

The project could result in indirect impacts affecting the root systems of adjacent native trees. Trenching, 
grading, soil compaction, and the placement of fill or impervious surfaces within the driplines of 
protected trees could lead to root damage ultimately resulting in death of the tree. This is considered a 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-E 

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such as 
a tree preservation policy or ordinance 
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significant impact. Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (described in Section 3.7.6) is proposed to reduce this 
impact to a level less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to biological 
resources to a level less than significant.  

BIO-1 Bats: Preconstruction surveys for roosting special-status bats (including western mastiff bats 
and western yellow bats) and other native bat species shall be conducted by a 
Metro-approved qualified bat biologist within 2 weeks prior to construction. Surveys shall be 
conducted where suitable habitat and/or bridge structures that will be removed or have 
modifications to the substructure are present. All locations with suitable roosting habitat 
(including potential maternity roosts) shall be surveyed using an appropriate combination of 
structure inspection, exit counts, acoustic surveys, or other suitable methods. Surveys shall 
be conducted during the appropriate season and time of day/night to ensure detection of 
day- and night-roosting bats (i.e., preferably one daytime and one nighttime survey shall be 
conducted at each location with suitable roosting habitat during the maternity season, 
May 1 through August 31). If no roosts are detected, trees that provide suitable roosting 
habitat may be removed under the guidance of the qualified bat biologist.  

If a roost is detected, passive exclusion shall include monitoring the roost for 3 days to 
determine if the roost is active. If the roost is determined to support a reproductive female 
with young, the roost shall be avoided until it is no longer active. If the roost remains active 
during the 3 monitoring days and observations confirm it is not a maternity colony, a 
temporary bat exclusion device shall be installed under the supervision of a Metro-approved 
qualified bat biologist. At the discretion of the biologist, based on his or her expertise, an 
alternative roosting structure(s) may be constructed and installed prior to the installation of 
exclusion devices. Exclusion shall be conducted during the fall (September or October) to 
avoid trapping flightless young inside during the summer months or torpid (overwintering) 
individuals during the winter. If it cannot be determined whether an active roost site supports 
a maternity colony, the roost site shall not be disturbed, and construction within 300 feet 
shall be postponed or halted until the roost is vacated and the young are volant (able to fly). 
Exclusion efforts shall be monitored on a weekly basis and continued for the duration of 
project construction activities and removed when no longer necessary. 

The following avoidance and minimization measures shall be implemented during 
construction: 

• All work conducted on bridges shall occur during the day. If this is not feasible, 
lighting and noise shall be directed away from night roosting and foraging areas. 

• Combustion equipment (such as generators, pumps, and vehicles) shall not be 
parked or operated under a bridge. Construction personnel shall not be present 

3.7.6 
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directly under a roosting colony. Construction activities shall not severely restrict 
airspace access to the roosts.  

• Removal of mature trees that provide suitable bat roosting habitat shall be conducted 
outside of the maternity season (May 1 through August 31); that is, removal shall be 
conducted between September 1 and April 30. Because bats may be present in a 
torpid state during the winter, suitable roosting habitat shall be removed before the 
onset of cold weather (approximately November 1) or as determined by a qualified 
bat biologist).  

• When removing palm trees, the dead fronds shall be removed first before felling the 
palm to allow any bats to escape.  

BIO–2 MBTA Species: Vegetation removal shall be conducted outside of the bird nesting season 
(February 1 through September 30) to the extent feasible. If vegetation removal cannot be 
conducted outside of the nesting season, a Metro-approved qualified bird biologist shall 
conduct preconstruction surveys to locate active nests within 7 days prior to vegetation 
removal in each area with suitable nesting habitat. If nesting birds are found during 
preconstruction surveys, an exclusionary buffer (150 feet for passerines and 500 feet for 
raptors) suitable to prevent nest disturbance shall be established by the biologist. The buffer 
may be reduced based on species-specific and site-specific conditions as determined by the 
qualified biologist. This buffer shall be clearly marked in the field by construction personnel 
under the guidance of the biologist, and construction or vegetation removal shall not be 
conducted within the buffer until the biologist determines that the young have fledged or the 
nest is no longer active. 

Exclusionary devices (hard surface materials, such as plywood or plexiglass, flexible materials, 
such as vinyl, or a similar mechanism that keeps birds from building nests) shall be installed 
over suitable nest sites at the bridges that will be removed or that will have modifications to 
the substructure before the nesting season (February 1 through September 30) to prevent 
nesting at the bridges by bridge- and crevice-nesting birds (i.e., swifts and swallows). Netting 
shall not be used as an exclusionary material because it can injure or kill birds, which would 
be in violation of the MBTA.  

In addition, if work on existing bridges with potential nest sites that will be removed or will 
have modifications to the substructure is to be conducted between February 1 and 
September 30, all bird nests shall be removed prior to February 1. Immediately prior to nest 
removal, a qualified biologist shall inspect each nest for the presence of torpid bats, which 
are known to use old swallow nests. Nest removal shall be conducted under the guidance 
and observation of a qualified biologist. Removal of swallow nests on bridges that are under 
construction shall be repeated as frequently as necessary to prevent nest completion unless a 
nest exclusion device has already been installed. Nest removal and exclusion device 
installation shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. Such exclusion efforts shall be 
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continued to keep the structures free of swallows until October or the completion of 
construction.  

BIO-3 Protected Trees: Preconstruction surveys for protected trees (native trees 4 inches or more in 
cumulative diameter, as measured at 4.5 feet above the ground level, that are subject to 
protection under Ordinance No. 177404, Preservation of Protected Trees of the City of Los 
Angeles’ municipal code, including oaks, southern California black walnut, western sycamore, 
and California bay), shall be conducted by a registered consulting arborist with the American 
Society of Consulting Arborists at least 120 days prior to construction. The locations and 
sizes of all protected trees shall be identified prior to construction and overlaid on project 
footprint maps to determine which trees may be protected in accordance with Ordinance No. 
177404. The registered consulting arborist shall prepare a Protected Tree Report and shall 
submit three copies to the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works. Any protected 
trees that must be removed due to project construction shall be replaced at a 2:1 ratio (or up 
to a 4:1 ratio for protected trees on private property) except when the protected tree is 
relocated on the same property, the City of Los Angeles has approved the tree for removal, 
and the relocation is economically reasonable and favorable to the survival of the tree. Each 
replacement tree shall be at least a 15-gallon specimen, measuring 1 inch or more in 
diameter, 1 foot above the base, and shall be at least 7 feet in height measured from the 
base. 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 through BIO-3, significant impacts related to 
biological resource would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

  

3.7.7 
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3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to existing floodplains, 
hydrology, and water quality conditions within the project study area. Information contained in this section 
is summarized from the following reports:  

• Link US Water Quality Assessment Report (WQAR) (Appendix J of this EIR)

• Link US Preliminary Low Impact Development (LID) Report (Appendix K of this EIR)

• Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR)

• Link US Concourse and Platform Waterproofing Analysis Technical Memo (HDR 2016f)

Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.8-1 identifies and summarizes applicable laws, regulations, and plans relative to hydrology and 
water quality.  

Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal 

FEMA FEMA administers the NFIP to provide subsidized flood insurance to communities 
that comply with FEMA regulations that limit development in floodplains. FEMA also 
issues FIRMs that identify which land areas are subject to flooding and flood hazard 
zones in the community. The design standard for flood protection covered by the 
FIRMs is established by FEMA, with the minimum level of flood protection for new 
development determined to be the 1-in-100 (0.01) annual exceedance probability 
(i.e., the 100-year flood event).  

CWA The CWA of 1972 is the primary federal law that governs and authorizes the U.S. EPA 
and the states to implement activities to control water quality.  

The following are important CWA sections: 

• Sections 303 and 304 require states to issue water quality standards, criteria,
and guidelines.

• Section 401 requires an applicant for a federal license or permit to conduct
any activity that may result in a discharge to waters of the U.S. to obtain
certification from the state that the discharge will comply with other
provisions of the act. This is most frequently required in tandem with a
Section 404 permit request (see below).

3.8.1 

3.8.2 
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Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

• Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system to control point
source discharges from industrial, municipal, and other facilities if their
discharges go directly to surface waters (except for dredge or fill material).
RWQCB administers this permitting program in California. Section 402(p)
requires permits for discharges of stormwater from industrial/construction
and MS4s.

• Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill
material into waters of the U.S. This permit program is administered by the
USACE.

Federal Anti-degradation Policy The Federal Anti-degradation Policy, established in 1968, is designed to protect 
existing uses, water quality, and national water resources.  

State 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control 
Act (California Water Code) 

The California Water Code is California’s statutory authority for the protection of 
water quality. Under this act, the state must adopt water quality policies, plans, and 
objectives that protect the state’s waters. Unlike the CWA, which regulates only 
surface water, the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act regulates surface 
water, groundwater, and discharges to land.  

Water Quality Control Plan, Los 
Angeles Region (Basin Plan) 

The Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles Region (Basin Plan) prepared by 
the Los Angeles RWQCB (Region 4) outlines the regulatory process for the 
protection of the beneficial uses of all regional waters. According to the Basin Plan, 
the beneficial uses established for the Los Angeles Region include municipal, 
agricultural, industrial, groundwater recharge, freshwater replenishment, 
navigation, hydropower, water recreation, fishing, aquaculture, freshwater habitat, 
saline water habitat, estuarine habitat, wetland habitat, marine habitat, wildlife 
habitat, preservation of biological habitats, rare, threatened, or endangered species, 
aquatic organisms, spawning reproduction, and/or early development, and shellfish 
harvesting.  

California Toxics Rule Under the California Toxics Rule, the U.S. EPA has proposed water quality criteria 
for priority toxic pollutants for inland surface waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries. 
These federally promulgated criteria create water quality standards for California 
waters and satisfy CWA requirements.  

Caltrans MS4 Permit Section 402(p) of the CWA requires the issuance of NPDES permits for five 
categories of stormwater discharges, including MS4s. An MS4 is defined as “any 
conveyance or system of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal 
streets, catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm 
drains) owned or operated by a state, city, town, county, or other public body 
having jurisdiction over stormwater, that is designed or used for collecting or 
conveying stormwater.” SWRCB has identified Caltrans as an owner/operator of an 
MS4 under federal regulations. Caltrans’ MS4 permit covers all respective ROWs, 
properties, facilities, and activities in the state. SWRCB or the RWQCB issues 
NPDES permits for 5 years, and permit requirements remain active until a new 
permit has been adopted. 
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Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Caltrans’ MS4 Permit (Order No. 2012-0011-DWQ) was adopted 
September 19, 2012, and became effective July 1, 2013, as amended by Order No. 
2014-0006-EXEC (effective January 17, 2014), Order No. 2014-0077-DWQ (effective 
May 20, 2014), and Order No. 2015-0036-EXEC (conformed and effective April 7, 
2015). 

NPDES IGP The Statewide General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with Industrial 
Activities, Order 2014-0057-DWQ IGP implements the federally required 
stormwater regulations in California for stormwater associated with industrial 
activities discharging to waters of the U.S. The IGP regulates discharges associated 
with 10 federally defined categories of industrial activities. The IGP requires the 
implementation of BMPs, a site-specific SWPPP, and monitoring plan. The IGP also 
includes criteria for demonstrating no exposure of industrial activities or materials 
to stormwater and no discharges to waters of the U.S. 

NPDES CGP The CGP (Order No. 2009-009-DWQ), adopted September 2, 2009, became 
effective July 1, 2010. This permit has since been amended twice by Orders No. 
2010-0004-DWQ and 2012-0006-DWQ, which are currently in effect. The permit 
regulates stormwater discharges from construction sites that result in a disturbed 
soil area of 1 acre or greater and/or are smaller sites that are part of a larger 
common plan of development. By law, all stormwater discharges associated with 
construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation result in soil 
disturbance of at least 1 acre must comply with the provisions of the CGP. 
Construction activity that results in soil disturbances of less than 1 acre is subject 
to this CGP if there is potential for significant water quality impairment resulting 
from the activity as determined by the RWQCB. Operators of regulated construction 
sites are required to develop SWPPP; implement sediment, erosion, and pollution 
prevention control measures; and obtain coverage under the CGP. 

Small MS4 Phase II Permit MS4 permits were issued in two phases: 

• Under Phase I, which started in 1990, the RWQCBs adopted NPDES
stormwater permits for medium (serving between 100,000 and
250,000 people) and large (serving 250,000 or more people) municipalities.
The City of Los Angeles, along with other cities in Los Angeles County, has
been issued a Phase I MS4 permit as a group.

• On April 30, 2003, as part of Phase II, the SWRCB issued a General Permit for
the Discharge of Stormwater from Small MS4s (Order No. 2003-0005-DWQ)
to provide permit coverage for smaller municipalities (population less than
100,000), including non-traditional Small MS4s, which are facilities such as
military bases, public campuses, prisons, and hospital complexes. The Phase
II Small MS4 General Permit covers Phase II Permittees statewide. On
February 5, 2013, the current Phase II Small MS4 General Permit (Order No.
2013-0001-DWQ) was adopted and became effective July 1, 2013.
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Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

One of the non-traditional Small MS4 categories included in the permit are local 
transportation planning agencies, such as Amtrak, Bay Area Rapid Transit, CalTrain, 
Golden Gate Bridge (Highway and Transportation District), MTS, North County 
Transit District, and Valley Transportation Authority. These categories and agencies 
are reflected in Attachment B of the permit. Metro was not included in the permit 
as a non-traditional Small MS4; however, CHSRA was designated on 
August 22, 2014, as being included under the Phase II Small MS4 General Permit. 
The addition of CHSRA will be reflected in an updated copy of Attachment B to the 
permit which will be posted by the SWRCB. The CHSRA is currently preparing the 
guidance documents that specify the stormwater runoff controls to reduce the 
discharge of pollutants and the post-construction stormwater standards. There is 
no time line when these guidance documents will be available for public use. It is 
assumed that CHSRA will be on dedicated tracks south of LAUS, and this portion of 
the project will be under the jurisdiction of the Phase II permit. For purposes of 
compliance with stormwater quality requirements, the CHSRA tracks will be 
designed to comply with local MS4 requirements as it is assumed that local 
requirements are more stringent than Phase II MS4 requirements. 

Local 

SCRRA Design Criteria Manual SCRRA has established engineering criteria for track and bridges under its 
jurisdiction, which requires that culverts conveying cross-track flood flows be 
designed to freely pass low flows and accommodate high-water conditions. New 
and replacement bridge and culvert openings will be sized for two high-water 
design discharge events, designated low chord/soffit event and subgrade event. If 
insufficient channel area exists to meet SCRRA’s criteria, even with maximum 
widening, consideration will be given to adding relief structures on the overbank 
floodplain, raising the SCRRA grade, or other reasonable alternatives.  

WQCMPUR In 2009, the City of Los Angeles adopted the WQCMPUR, a 20-year strategy for 
clean stormwater and urban runoff. The WQCMPUR was developed by Los Angeles 
Bureau of Sanitation and Watershed Protection Division to develop a water quality 
master plan with strategic directions for planning, budgeting, and funding to 
reduce pollution from urban runoff in the City. The WQCMPUR seeks a broad 
watershed-based perspective to improve water quality and bring the City into 
compliance with the CWA. 
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Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Municipal NPDES Permit The City of Los Angeles is a permittee under the Phase I NPDES Permit and Waste 
Discharge Requirements for MS4 Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of Los 
Angeles County, except those discharges originating from the City of Long Beach 
MS4, Order No. R4-2012-0175 (NPDES No. CAS004001). The NPDES permit 
prohibits discharges, sets limits on pollutants being discharged into receiving 
waters, and requires implementation of technology-based standards. 

Under the NPDES permit, the City as a permittee is responsible for the 
management of storm drain systems within its jurisdiction. Cities are required to 
implement management programs, monitoring programs, implementation plans, 
and all BMPs outlined in the MSWMP and to take any other actions as may be 
necessary to protect water quality to the MEP. In addition, each city is required to 
implement a MSWMP and develop a long-term assessment strategy for 
effectiveness of the MSWMP. 

On December 13, 2001, the Los Angeles RWQCB adopted Order No. 01-182, the 
NPDES Stormwater Permit for Los Angeles County and cities within (NPDES No. 
CAS004001). The permit was issued to Los Angeles County (Principal Permittee) 
and 84 cities (Permittees) to reduce pollutants discharged from their MS4 to the 
MEP statutory standard. The permit became effective September 2, 2002.  

City of Los Angeles Stormwater LID 
Ordinance (Ordinance #181899) 

In November 2011, the City adopted the Stormwater LID Ordinance (Ordinance 
#181899) to amend Los Angeles Municipal Code Sections 64.70.01 and 64.72 and 
expand on the existing SUSMP requirements by incorporating LID practices and 
principles and expanding the applicable development categories. The LID 
Ordinance requires stormwater mitigation for a larger number of development and 
redevelopment categories than was previously required under SUSMP. All 
development and redevelopment projects that create, add, or replace 500 square 
feet or more of impervious area need to comply with the LID Ordinance. If 
applicable to the LID Ordinance, project applicants would also be required to 
prepare an LID Plan. 

Updated Stormwater LID Ordinance 
(Ordinance #183833) 

On August 25, 2015, the City adopted an updated Stormwater LID Ordinance 
(Ordinance #183833) to amend Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 64.70 et seq. 
and expand on the LID requirements and eliminated the requirement for a SUSMP. 
Subsequently, on May 9, 2016, the City of Los Angeles, Board of Public Works 
adopted an update to the LID Manual (formally retitled as Planning and Land 
Development Handbook for LID, Part B Planning Activities 5th Edition, dated May 9, 
2016) as authorized by Section 64.72 of the Los Angeles Municipal Code approved 
by Ordinance #183833. The LID Manual was made publicly available via the City 
website on October 2016. The updated LID Manual removed the requirement for a 
SUSMP and a Site Mitigation Plan, and now the required LID document is only the 
LID Plan.  
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Table 3.8-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hydrology and Water Quality 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Stormwater discharge is regulated under Chapter VI Public Works and Property, 
Article 4.4 – Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. Under Article 4.4, discharge of non-stormwater is 
permissible only when connection to the storm drain system is made in accordance 
with a valid city permit, approved construction plan, or a NPDES permit and/or 
NOI. In addition, projects within the City are required to comply with the 
requirements of the CGP and the Municipal NPDES Permit, which includes 
preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of construction and post-construction 
BMPs. 

General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dewatering 

On June 6, 2013, the Los Angeles RWQCB adopted the General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from Construction and project 
Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura 
Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0095, NPDES No. CAG994004) (Dewatering Permit). 
This permit covers discharge of groundwater and non-stormwater construction 
dewatering discharges in the Los Angeles and Ventura region. 

General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Dewatering from 
Contaminated Activities 

On March 7, 2013, the Los Angeles RWQCB adopted the General Waste Discharge 
Requirements for Discharges of Treated Groundwater from Investigation and/or 
Cleanup of VOC-Contaminated Sites to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of 
Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0043, NPDES No. 
CAG914001) (Dewatering Permit for Contaminated Activities). This permit covers 
discharge of groundwater and non-stormwater construction dewatering waste that 
is contaminated in the Los Angeles and Ventura region. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan The City of Los Angeles adopts the General Plan during different timeframes 
depending on the element in question. The General Plan is a dynamic document 
consisting of several elements, four of which are relevant to this section: Safety 
Element, Conservation Element, Framework Element, and the Health and Wellness 
Element. The Safety Element addresses the issue of protection of its people from 
unreasonable risks associated with natural disasters (e.g., fires, floods, 
earthquakes). The Conservation Element focused on the protection of natural 
resources. The Framework Element addresses long-term growth that sets a citywide 
context to guide the subsequent amendments of the City's community plans, 
zoning ordinances, and other pertinent programs. The Health and Wellness 
Element also addresses water quality and provides a high-level policy vision, 
measurable objectives, and implementation programs to elevate health as a priority 
for the City’s future growth and development. 

Notes: 
BMP=best management practice; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CGP=Construction General Permit; 
CHSRA=California High Speed Rail Authority; CWA=Clean Water Act; FEMA=Federal Emergency Management Agency; FIRM=Flood 
Insurance Rate Map; DWQ=Division of Water Quality; IGP=Industrial General Permit; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; LID=low impact 
development; Metro= Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority; MEP=maximum extent practicable; MS4=Municipal 
Separate Storm Sewer System; MSWMP=Municipal Stormwater Management Program; MTS=Metropolitan Transit System; 
NFIP=National Flood Insurance Program; No.= Number; NOI=Notice of Intent; NPDES=National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; 
ROW=right-of-way; RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control Board; SCRRA=Southern California Regional Rail Authority; 
SUSMP=Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan; SWPPP=Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan; SWRCB=State Water Resources 
Control Board; U.S.=United States; U.S. EPA=United States Environmental Protection Agency; USACE=U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; 
VOC=volatile organic compound; WQCMPUR=Water Quality Compliance Master Plan for Urban Runoff
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 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts  

This section summarizes the results of the Link US WQAR, the Link US Preliminary LID Report, and other 
drainage studies prepared for the project. These studies provide an evaluation of potential impacts on 
existing drainage systems for each of the jurisdictions affected as a result of the project, including Caltrans 
and the City. Preconstruction and post-construction drainage conditions were modeled, and stormwater 
management BMPs were identified to avoid or minimize impacts on hydrology and water quality. This 
section also evaluates the adequacy of the existing drainage flow patterns to determine whether the 
proposed drainage facilities meet the applicable design requirements. The physical area for other 
anticipated drainage system improvements to support the planned HSR system is also considered as part 
of this analysis. The procedures and practices that would be applied to reduce potential for impacts on 
drainage systems and stormwater management were also considered as part of the evaluation.  

 Existing Conditions 

Regional Hydrology 

This project study area lies within the Los Angeles River watershed. The eastern portion spans from the 
Santa Monica Mountains to the Simi Hills and, in the west, from the Santa Susana Mountains to the San 
Gabriel Mountains. The watershed encompasses and is shaped by the path of the Los Angeles River, which 
flows from its headwaters in the mountains, eastward to the northern corner of Griffith Park. Here the 
channel turns southward through the Glendale Narrows before it flows across the coastal plain and into 
San Pedro Bay, near Long Beach. The Los Angeles River has evolved from an uncontrolled, meandering 
river providing a valuable source of water for early inhabitants to a major flood protection waterway. The 
Los Angeles River watershed covers over 834 square miles. 

Based on the Basin Plan, the Los Angeles River watershed is divided into hydrologic subareas (HSA) that 
are subdivided into hydrologic areas, all within a specific hydrologic unit (HU). The project is located entirely 
within the Central HSA Split (405.15) of the Coastal Plain hydrologic area (405.10) of the Los Angeles-San 
Gabriel HU (405.00) (Appendix J of this EIR).  

Local Hydrology 

The Los Angeles River is located immediately east of the project study area. The river is the primary drainage 
facility in the area and facilitates alluvial groundwater recharge through spreading basin turnouts. The 
portion of the Los Angeles River adjacent to the project study area is entirely concrete lined. This portion 
of the river is designated as Reach 2 in the Basin Plan (from Figueroa Street, City of Los Angeles [upstream] 
to Carson Street, City of Long Beach [downstream]) and as Reach 3 in the Los Angeles River Master Plan 
(from Arroyo Seco [upstream] to Washington Boulevard [downstream]). From this point forward, references 
will be made to Reach 2, unless noted otherwise. Runoff from the project study area is discharged to various 
storm drain systems, some of which cross portions of the project, and eventually to Reach 2 of the Los 
Angeles River.  

3.8.3 

3.8.4 
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Precipitation and Climate 

Local climate conditions are characterized by warm summers, mild winters, infrequent rainfall, moderate 
humidity, and moderate breezes during the daytime. Periods of hot weather, winter storms, and Santa Ana 
winds occasionally disrupt the mild climate. Precipitation generally occurs as rainfall during the major 
storms with snowfall occurring at higher elevations. The average annual rainfall is 15.5 inches.  

Surface Streams 

The Los Angeles River is highly modified with concrete lining the majority of its length. Along the middle 
section of the river, it is unlined and supports a natural habitat for fish and other wildlife species; however, 
the majority of the river is a concrete channel that carries urban runoff, tertiary-treated effluent from several 
municipal wastewater treatment plants, and illegal dumping. This activity contributes to the impaired water 
quality in the Los Angeles River and its tributaries.  

Drainage and Flood Control Improvements 

Exhibit G of the City of Los Angeles General Plan identifies the project study area to be located within a 
dam inundation area. Drainage and flood control structures and improvements within the project study 
area are under the jurisdiction of the following entities: City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE); Caltrans; and SCRRA. Facilities within the project study area, 
under the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County in Segment 1 (throat segment) of the project study area at 
Bolero Lane and Leroy Street near Mission Tower, are proposed to be protected in place and are not 
anticipated to be impacted as part of the project.  

Floodplains 

Floodplains for the project study area are shown on Panel 060137-0075D of the Federal Emergency 
Management Administration (FEMA) Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) (FEMA n.d.). This panel was 
revised in July 1998 and shows that the 100-year flood boundary does not extend over the west bank of the 
river in the project study area. The entire project footprint is located in Zone X, Areas of Minimal Flooding. 

Municipal Supply  

The regional potable water supply is delivered by LADWP. The supply is comprised of a mixture of local 
groundwater resources, recycled water from local water reclamation facilities, and imported water. 
Approximately half of the water demand is met through the importation of water. 

Groundwater Hydrology 

The Coastal Plain of Los Angeles (Central) (Basin Number 4-11.04 of the South Coast Hydrologic Region) 
is the major groundwater basin located in the project study area. The general quality of groundwater in the 
project study area has been degraded due to land use and contaminants that seep into the subsurface. 
Commercial and industrial activities include leaking aboveground and underground storage tanks 
containing various and large quantities of hazardous materials discharging these contaminants and 
presenting themselves as inorganic and organic pollutants. Inadequate storage, handling, and disposal 
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practices also contribute to the pollution. Pesticides and fertilizers also degrade groundwater quality. In 
addition, overloaded or improperly treated septic tanks and illegal discharges are also sources of bacteria 
and pollutants. 

Based on the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR), the groundwater levels 
within the project study area range between depths of approximately 14 and 48 feet below ground surface 
(bgs) (corresponding groundwater table elevations range from about 222 to 256 feet mean sea level [MSL]). 
Historical groundwater depths as shallow as 13.5 feet bgs are reported, but more recent measurements 
indicated a steady groundwater level decline. The groundwater quality within the project study area is not 
specifically known, but the groundwater may contain inorganic constituents, as well as organic 
contaminants from solvent and petroleum hydrocarbon pollution associated with industrial activities in the 
area (Appendix L of this EIR). Developers of underground facilities, as well as temporary excavations during 
construction, should anticipate encountering groundwater, if greater than approximately 20 feet bgs. See 
the Link US Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) (Appendix M of this EIR) regarding 
potential groundwater contamination. 

Water Quality Objectives/Standards and Beneficial Uses 

Surface Water Quality Objectives/Standards and Beneficial Uses 

Beneficial uses of water are defined in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Los Angeles River Basin, 
Region 4 (Basin Plan) as those uses necessary for the survival or well-being of humans, plants, and wildlife. 
Per the Basin Plan, the surface water beneficial uses for Reach 2 of the Los Angeles River, where the project 
is located, are as follows: 

• MUN – Municipal 

• GWR – Groundwater Recharge 

• IND – Industrial Service Supply 

• REC-1 – Water Contact Recreation 

• REC-2 – Non-Contact Water Recreation 

• WARM – Warm Freshwater Habitat 

• WILD – Wildlife Habitat 

• WET – Wetland Habitat 

Water quality objectives, as defined by the California Water Code Section 13050(h), are the “limits or levels 
of water quality constituents or characteristics, which are established for the reasonable protection of 
beneficial uses or the prevention of nuisance within a specific area.” The stipulated surface water quality 
objectives for inland surface waters which include streams, rivers, lakes, and wetlands, as identified in the 
Basin Plan, are listed in Table 3.8-2, along with the numeric and narrative water quality objectives for the 
Los Angeles River.  
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Table 3.8-2. Surface Water Quality Objectives 

Constituent Concentrations 

Ammonia, un-ionized Discharges for 4-day average concentration will not exceed 0.035 mg/L; 1-hour average 
concentration will not exceed 0.233 mg/L. 

Bacteria, Coliform In waters designated for REC-2 and not designated for REC-1, the fecal coliform concentration 
will not exceed a log mean of 2,000/100 ml (based on a minimum of no less than four 
samples for any 30-day period), nor will more than 10 percent of samples collected during any 
30-day period exceed 4,000/100 ml.  

Bioaccumulation Toxic pollutants will not be present at levels that will bioaccumulate in aquatic life to levels 
that are harmful to aquatic life or human health. 

Biochemical oxygen 
demand 

Waters will be free of substances that result in increases in the biochemical oxygen demand 
that adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Biostimulatory substances Waters will not contain biostimulatory substances in concentrations that promote aquatic 
growth to the extent that such growth causes nuisance or adversely affects beneficial uses. 

Chloride Chloride will not exceed 190 mg/L.  

Chlorine (residual) Chlorine residual in wastewater discharged to inland surface waters will not exceed 0.1 mg/L. 

Color Waters will be free of coloration that causes nuisance or adversely impacts beneficial uses. 

Exotic vegetation Exotic vegetation will not be introduced around stream courses to the extent that such growth 
causes nuisance or adversely impacts beneficial uses. 

Floatables Waste discharges will not contain floating materials, including solids, liquids, foam, or scum, 
that cause a nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses. 

Fluoride Surface waters designated as MUN will not exceed 2 mg/L as a result of controllable water 
quality factors, depending on air temperature. 

Methylene blue activated 
substances 

Waters designated as MUN will not exceed 0.05 mg/L as a result of controllable water quality 
factors. 

Nitrogen (Nitrate, Nitrite) Waters will not exceed 10 mg/L nitrogen as nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitrogen, 45 mg/L as 
nitrate, 10 mg/L as nitrate-nitrogen, or 1 mg/L as nitrite-nitrogen.  

Oil and grease Waters will not contain oils, greases, waxes, or other materials in concentrations that result in 
a visible film or coating on the surface of the water or objects in the water, or that cause 
nuisance or otherwise adversely impact beneficial uses. 

Oxygen (dissolved) At a minimum, the mean annual dissolved oxygen concentration of all waters will be greater 
than 7 mg/L, and no single determination will be less than 5 mg/L, except when natural 
conditions cause lesser concentrations. The dissolved oxygen content of all surface waters 
designated as WARM will not be depressed below 5 mg/L as a result of waste discharges. 
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Table 3.8-2. Surface Water Quality Objectives 

Constituent Concentrations 

Pesticides No individual pesticide or combination of pesticides will be present in concentrations that 
adversely affect beneficial uses. There will be no increase in pesticide concentrations found in 
bottom sediments or aquatic life. 

pH The pH of inland surface waters will not be depressed below 6.5 or raised above 8.5 as a result 
of waste discharges. Ambient pH levels will not be changed more than 0.5 units from natural 
conditions as a result of waste discharge. 

PCBs  The purposeful discharge of PCBs (the sum of chlorinated biphenyls whose analytical 
characteristics resemble those of Aroclor-1016, Aroclor-1221, Aroclor-1232, Aroclor-1242, 
Aroclor-1248, Aroclor-1254, and Aroclor-1260) to waters of the region, or at locations where 
the waste can subsequently reach waters of the region, is prohibited. 

Pass-through or uncontrollable discharges to waters of the region, or at locations where the 
waste can subsequently reach water of the region, are limited to 70 picograms/liter (30-day 
average) for protection of human health and 14 nanograms/liter and 30 nanograms/liter 
(daily average) to protect aquatic life in inland fresh waters and estuarine waters, respectively. 

Radioactivity Radioactive materials will not be present in the waters of the region in concentrations that are 
deleterious to human, plant, or animal life. Waters designated MUN will meet the limits 
specified in the CCR, Title 22. 

Solids  
(suspended and settleable) 

Waters will not contain suspended or settleable material in amounts that cause nuisance or 
adversely impact beneficial uses as a result of controllable water quality factors. 

Sulfate Sulfates will not exceed 350 mg/L. 

Taste and odor Waters will not contain taste or odor-producing substances in concentrations that impart 
undesirable tastes or odors to fish flesh or other edible aquatic resources, cause nuisance, or 
adversely impact beneficial uses. 

Temperature The natural receiving water temperature of all regional waters will not be altered unless it can 
be demonstrated to the satisfaction of the regional board that such alteration in temperature 
does not adversely impact beneficial uses. For waters designated WARM, water temperature 
will not be altered by more than 5°F above the natural temperature. At no time will these 
WARM-designated waters be raised above 80°F as a result of waste discharges. 

Total dissolved solids Total dissolved solids will not exceed 1,500 mg/L. 

Toxic substances Toxic substances will not be discharged at levels that will bioaccumulate in aquatic resources 
to levels that are harmful to human health. The concentrations of contaminants in waters that 
are existing or potential sources of drinking water will not occur at levels that are harmful to 
human health. Concentrations of toxic pollutants in the water column, sediments, or biota will 
not adversely impact beneficial uses. 
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Table 3.8-2. Surface Water Quality Objectives 

Constituent Concentrations 

Turbidity Waters will be free of changes in turbidity that cause nuisance or adversely impact beneficial 
uses. Increases in natural turbidity attributable to controllable water quality factors will not 
exceed the following limits: where natural turbidity is between 0 and 50 nephelometric 
turbidity units, increases will not exceed 20 percent. Where natural turbidity is greater than 
50 nephelometric turbidity units, increases will not exceed 10 percent. 

Source: Appendix J of this EIR 
Notes: 
°F=degrees Fahrenheit; CCR=California Code of Regulations; PCB=polychlorinated biphenyls; pH=potential of hydrogen; mg/L=milligrams 
per liter; ml=milliliter; MUN=municipal and industrial supply; REC-1=Water Contact Recreation; REC-2= Non-contact Water Recreation; 
WARM=warm freshwater habitat 

Groundwater Quality Objectives/Standards and Beneficial Uses 

The following beneficial uses are identified in the Basin Plan for the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles (Central) 
Groundwater Basin (Basin Number 4-11.04 of the South Coast Hydrologic Region): 

• MUN - Municipal 

• AGG - Agricultural Supply 

• IND - Industrial Service Supply 

• PROC - Industrial Process Supply 

Groundwater recharge was the only beneficial use identified for groundwater within the project study area. 
This use is related to the Los Angeles River, between Figueroa Street and the Los Angeles River Estuary 
(Willow Street), which includes Reaches 1 and 2.  

The stipulated water quality objectives for groundwater, as identified in the Basin Plan, are listed in 
Table 3.8-3. The narrative water quality objectives for the Los Angeles River (as related to US-101) only 
identified chlorine and polychlorinated biphenyls (PCB) in the Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool. 
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Table 3.8-3. Groundwater Quality Objectives 

Constituent Concentrations 

Bacteria In groundwater used for domestic or MUN supply, the concentration of coliform organisms 
over any 7-day period will be less than 1.1/100 ml. 

Boron Boron will not exceed 1.0 mg/L.  

Chemical constituents and 
radioactivity 

Groundwater designated for use as domestic or MUN supply will not contain 
concentrations of chemical constituents and radionuclides in excess of the limits specified 
in Title 22. Groundwater will not contain concentrations of chemical constituents in 
amounts that adversely impact any designated beneficial use. 

Chloride Chloride will not exceed 150 mg/L.  

Nitrogen (Nitrate, Nitrite) Groundwater will not exceed 10 mg/L nitrogen as nitrate-nitrogen plus nitrite-nitrogen, 
45 mg/L as nitrate, 10 mg/L as nitrate-nitrogen, or 1 mg/L as nitrite-nitrogen.  

Sulfate Sulfates will not exceed 250 mg/L.  

Taste and odor Groundwater will not contain taste or odor-producing substances in concentrations that 
cause nuisance or adversely impact beneficial uses. 

Total dissolved solids Total dissolved solids will not exceed 700 mg/L.  

Source: Appendix J of this EIR 
Notes: 
ml=milliliter; mg/L=milligrams/liter; MUN=municipal and domestic supply 

Existing Water Quality 

The Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program maintains water quality stations along the Los Angeles 
River. The most recent water quality data collected occurred June 29, 2005. Table 3.8-4 summarizes water 
quality measurements collected by the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program at Site 
No. 412CE0104 and 412LAR007 of the Los Angeles River (HU Code 18070105) for selected constituents.  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 

 

 3.8-14 

Table 3.8-4. Los Angeles River Water Quality - 2005 Results 

Analyte Unit 

Los Angeles  
Random Site 7 

Station Code 412LAR007 

Los Angeles River ~ 
0.8 mile below 

 Highway 110 Station 
Code 

Specific Conductivity, Total microsiemens/centimeter 1323 945 

Oxygen, Dissolved, Total mg/L 21.31 12.5 

Temperature °C 29.81 25.1 

Velocity feet/second — 0 

Salinity, Total parts per thousand 0.65 0.4 

Turbidity, Total 
nephelometric turbidity 

unit 
4.7 — 

Oxygen, Saturation, Total percentage 284.2 — 

pH none 9.7 — 

Nitrite as N, Dissolved mg/L 1.42 — 

OrthoPhosphate as P, Dissolved mg/L 0.343 — 

Chloride, Dissolved mg/L 107 — 

Hardness as CaCO3, Total mg/L 332 — 

Ammonia as N, Total mg/L 0.059 — 

Nitrogen, Total Kjeldahl mg/L 2.86 — 

Phosphorus as P, Total mg/L 0.597 — 

Nitrate as N, Dissolved mg/L 2.6 — 

Chlorophyll a, Particulate micrograms/liter 63.7 — 

Sulfate, Dissolved mg/L 226 — 

Source: Appendix J of this EIR 

Notes: 
°C = degree Celsius; pH=potential of hydrogen; mg/L=milligrams per liter  

Regional Water Quality 

Pollutants from dense clusters of residential, industrial, and other urban activities in the Los Angeles Basin 
have impaired water quality in the immediate project vicinity. Added to this complex mixture of pollutant 
sources (in particular, pollutants associated with urban and stormwater runoff), is the high number (in the 
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thousands) of point source industrial, construction, and municipal permits issued north and south of the 
project study area (Los Angeles River watershed, Watershed Management Initiative, December 2001). 

Section 303(d) List of Impaired Waters 

Within the Central HSA Split of the Coastal Plain hydrologic area of the Los Angeles-San Gabriel HU, the 
Los Angeles River is the receiving waterbody that is listed as an impaired waterbody on the 2014/2016 CWA 
Section 303(d) list and the 2012 CWA Section 303(d) list (according to the Caltrans Water Quality Planning 
Tool). The reason for the difference in the pollutants of concern (POC) between the two lists is due to the 
difference of the list approval date. Once the Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool is updated to reflect the 
2014/2016 CWA Section 303(d) list, both POCs should match. A summary of the hydrologic information, 
Section 303(d) listed water bodies and their associated POCs, total maximum daily load (TMDL), and 
targeted design constituents are shown in Table 3.8-5. 

Table 3.8-5. 2014/2016 and 2012 Clean Water Act Section 303(d) Listed Waterbodies and Pollutants 
of Concern 

Jurisdiction HU 
Hydrologic 

Area 
Hydrologic 
Sub-Area # Water Body POCs 

Los Angeles 
RWQCB1 

Los Angeles- 
San Gabriel 

Coastal Plain Central HSA Split Los Angeles River, 
Reach2 

Ammonia3, Indicator 
Bacteria3, Copper3, 
Nutrients (Algae)3, Oil, 
Trash3 

Los Angeles 
RWQCB 
(Caltrans)2 

Los Angeles 
River4 

Los Angeles4 412.104 Los Angeles River, 
Reach2 

Ammonia3, Coliform 
Bacteria, Cooper3, Lead3, 
Nutrients (Algae)3, Oil, 
Trash3 

Notes: 
1 2014/2016 Section 303(d) Approved List 
2 Caltrans Water Quality Planning Tool (based on 2012 Section 303(d) Approved List) 
3 POCs with a U.S. EPA-approved TMDL 
4 Based on CalWater Watershed Data 

Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; HSA=hydrologic subarea; HU=hydrologic 
unit; POC=pollutant of concern; RWQCB=Regional Water Quality Control Board; TMDL=total maximum daily load 

A targeted design constituent is a pollutant that has been identified during Caltrans runoff characterization 
studies to be discharging with a load or concentration that commonly exceeds allowable standards and 
that is considered treatable by currently available Caltrans-approved treatment BMPs. It is a requirement 
of the Caltrans National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Permit to provide treatment of 
the Caltrans-identified targeted design constituents.  

Existing Runoff and Drainage  

Within the project study area, six major storm drains have been identified. Drainage in the project study 
area is managed by Metro (and SCRRA), the City, and Caltrans. Runoff in the area is generated from a 
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combination of hard surfaces, including roadways, buildings, and bridges. A network of underground 
facilities collect runoff (e.g., curbside catch basins and inlets) and direct the flows to the Los Angeles River. 
Drainage from LAUS is directed to a 120-inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) within Cesar Chavez Avenue, 
which subsequently drains into the Los Angeles River. Drainage from the El Monte Busway and US-101 is 
managed by Caltrans and distributed into two major systems. The first is comprised of a large box structure 
that extends along Vignes Street, and then easterly along Ducommun Street, before discharging into the 
Los Angeles River. A second system enters a lift station that enters a 75-inch underground pipe system 
along Alameda Street and drains southerly and ultimately to the Los Angeles River, between Fourth and 
Sixth Streets. Runoff along Commercial Street enters a 42-inch RCP system along Ducommun Street and 
ultimately discharges to the Los Angeles River.  

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

The proposed project would result in a significant impact under CEQA on floodplains, hydrology, and water 
quality if they would: 

A. Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with groundwater recharge 
such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table 
level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not 
support existing land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted) 

B. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in 
a manner which would result in flooding on or off site 

C. Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff 

D. Expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, including flooding 
as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

E. Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

F. Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through the alteration 
of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in substantial erosion or siltation 
on or off site 

G. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 

H. Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as mapped on a federal flood hazard boundary 
map or FIRM or other flood hazard delineation map 

I. Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or redirect flood flows 

J. Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 

3.8.5 
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Thresholds Requiring No Further Evaluation  

The following thresholds were determined to result in no impact or are otherwise inapplicable to the actions 
associated with the project.  

H. Housing within a 100-year Flood Hazard Area – The proposed project would not involve 
construction of residential housing; therefore, it would not place housing within a 100-year flood 
hazard area as mapped on the most recent FIRMs for the project study area. Under CEQA, no 
impact would occur. 

I. Place Structures in a 100-year Flood Hazard Area – The proposed project is not within a 100-year 
flood hazard area; therefore, its implementation would not involve the construction of structures 
within the 100-year flood hazard area that would otherwise impede or redirect floods. Under CEQA, 
no impact would occur. 

J. Inundation by Seiche, Tsunami, or Mudflow – In recognition of the project’s inland location and the 
lack of proximity to the ocean, a large lake or other body of water, the risk related to exposing people 
or structures to a tsunami or seiche is negligible. Also, the project is located on relatively flat 
ground; therefore, the hazard of mudflows adversely impacting the proposed project is very low. 
Under CEQA, no impact would occur. 

Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Based on the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR), the groundwater levels 
within the project study area range between depths of approximately 14 to 48 feet bgs. The Los Angeles 
River is located immediately east of the project study area and is the primary drainage facility in the area 
consisting of a concrete-lined channel, facilitating alluvial groundwater recharge through spreading basin 
turnouts.  

During construction, it is assumed that groundwater dewatering would be required. These groundwater 
dewatering activities would be considered temporary and only result in extraction of water from the upper 
aquifer, which is not currently used for potable uses. Hence, production rates or well levels would not be 
affected. Impacts are considered less than significant 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

There are no groundwater recharge facilities in the project study area, and operation of the proposed project 
would not require groundwater extraction for consumptive use. The project would not substantially deplete 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-A 

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of pre-existing 
nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing land uses or 
planned uses for which permits have been granted) 
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groundwater supplies or substantially interfere with groundwater recharge. Based on the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works Groundwater Well Data website, there are no active drinking water 
and groundwater extraction wells within 1 mile from the project, but there are several inactive wells within 
this same distance from the project. Therefore, local ground pumping and water levels would not be 
substantially affected. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The proposed project would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. Therefore, 
no indirect impact related to groundwater would occur. Under CEQA, no impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During construction, the proposed project would require substantial amounts of grading and excavation to 
reconfigure existing drainage patterns and ensure that connections to existing drainage infrastructure are 
maintained and/or improved. Changes in localized drainage during construction would be most 
pronounced on site, which includes the railroad ROW, Caltrans ROW, private properties, and City-owned 
ROW. Extensive grading is anticipated to construct the run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS in 
Segment 3 in the interim condition, and elevate the rail yard in Segment 2 (concourse segment) in the full 
build-out condition. Any increases in sediment load from the construction area could lead to alterations in 
drainage patterns due to accumulations of sediment in downstream areas, if not properly managed. This 
is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8.6) is proposed to 
reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As discussed in the Link US Preliminary LID Report, the site has eight major drainage areas, which are 
identified as Areas A, D, E, F, G, H, I, and J, as depicted on Figure 3.8-1.  

THRESHOLD 
3.8-B 

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding on or off site  
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Figure 3.8-1. Overview of Major Drainage Areas for Post-Construction Conditions 

 

Proposed drainage patterns in each of the tributaries are described below: 

Tributary Area A 

To maintain the existing drainage pattern and implement a stormwater treatment system, Tributary Area A 
was divided into eight sub areas to analyze the capture and conveyance of stormwater to the appropriate 
location for treatment. Specific descriptions of each sub area are provided below. The sub area has two 
points of connection to the existing municipal storm drain system:  

• 108-inch RCP in Cesar Chavez Avenue just east of the Cesar Chavez Bridge 

• 138-inch reinforced concrete arch on US-101 

Both existing systems ultimately discharge to the Los Angeles River.  

Runoff from the rail yard area would drain into a ballasted track bed supported by a cellular concrete slab 
on-grade. The cellular concrete slab on-grade would slope away from the tracks and direct runoff into the 
underdrains (8-inch diameter perforated corrugated metal pipes) running adjacent and parallel to the 
tracks. These underdrains would be connected to a cross drain line (36-inch RCP) that would then connect 
to a stormwater capture system (cistern) that would treat stormwater for use and detain and attenuate 
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overflow before conveyance to one of the two existing municipal storm drain systems previously mentioned. 
All stormwater that is not utilized on site would be discharged to the municipal storm drain system.  

Runoff from the rail yard north of the pedestrian passageway (Sub Areas A1, A2, and A4) is tributary to the 
proposed Garden Track Cistern and would be discharged to the existing municipal storm drain in Cesar 
Chavez Avenue. The rail yard south of the pedestrian passageway and the West Plaza, the baggage handling 
building, and adjacent parking areas (Sub Areas A3, A5, A6, and A8) are tributary to the West Plaza cistern 
and would be discharged to the municipal storm drain in US-101.  

• Sub Area A1 – Sub Area A1 primarily encompasses the throat portion of the rail yard and the 
portion of the rail yard known as the Garden Tracks, both located north of Cesar Chavez Avenue. 
Precipitation that falls in these two areas would be collected and conveyed to the Garden Track 
cistern for treatment, located north of Cesar Chavez Avenue. Treated runoff and overflow (matching 
existing capacities and patterns) would be conveyed to the existing municipal storm drain system 
in Avila Street, which eventually outlets to the 108-inch City of Los Angeles storm drain pipe in 
Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

• Sub Area A2 - Sub Area A2 encompasses the portion of the rail yard between Cesar Chavez Avenue 
and the existing pedestrian passageway. Precipitation that falls in this area of the rail yard would 
be collected and conveyed to the proposed Garden Track cistern for treatment and detention. 
Treated runoff and overflow (matching existing capacities and patterns) would be conveyed from 
the cistern to the existing municipal storm drain system in Avila Street, which connects to the 
108-inch City of Los Angeles storm drain pipe in Cesar Chavez Avenue, and ultimately discharges 
to the Los Angeles River.  

• Sub Area A3 – Sub Area A3 encompasses the portion of the rail yard between the existing passenger 
tunnel and the access road along the southern end of the platforms. Precipitation that falls in this 
area would be collected and conveyed to the proposed West Plaza cistern for treatment and 
detention. Treated runoff and overflow would be conveyed to the existing 138-inch arch pipe in the 
US-101, which ultimately discharges to the Los Angeles River. 

• Sub Area A4 – Sub Area A4 is primarily made up of the slope to the east of the Garden Track and 
west of the postal annex building. The area slopes west, away from the LAUS property. Runoff from 
this area would be collected and conveyed to the proposed Garden Track cistern for treatment and 
detention. As the design progresses, the method of conveyance to the cistern will need to be further 
assessed. Overflow and treated runoff would be conveyed to the existing storm drain system in 
Avila Street, which connects to the 108-inch City of Los Angeles storm drain pipe in Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, and ultimately discharges to the Los Angeles River. 

• Sub Area A5 – Sub Area A5 encompasses the West Plaza, the baggage handling building, adjacent 
parking, and the proposed loading dock. Precipitation that falls into this area would be collected 
and conveyed to the proposed West Plaza cistern for treatment and detention. Overflow and treated 
runoff would be conveyed to the existing 138-inch arch pipe in US-101, which ultimately discharges 
to the Los Angeles River. 
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• Sub Area A6 – Sub Area A6 encompasses the slope to the south of the West Plaza, between the 
MWD building and the access road. Precipitation that falls in this area would be collected and 
conveyed to the proposed West Plaza cistern for treatment and detention. Overflow and treated 
runoff is conveyed to the existing 138-inch arch pipe in US-101, which ultimately discharges to the 
Los Angeles River. 

• Sub Area A7 – Sub Area A7 primarily includes the walkway along the west side of Patsaouras Transit 
Plaza. This area is not tributary to the rail yard, but rather is part of the Patsaouras Transit Plaza 
drainage system. This area is included in the analysis, as the area is affected by the proposed 
improvements. As a result of the proposed improvements, the area of Sub Area A7 would be 
reduced from 1.1 acre in the preconstruction condition, to 0.7 acre in the post-construction 
condition. The difference of 0.4 acre, which is tributary to Patsaouras Transit Plaza in the 
preconstruction condition, becomes tributary to the rail yard in the post-construction condition. 
This reduction in area reduces the total runoff flow and directs it to the treatment system at the 
West Plaza cistern, effectively improving the drainage condition in the Patsaouras Transit Plaza 
drainage system.  

• Sub Area A8 – Sub Area A8 encompasses a small portion of the viaduct crossing over US-101 and 
is included to account for the small volume of runoff that is not captured in the catch basins on 
the viaduct.  

Tributary Area D 

Area D encompasses the area along Center Street, between Ducommun Street and under 
US-101, proposed Commercial Street area (realigned), and the areas west of Center Street. Deck drainage 
from the overhead viaduct would be tied into existing drainage systems. The existing 18-inch vitrified clay 
storm drain pipe (built in 1909) running along Commercial Street would be connected to a 24-inch/36-inch 
storm drain pipe running along Center Street. This pipe connects to a 138-inch arch pipe system located 
within the freeway ROW that runs easterly across the El Monte Busway and US-101, southerly along Vignes 
Street, then easterly along Ducommun Street, and ultimately discharges to the Los Angeles River. Removal 
and realignment of a portion of the existing 18-inch vitrified clay storm drain would occur as a result or 
realigning Commercial Street.  

• Sub Area D1 – Sub Area D1 primarily encompasses the proposed realigned Commercial Street, 
west of the red line tunnel. Due to constraints on running a storm drain pipe across the red line 
tunnel, the runoff from this area would be routed to the 138-inch arch pipe.  

• Sub Area D2 – Sub Area D2 primarily encompasses the slopes south of proposed Commercial 
Street and north of the proposed run-through tracks. The runoff from the slope would drain to a 
proposed v-ditch, which drains to an inlet connecting to the storm drain pipe on Center Street. The 
slopes would be impervious with landscaping. 
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• Sub Area D3 – Sub Area D3 primarily encompasses Center Street and Commercial Street east of 
the red line tunnel, and a portion of the proposed Division 20 access road east of Center Street. 
The runoff from streets would drain to catch basins and inlets on the street, which connect to the 
storm drain pipe on Center Street. 

Tributary Area E 

Area E primarily encompasses the area between Aliso Street to the north, Center Street to the west, 
Ducommun Street to the south, and the Los Angeles River to the east, and includes the loop track and 
proposed Metro Division 20 access road. A portion of the existing 22-inch vitrified clay storm drain system 
(in the area where the existing Commercial Street is located), which drains to the Los Angeles River, would 
be preserved. Track drainage from the loop track would be collected from a track underdrain, which drains 
to the 22-inch drain system. Runoff within this area would be collected via catch basins draining to the 
22-inch storm drain system and ultimately to the Los Angeles River.  

• Sub Area E1 – Sub Area E1 primarily encompasses the graded, pervious area north of proposed 
loop track and south of Metro’s Division 20 access road. The runoff from this area drains to the 
low point where an inlet is proposed and connected to the existing 22-inch pipe on existing 
Commercial Street.  

• Sub Area E2 – Sub Area E2 primarily encompasses the drainage area of loop track and Metro’s 
Division 20 access road. The runoff from this area flows to a trench drain located at the low point 
of access road and track underdrains, and eventually drains to the existing 22-inch pipe at the 
location close to the Los Angeles River.  

Tributary Area F 

Area F encompasses the Division 20 red line portal and parking lot and Metro owned property. Runoff 
within this area drains to the existing 138-inch arch pipe system, which discharges to the Los Angeles River.  

• Sub Area F1 – Sub Area F1 primarily encompasses the Division 20 Red Line portal area.  

• Sub Area F2 – Sub Area F2 primarily encompasses the Metro-owned property where hazardous 
soils are stored. The drainage pattern for this area would remain the same.  

Tributary Area G 

Area G is primarily composed of the drainage tributary area to the 42-inch RCP system along Ducommun 
Street. It primarily encompasses the run-through tracks on the embankment structure between Vignes 
Street and Center Street, the proposed maintenance access road adjacent to the tracks, and slopes at south, 
as well as the BNSF West Bank Yard and the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River.  

• Sub Area G1 – Sub Area G1 primarily encompasses the run-through tracks on the embankment 
structure and proposed maintenance access road. Runoff would drain to a dirt trapezoidal ditch 
and be collected into inlets, which would drain to a 42-inch RCP system along Ducommun Street 
and ultimately discharge to the Los Angeles River.  
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• Sub Area G2 – Sub Area G2 primarily encompasses the slopes south of the run-through tracks and 
future HSR tracks. The runoff from the slope would drain to a proposed v-ditch, which drains to an 
inlet ultimately connecting to the 42-inch pipe along Ducommun Street. The slopes would be 
impervious with landscaping.  

• Sub Area G3 – Sub Area G3 primarily encompasses Ducommun Street, between Vignes Street and 
Center Street. The drainage pattern would remain the same as the existing condition.  

• Sub Area G4 – Sub Area G4 primarily encompasses the regional/intercity rail run-through tracks, 
BNSF tracks, and Amtrak track along the west bank of the Los Angeles River. The runoff would 
drain to track underdrains connecting to the 42-inch RCP.  

Tributary Area H 

Area H encompasses the run-through tracks located south of Ducommun Street along the west bank of 
the Los Angeles River. Track underdrains would collect track runoff that would drain to an existing inlet 
located at the concrete ditch by the west bank of Los Angeles River.  

Tributary Area I 

Proposed lead tracks and access roads are located within this area. The majority of the southern portion of 
the track bed would be supported by a cellular concrete slab on-grade that would be sloped away from the 
tracks and designed to direct runoff into perforated underdrains located adjacent to the tracks. The 
proposed storm drain line along the rail access roads would collect the runoff from the underdrains and 
drain south to the 66-inch RCP at Vignes Street.  

Tributary Area J 

Area J encompasses the lead tracks for the proposed project, parallel to Bolero Lane, north of Bloom Street. 
An existing 30-inch RCP collects the runoff from an existing funnel intake and an existing concrete ditch 
located along Bolero Lane and discharges to the Los Angeles River. Track underdrains collecting track runoff 
drain to this existing 30-inch RCP. 

California Department of Transportation Right-of-Way 

Stormwater collected on the common viaduct/deck over US-101 would be collected through a series of 
inlets in the center of the structure and directed, untreated, to the Caltrans on-site drainage system through 
one of the structure’s columns. It is assumed that only a small amount of stormwater north of the Caltrans 
ROW would be added to this area. 

As discussed above, the proposed project would result in alterations to the existing drainage patterns in 
the project study area that could result in localized flooding if not properly managed. This is considered a 
significant impact. Mitigation measures in the form of post-construction BMPs are proposed to reduce 
potential impacts on water quality. Because Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA have jurisdiction over various 
areas of runoff from the US-101, as well as other portions of the project study area, each agency is 
anticipated to implement different post-construction BMPs based on applicable regulations, and each 
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agency would retain partial responsibility for long-term maintenance of BMPs. Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2, HWQ-3, and HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to 
a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impact related to alterations in drainage patterns would occur because all project-related 
infrastructure would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. Therefore, no 
impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

POCs during construction include sediments, trash, petroleum products, concrete waste (dry and wet), 
sanitary waste, and chemicals. During construction, excavated soil would be exposed, and there would be 
increased potential for soil erosion. In addition, excavated soils would be contaminated, and the contractor 
would be required to follow protocol consistent with the Link US Phase I ESA (Appendix M of this EIR), or 
forthcoming Phase II ESA, for disposition of the soils. In addition, chemicals, liquid products, petroleum 
products (e.g., paints, solvents, and fuels), and concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked and have 
the potential to be transported via stormwater runoff into receiving waters. Construction of the safety 
improvements at the Main Street at-grade public crossing may require some minor grading, excavation, 
and other site preparation activities. If not properly managed, sediments, petroleum products, and 
concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked and have the potential to be transported via stormwater 
into the Los Angeles River. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described 
in Section 3.8.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Implementation of the proposed project would not result in an increase in impervious surface within 
Caltrans ROW. Because the US-101 overhead viaduct is a non-Caltrans structure proposed within Caltrans 
ROW and would act as a roof to a small portion of the highway, the runoff generated from the non-Caltrans 
structure would offset the reduced runoff along the highway (impervious surface of the US-101 overhead 
viaduct is 0.46 acre). Therefore, the runoff associated with the US-101 overhead viaduct would not exceed 
the capacity of the tributary Caltrans system below (Appendix J of this EIR).  

THRESHOLD 
3.8-C 

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing or 
planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff  
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Implementation of the proposed project would increase impervious surfaces outside of Caltrans ROW by 
3.5 acres. An overall increase in storm runoff is anticipated to result from increased impervious surface 
area, which would increase the volume of flow and exceed the capacity of some on-site drainage systems. 
This is considered a significant impact. The proposed project includes capture and use BMPs, bioretention 
BMPs, and structural BMPs that would provide permanent stormwater treatment. Post-construction BMPs 
incorporated into the design are summarized below: 

• In Segment 1: Throat Segment, a structural stormwater vault would address the area north of 
Vignes Street; a capture and use BMP (cistern) would address the rest of this segment, including 
a portion of the concourse area (Segment 2: Concourse Segment).  

• In Segment 2: Concourse Segment, capture and use BMP (cisterns) are proposed. The extent of 
BMPs in the concourse area would be refined in final design.  

• In Segment 3: Run-Through Segment, south of US-101, bioretention BMPs are proposed for the 
proposed project and the build alternative. Bioretention BMPs would be applied on reconstructed 
public streets south of US-101 (i.e, Commercial Street, Center Street, Ducommun Street). City of 
Los Angeles Green Street Standard Plans may be used and modified with bioretention features and 
impermeable liners to convey the underdrains to a nearby storm drain system. This approach 
would require concurrence from the City of Los Angeles. A structural BMP (Contech Jellyfish Filter) 
would address the area south of Ducommun Street, where the tracks sit on the cellular concrete. 

Because Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA have jurisdiction over various areas of runoff from the US-101 and 
other portions of the project study area, each agency is anticipated to implement different post-construction 
BMPs based on applicable regulations, and each agency would retain partial responsibility for long-term 
maintenance of BMPs. Mitigation Measures HWQ-2, HWQ-3, and HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in 
Section 3.8.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Project-related components would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. 
Therefore, no indirect impact related to exceeding the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or providing substantial additional sources of polluted runoff is anticipated. No impact would 
occur. 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-D 

Expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

According to Exhibit G of the City of Los Angeles’ Safety Element (City of Los Angeles 1996a), the eastern 
portion of the project study area is located within or adjacent to a potential inundation area. As identified 
in the Link US WQAR, drainage and flood control structures and improvements within the project study 
area are under the jurisdiction of the following entities: City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
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LABOE, Caltrans, and SCRRA. Facilities within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles County are not included as 
part of the project.  

The project study area is also located on land that is protected by levees for the 1 percent (100-year) annual 
chance flood, Zone X, per FEMA’s NFIP. The project study area is not located within a 100-year or 500-year 
floodplain; therefore, construction activities would not be subject to impacts associated with flooding. 
Although the proposed project would improve and modify drainage within the project study area to 
maintain existing drainage flow patterns and accommodate for increased flow volumes, the proposed 
project would not increase or negatively impact the project study area’s vulnerability to levee and dam 
failure. The proposed project would not increase the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk 
of loss, injury, or death related to flooding or inundation beyond existing conditions. Impacts are considered 
less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Although the eastern portion of the project study area is located in an inundation zone, the proposed 
project is not located within a 100-year or 500-year floodplain; therefore, project facilities would not be 
subject to flooding. Furthermore, the proposed new canopies, platforms, and other project facilities would 
be designed and constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices to ensure the proposed 
project would not expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. The 
proposed project would result in improvements or modifications to drainage areas within the project study 
area to maintain similar drainage flow patterns and to accommodate increased flow volumes. According 
to the drainage analysis, if floodwaters were to overflow the channel system, they would inundate the 
surrounding lower lying properties and sections of the local roadway system; however, water levels would 
not reach the elevation of the existing freeway from the 100-year event. NFIP determined the maximum 
allowable increase in floodplain elevation due to the proposed project is 1 foot. Therefore, the proposed 
project would not impact any floodplain areas or require the need to update the flood maps, given the 
project would occur outside the flood zones. In this context, the proposed project would not expose people 
or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death related to flooding or inundation beyond existing 
conditions. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Project-related components would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. 
Therefore, no indirect impact would occur. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the various project components, including the safety improvements at the Main Street 
at-grade public crossing, could result in a significant impact on water quality and exceed water discharge 
requirements if runoff is not properly managed. Grading activities would involve the operation of heavy 
equipment and cutting of shallow excavations. Although the project study area is relatively flat, and the 
potential for soil erosion is considered to be low, stormwater runoff could result in short-term erosion 
within areas of exposed or stockpiled soils. Furthermore, the compaction of soils by heavy equipment may 
reduce the infiltration capacity of soils and increase runoff and erosion potential. If uncontrolled, soil 
materials could block storm drainage channels and cause downstream sedimentation.  

Removal of existing track and ballast, including creosote ties, rails, wire, and metal materials may also 
expose excavated dirt contaminated with lead, copper, chromium, and other contaminants typical of a 
railroad yard. Surface runoff exposure to soils containing these contaminants could reduce water quality of 
the Los Angeles River. Similarly, tainted soil may be subject to erosion from storm events. Improper 
handling of concrete mix could be carried away by runoff and also result in degradation of surface water. 

Groundwater may also be encountered during construction, which may be contaminated. If not addressed 
properly, the extracted groundwater could substantially degrade surface water.  

This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measures HWQ-1, HWQ-56, and HWQ-67 (described 
in Section 3.8.6) are proposed to reduce potential impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

During operation, minor amounts of oil and grease would originate from train cars during operation, which 
could discharge oil, grease, and other chemical pollutants into existing drainage systems. This is considered 
a significant impact. Post-construction BMPs are required to treat the runoff prior to discharge to the local 
storm drain system through capture and use, bioretention, and structural BMPs. Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2, HWQ-3, and HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to 
a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The potential indirect impacts resulting from post-construction runoff is a potential increase in the quantity 
of water delivered to adjacent or nearby water bodies during storms. Increased impervious surfaces can 
interrupt the natural cycle of gradual percolation of water through vegetation and soil. Instead, water is 
collected from surfaces such as asphalt, concrete, and other compacted surfaces and routed to drainage 
systems where large volumes of runoff are discharged to the nearest receiving water. This process is 
referred to as hydromodification and can contribute to streambank scouring and downstream flooding, 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-E AND 

3.8-G 

E.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

G. Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 
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which can result in loss of aquatic life and damage to property. Drainage runoff from the proposed project 
above-ground facilities would enter one of numerous drainage systems. For these reasons, the proposed 
project could result in on- and off-site discharges that could indirectly impact downstream surface waters 
by increasing scour and/or sedimentation. This is considered a significant impact if not properly managed. 
With incorporation of Mitigation Measures HWQ-2, HWQ-3, and HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in 
Section 3.8.6), impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

Also, during operation, the project would result in acquisition of parcels with current manufacturing and 
industrial processes permitted by the industrial general permit (IGP). These processes include treating 
stormwater discharges that include pollutants. This is considered a significant impact if these processes 
are not continued, because industrial stormwater may not be treated and could negatively impact the storm 
drain system. Mitigation Measure HWQ-78 (described in Section 3.8.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to 
a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

According to the Link US WQAR, due to the paucity of unpaved surface soils within the project study area, 
the erosion potential under natural conditions is low. According to the National Resources Conservation 
Service soil survey, the soil erodibility factor within the project footprint is approximately 0.32. The estimates 
are based primarily on a percentage of silt, sand, and organic matter; soil structure; and saturated hydraulic 
conductivity. The higher the value, the more susceptible the soil is to sheet and rill erosion by water.  

Construction would occur over a multiyear period with multiple phases of construction. Over the course of 
construction, activities would extend over multiple rainy seasons; however, the construction schedule is 
anticipated to be phased to minimize the amount of work during the rainy season. During construction, it 
may be necessary for the contractor to reroute drainage around one or more construction areas, which, in 
turn, may concentrate runoff and/or direct it off site, thereby resulting in substantial erosion on adjacent 
properties, if not properly managed. This is considered a significant impact. Construction site BMPs 
designated for soil stabilization and sediment control including, but not limited to, temporary measures 
like construction entrances, a move-in/move-out, silt fences, hydraulic mulch, concrete washouts, fiber 
rolls, and inlet protection measures are appropriate BMPs required as part of the Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to actively control sediments and stormwater discharges from the project during 
the construction phase, year-round. Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8.6) is proposed 
to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As identified in the Link US WQAR, the proposed project would result in an increase of impervious surfaces 
in the project study area by 3.5 acres (non-Caltrans ROW). This could cause a decrease in infiltration and 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-F 

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including through 
the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on or off site 
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increase the volume and velocity of runoff during a storm event, which transports pollutants to receiving 
waters and may lead to downstream erosion and increases in suspended particles and sediment. An 
increase in suspended particles and sediment would directly increase the turbidity. This is considered a 
significant impact. 

Mitigation Measures HWQ-2, HWQ-3, and HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8.6) are proposed 
to reduce impacts to level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Project-related components would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. 
Therefore, no indirect impact related to erosion and sedimentation would occur. No impact would occur. 

 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to hydrology and 
water quality. 

HWQ-1  Prepare and Implement a SWPPP: During construction, Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA shall 
comply with the provisions of the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with Construction and Land Disturbance Activities (CGP) (Order No. 
2009-0009-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000002) and any subsequent amendments (Order No. 
2010-0014-DWQ and Order No. 2012-0006-DWQ), as they relate to project construction 
activities. Construction activities shall not commence until a waste discharger identification 
number is received from the Stormwater Multiple Application and Report Tracking System. 
The contractor shall implement all required aspects of the SWPPP during project construction. 
Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA shall comply with the Risk Level 1 sampling and reporting 
requirements of the construction general permit (CGP). A rain event action plan shall be 
prepared and implemented by a qualified SWPPP developer within 48 hours prior to a rain 
event of 50 percent or greater probability of precipitation according to the National Oceanic 
and Atmospheric Administration. A Notice of Termination shall be submitted to State Water 
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) within 90 days of completion of construction and 
stabilization of the site. 

HWQ-2 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Caltrans ROW): Metro shall 
comply with the provisions of the Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit (Order No. 
2012-0011-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000003), effective July 1, 2013 (known as the Caltrans 
MS4 permit). This post-construction requirement shall only apply to the US-101 overhead 
viaduct improvements. Metro shall prepare a stormwater data report for the plans, 
specifications, and estimate phase that will address post-construction BMPs for the 
US-101 overhead viaduct in accordance with the Caltrans Project Planning and Design Guide 
(latest edition). 
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HWQ-3 Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (CHSRA Railroad ROW): For 
the portion of the project outside Caltrans ROW that accommodates the planned HSR system, 
Metro shall comply with the NPDES General Permit for Waste Discharge Requirements for 
Stormwater Discharges from Small MS4 (Order No. 2013-0001-DWQ, NPDES No. 
CAS000004), effective July 1, 2013 (known as the Phase II permit). This post-construction 
requirement only applies to CHSRA facilities. 

HWQ-4  Final Water Quality BMP Selection and Maintenance Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRACity of Los Angeles):  Metro shall comply with the NPDES Waste Discharge 
Requirements for MS4 Discharges within the Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles County, 
Except Those Discharges Originating from the City of Long Beach MS4 (Order No. 2012-0175, 
NPDES No. CAS004001), effective December 28, 2012 (known as the Phase I Permit). This 
post-construction requirement shall apply to the entire project except for those portions under 
the jurisdiction of the Caltrans MS4 Permit and CHSRA’s the Phase II Permit. Metro shall 
prepare a final LID report in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Planning and Land 
Development Handbook for Low Impact Development (LID Manual), May 9, 2016. This 
document shall identify the required BMPs to be in place prior to project operation and 
maintenance. 

HWQ-5 Long-Term Memorandum of Understanding: An MOU shall be executed prior to completion 
of the final engineering design and before approval of the corresponding plans, specifications, 
and estimate phase of the project. The MOU shall clarify and addresses overlapping, 
multiagency MS4-related technical, financial, legal, and other responsibilities for the design, 
construction, and operational phases of the project. Agencies involved in the MOU shall 
include, but not be limited to, Caltrans, CHSRA, and Metro. The MOU shall address, but not 
be limited to, the stormwater runoff quality to be conveyed and accepted among the affected 
parties.  

HWQ-56 Comply with Local Dewatering Requirements: The contractor shall comply with the provisions 
of the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of Groundwater from 
Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles 
and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0095, NPDES Permit No. CAG994004), effective 
July 6, 2013 (known as the Dewatering Permit), as they relate to discharge of non-stormwater 
dewatering wastes. The two options to discharge shall be to the local storm drain system 
and/or to the sanitary sewer system, and the contractor shall obtain a permit from the RWQCB 
and/or the City of Los Angeles, respectively. 

HWQ-67 Comply with Local Dewatering Requirements for Contaminated Sites: The contractor shall 
comply with the provisions of the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges of 
Treated Groundwater from Investigation and/or Cleanup of VOC Contaminated Sites to 
Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los Angeles and Ventura Counties (Order 
No. R4-2013-0043, NPDES Permit No. CAG914001), effective April 7, 2013 (known as the 
Dewatering Permit for contaminated sites), for discharge of non-stormwater dewatering wastes 
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from contaminated sites impacted during construction. The two options to discharge shall be 
to the local storm drain system and/or to the sanitary sewer system, and the contractor shall 
require a permit from the RWQCB and/or the City of Los Angeles, respectively. 

HWQ-78 Prepare and Implement Industrial SWPPP for Relocated, Regulated Industrial Uses: Metro 
shall comply with the NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated with 
Industrial Activities (IGP; Order No. 2014-0057-DWQ, NPDES No. CAS000001) for 
demolished, relocated, or new industrial-related properties impacted by the project. This shall 
include preparation of industrial SWPPP(s), as applicable. 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of the Mitigation Measures HWQ-1 through HWQ-87, significant impacts related 
to hydrology and water quality would be reduced to a level less than significant. 
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3.9 Geology and Soils 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to existing geology, soils, 
and seismic conditions within the project study area. Information contained in this section is summarized 
from the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR) in combination with data 
collected from subsequent geotechnical investigations, and other published sources.  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.9-1 identifies and summarizes applicable federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and plans 
relative to geology and soils.  

Table 3.9-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Geology and Soils 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal 

UBC The UBC is published by the International Conference of Building Officials 
and forms the basis for California’s building code, as well as 
approximately half of the state building codes in the U.S. It has been 
adopted by the California Legislature to address the specific building 
conditions and structural requirements for California, as well as provide 
guidance on foundation design and structural engineering for different soil 
types.  

Earthquake Hazards Reduction Act In October 1977, the U.S. Congress passed the Earthquake Hazards 
Reduction Act to reduce the risks to life and property from future 
earthquakes in the U.S. through the establishment and maintenance of an 
effective earthquake hazards reduction program. To accomplish this goal, 
the act established the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program, 
which was further refined by the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction 
Program Act.  

State  

Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act 
(1972) 

The Alquist-Priolo Special Studies Zone Act (Alquist-Priolo Act) (California 
PRC Sections 2621–2630) was passed into law following the destructive 
February 9, 1971, San Fernando earthquake. The intent of the 
Alquist-Priolo Act is to ensure public safety by prohibiting the siting of 
most structures for human occupancy across traces of active faults that 
constitute a potential hazard to structures from surface faulting or fault 
creep.  

.3.9.1 
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Table 3.9-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Geology and Soils 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

CBC The State of California provides minimum standards for building design 
through the CBC (CCR, Title 24). The 2016 California codes became 
effective January 1, 2017. With the shift from seismic zones to seismic 
design, the CBC philosophy has shifted from “life safety design” to 
“collapse prevention,” meaning that structures are designed for 
prevention of collapse for the maximum level of ground shaking that could 
reasonably be expected to occur at a site.  

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act The Seismic Hazards Mapping Act aims to reduce the threat of seismic 
hazard to public health and safety by identifying and mitigating seismic 
hazards. State, County, and City agencies are directed to utilize such maps 
in land use and permitting processes. The act also requires geotechnical 
investigations particular to the site be conducted before permitting occurs 
on sites within seismic hazard zones. 

Local  

 City of Los Angeles General Plan  The City’s General Plan Safety Element provides a contextual framework 
for understanding the relationship between hazard mitigation, response to 
a natural disaster and initial recovery from a natural disaster. Exhibit B in 
the Safety Element identifies the project study area as being susceptible to 
liquefaction. The Conservation Element identifies dangers of inland 
erosion and includes objectives, policies, and programs to control erosion.  

ADSP Appendix G of the ADSP provides specific mitigation measures to address 
grading and local geologic hazards and requires a project-specific 
geotechnical investigation for new structures.  

Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan The Standard Urban Stormwater Mitigation Plan was adopted in 2000 and 
is part of the municipal stormwater program to address stormwater 
pollution from new development and redevelopment by the private sector. 
It includes required Best Management Practices intended to reduce 
erosion. 

Notes:  
ADSP=Alameda District Specific Plan, CBC=California Building code, CCR=California Code of Regulations, PCR=Public Resources Code, 
UBC=Uniform Building Code 

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Findings and conclusions contained in this analysis are based on the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical 
Report (Appendix L of this EIR). Relevant literature and maps were reviewed, including published geologic 
maps, planning documents and hazard maps, as-built logs of test borings, and previous geotechnical and 
environmental reports prepared for for LAUS, Metro Red Line Tunnel, East Side Underpass Light Rail 
Transit (Gold Line Eastside Extension), and nearby projectsdevelopments. In addition, findings and 
recommendations based on results of the preliminary geotechnical investigation completed for the project 
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in 2017 were also considered. This review provided the basis for the evaluation of site conditions and 
geologic and geotechnical conditions present in the project study area.  

 Existing Conditions 

Geologic Setting 

The project study area is located within the Los Angeles Basin near the boundary of the Transverse Ranges 
Province and the northern Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province. The mountain ranges include the 
Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains located to the northwest of the project study area and the Palos 
Verdes Hills towards the southwest. The Transverse Ranges are characterized by an east-west trending 
complex group of mountain ranges and valleys. The Transverse Ranges are comprised predominantly of 
sedimentary rocks, Mesozoic granitic rocks, and ancient Precambrian rocks of all types. The northern 
Peninsular Ranges are characterized by a series of northwest-southwest trending mountains and faults. 
These mountain ranges are composed of metamorphosed sedimentary and volcanic rocks of Jurassic age 
that have been intruded by mid-Cretaceous plutonic rocks of the Southern California batholith and rimmed 
by Cenozoic sedimentary rocks.  

The project study area is located west of the Los Angeles River on a gently sloping alluvial surface. 
Topography within the project study area slopes downward from north to south with ground elevations 
ranging from about 274 to 295 feet above MSL.  

Local Geologic Conditions  

The project study area is underlain by varying amounts of artificial fill and Holocene-age and Pleistocene 
alluvium deposits consisting of silty sands, sands and silts with varying amounts of gravel, and cobbles. 
Beneath the alluvium layers, Miocene Puente marine sedimentary formations are present. The artificial fill 
varies in composition, but is generally known to contain construction debris as well as imported natural 
earth materials. The compaction of this layer is uncertain and, therefore, this layer of fill is categorized as 
“uncertified fill.” The artificial fill layer varies from about 5 to 15 feet in thickness, but may extend to depths 
as great as about 30 feet bgs in some locations.  

Beneath the fill and younger alluvium, older alluvium deposits, sometimes referred as to the San Pedro 
Formation, overlay bedrock of the Puente and Fernando Formations. In general, bedrock was encountered 
at depths ranging from about 55 feet bgs, to the maximum depth explored (110 feet bgs), within LAUS. 
Along East Commercial Street, the Puente Formation was encountered at depths ranging from about 53 to 
94 feet bgs. The material encountered consists of light gray to dark gray siltstone with interbedded claystone 
layers The material consisting of the Puente Formation was of low to moderate strength with locally hard, 
cemented and interbedded concretions. In addition, calcareous cemented zones were observed in the 
samples collected from the borings completed.  

Boulders were encountered at various locations within LAUS during previous geotechnical investigations. 
Occasionally, boulders were encountered at shallower depths during construction of the LAUS and the 
Metro Red and Purple Line Tunnelstation.  

3.9.4 
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Regional Faulting and Seismicity  

There are no known active or potentially active faults mapped within the project study area, and the project 
study area is not located within a currently designated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest 
Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone is located approximately 5.5 miles from the project study area (California 
Division of Mines and Geology 1977). However, the project study area is underlain several buried thrust 
faults, commonly referred to as blind thrust faults, are located within the project area by northerly dipping 
blind thrust faults at depth. These faults are the Upper Elysian Park Thrust Fault and the Los Angeles 
segment of the Puente Hills thrust Thrust fFault system. 

 The project study area is not located within a delineated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone (Appendix L 
of this EIR).  

The principal seismic hazard in the project study area is ground shaking resulting from an earthquake 
occurring along one of several major active or potentially active faults in Southern California. 
Figure 3.9-1 depicts the closest active faults to the project study area, and Table 3.9-2 shows the 
approximate distances and maximum earthquake moment magnitudes. 

Upper Elysian Park Thrust Fault 

The Upper Elysian Park Thrust Fault is a southward-verging anticline approximately 11 miles long with a 
curved, southward-convex axis, lying between the Hollywood Fault on the northwest and the East 
Montebello Fault on the east, near the City of San Gabriel. Uplift of the structure has produced the Elysian, 
Repetto, and Monterey Park Hills. Deformed late Quaternary deposits and related structures indicates a 
late Quaternary slip rate of this fault on the order of approximately 1.3±0.4 milimeter per year (Oskin et al. 
2000). Shaw and Suppe (1996) estimated earthquake recurrence intervals in the range of 340 to 
1,000 years. Although the Upper Elysian Park Thrust Fault might generate strong ground motion at the site, 
it is not considered capable of generating surface rupture (Dolan et al. 2001). 

Puente Hills Thrust Fault 

The Puente Hills Fault, also known as the Puente Hills Thrust Fault, extends for more than 25 miles along 
strike in the northern Los Angeles Basin from Downtown Los Angeles east to Brea in northern Orange 
County. The Puente Hills Fault consists of at least three, north-dipping distinct geometric segments, 
designated as the Los Angeles, Santa Fe Springs, and Coyote Hills segments, from west to east (Shaw et 
al. 2002). Based on projections from available oil field data, the Santa Fe Springs and Coyote Hills segments 
are located at a depth of about 5 miles bgs. The slip rate of this fault is on the order of approximately 0.2 to 
1.0 milimeters per year (Shaw et al. 2002). The last significant earthquake on this fault occurred near the 
northwestern border of the Puente Hills on October 1, 1987 (1987 Whittier Narrows Earthquake) with a 
magnitude of 5.9. 

The principal seismic hazard in the project study area is ground shaking resulting from an earthquake 
occurring along one of several major active or potentially active faults in Southern California (Caltrans 
2016; U.S. Geological Survey [USGS] and California Geological Survey 2006; California Division of Mines 
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and Geology 1977). Figure 3.9-1 depicts the closest active faults to the project study area, and 
Table 3.9-2 shows the approximate distances and maximum earthquake moment magnitudes. 
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Figure 3.9-1. Project Area Location with Context of Regional Active Faults 

 

Source: Appendix L of this EIR 
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Table 3.9-2. Project Area Location with Context of Regional Active Faults 

Fault Name 
Distance from Project Study Area 

(miles) 

Maximum Earthquake 
Moment Magnitude 

(Mw)1 

Elysian Park (Upper)2 0.8 6.6 

Elysian Park (Lower)2 2.6 6.6 

Hollywood 4.3 6.6 

Puente Hills (Los Angeles) 2 4.5 6.9 

Raymond 4.6 6.7 

Santa Monica  4.6 7.0 

Verdugo 6.8 6.8 

Newport Inglewood (Los Angeles 
Basin) 

8.4 7.2 

Sierra Madre  11.0 7.2 

Elsinore 11.6 6.9 

Malibu Coast 16.7 6.6 

Palos Verdes 17.7 7.2 

San Gabriel  18.2 7.2 

THUMS – Huntington Beach 19.6 6.6 

Northridge Hills 19.3 6.4 

Source: Caltrans 2016; USGS and California Geological Survey 2006Appendix L of this EIR 

Notes: 
1 This is the maximum earthquake moment magnitude, which could occur within the specified fault zone (Caltrans 2016). 
2 Buried Fault. Inferred location (Caltrans 2016). 
Mw=Moment Magnitude 
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Seismicity 

A number of strong to moderate earthquakes have occurred in the vicinity of the proposed project in recent 
years. Based on the review of the earthquake database by USGS (2018), 12 earthquake events with 
magnitudes equal or greater than 5.5 have occurred within a radius of 60 miles of the project study area 
between 1900 and 2019. The location of the earthquake, year of occurrence, earthquake magnitude, and 
depth of epicenter are summarized in Table 3.9-3. 

Table 3.9-3. Historic Nearby Major Earthquakes 

Earthquake Location Date of Earthquake Potential Magnitude 
Depth  
(miles) 

Simi Valley, California 1994 5.6 5.7 

Granada Hills, California 1994 5.9 3.3 

Northridge, California 1994 6.7 11.3 

Sierra Madre, California 1991 5.8 5.0 

Claremont, California 1990 5.5 2.1 

Rosemead, California 1987 5.9 5.5 

Agua Dulce, California 1971 5.8 3.7 

Agua Dulce, California 1971 6.6 5.5 

Long Beach, California 1933 6.4 3.7 

Greater Los Angeles Area 1922 6.5 6.2 

Southern California  1918 6.7 6.2 

Source: USGS 2018  
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Geologic Hazards 

Potential geologic hazards within the region include fault-induced ground rupture, seismic ground shaking, 
liquefaction and seismically-induced settlement, lateral spreading, landslides, subsidence, collapsible and 
expansive soils, and corrosive soils. These potential geologic hazards, as expressed locally within the project 
study area, are described further below. 

Fault-Induced Ground Rupture 

As previously stated, there are no known active faults that directly intersect with the project study area. The 
project study area is not located within an Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone, and blind thrust faults are 
not exposed at the ground surface. Therefore, these faults are not considered capable of generating surface 
rupture. The nearest special study zone is located approximately 5.5 miles from the project study area 
(California Division of Mines and Geology 1977). Based on these circumstances, the likelihood of ground 
rupture to occur within the project study area is considered low.  

Seismic Ground Shaking 

The project study area is located within an active seismic region and is expected to experience ground 
shaking from an earthquake occurring along several major active or potentially active faults in Southern 
California. The probability that the project study area would be subject to strong seismic shaking is 
considered moderate to high, due to the proximity of known active faults in the region (Table 3.9-2).  

Liquefaction and Seismically-Induced Settlement 

Liquefaction is the loss of soil strength or stiffness due to a buildup of pore-water pressure during ground 
shaking. Liquefaction is associated primarily with loose (low-density), saturated, fine- to medium-grained, 
cohesionless soils. Effects of liquefaction can include sand boils, excessive displacements, bearing capacity 
failures, and lateral spreading. Seismically-induced settlement consists of dry dynamic settlement (above 
groundwater) and liquefaction-induced settlement (below groundwater). This settlement occurs primarily 
within loose to moderately dense sandy soil due to reduction in volume during, and shortly after, an 
earthquake event. The project study area is located within an area designated as potentially liquefiable 
(Appendix L of this EIR). The Link US Preliminary Geotechnical ReportPreliminary liquefaction evaluation 
indicates that liquefaction is expected within Segments 1: Throat Segment and Segment 2: Concourse 
Segment of the project study area. The liquefaction for Segment 3: Run-Through Segment is not a 
significant design concern based on the available studies performed within this segment by HDR (2017) 
and EMI (2018).For a preliminary liquefaction analysis, three possible ground motion criteria were selected. 
These three methods include AREMA Level II shaking (a relatively low-level seismic event), CHSRA’s 
maximum considered earthquake (a moderately high seismic event), and the City of Los Angeles maximum 
credible earthquake (an extremely high seismic event).  

Groundwater in the project study area ranges between depths of approximately 14 to 48 feet bgs 
(corresponding groundwater elevations range from about 222 to 256 feet MSL) depending on the season. 
Historical groundwater depths as shallow as 13.5 feet bgs were reported, but more recent measurements 
indicated a steady groundwater level decline (Appendix L of this EIR). The soils encountered below 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
3.9 Geology and Soils 

 

 

 3.9-12 

groundwater are generally alluvial deposits consisting of medium-dense to very-dense sandy silts, silty 
sands, and sands with gravel that are not considered susceptible to liquefaction. However, there is evidence 
of thin interbedded loose materials within the upper 30 feet of the project study area.  

Lateral Spreading 

Lateral spreading is a type of landslide motion generally characterized by progressive cracking and ground 
motion near a slope face. Lateral spreading is generally associated with liquefiable soils which allow the 
slope face and surrounding area to flow during or shortly after earthquake ground motions. Conditions 
favorable for lateral spreading are frequently found along streams and waterfronts or in loosely placed, 
saturated, sandy fill.  

The Los Angeles River is located east of the project study area and consists of a is a concrete channel. The 
project improvements would be located north and south of US-101, along the Los Angeles River. Based on 
the proposed improvementsDue to the anticipated low liquefaction potential (EMI 2018) within this portion 
of the study area, as well as the known soil conditions, the potential for lateral spreading within the project 
study area is considered lownot a significant design concern for the project. The portion of the project study 
area, located near the Los Angeles River, where limited geotechnical information is available, would require 
further investigation to evaluate the lateral spreading potential.  

Landslides 

Slope instability is related to slope gradient, soil or rock type, consolidation or cementation of the rock, and 
the amount of fracturing of the rock. Landsliding can be seismically induced, resulting from extended 
periods of ground shaking and high ground accelerations. Improper grading and excessive rainfall or 
irrigation can also increase the susceptibility of land sliding. Generally, slopes of 10 degrees or more are 
subject to seismically induced land sliding.  

The project study area is nearly flat and is not adjacent to any hills or steep slopes. Therefore, the probability 
of landslides occurring on-site or affecting the project study area is unlikely.  

Subsidence  

Ground subsidence is a process characterized by downward displacement of surficial materials caused by 
natural phenomena such as removal of underground fluids, natural consolidation, dissolution of 
underground minerals, or by man-made phenomena such as underground mining or tunneling. According 
to U.S. Geological SurveyUSGS (Appendix L of this EIR), the project alignment is located outside of any 
delineated zones of subsidence due to groundwater pumping, oil extraction, and/or peat loss. The potential 
for subsidence due to groundwater pumping and/or the extraction of oil in the surrounding area near LAUS 
is considered low. It is anticipated that the proposed improvements would impose higher loads on the 
existing soils than those that presently exist. Therefore, settlement, both long-term and immediate, is 
anticipated to occur in low density, loose deposits of silts, clays, and sands where project-related 
infrastructure is proposed on shallow foundations. Thin interbedded loose deposits within the upper 
artificial fill should be anticipated. 
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Collapsible Soils 

Preliminary results from consolidation testing, along with the moisture and density, and soil types identified 
during the preliminary investigation indicates that hydrocollapse is not anticipated to have a substantial 
impact on foundation design and performance. 

Expansive Soils 

Expansive soils are generally plastic clays that can undergo a substantial increase in volume with an increase 
in moisture content and a substantial decrease in volume with a decrease in moisture content. Expansive 
soils can cause uplift pressures that can lead to structural damage. Based on the material encountered 
within the top 5 feet during the preliminary geotechnical investigation, the likelihood of encountering 
expansive soils is considered low.  

Corrosive Soils  

Based on the Caltrans specifications and existing data from previous reports, the soils within the project 
study area have a moderate to severe corrosion potential to buried metal structures, and the potential for 
sulfate attack on concrete is considered low.  

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on geology and soils would be 
considered significant if the project would: 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving:  

i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault. Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Special 
Publication 42 

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 

iv. Landslides 

B. Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

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

D. Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (UBC) 
(1994), creating substantial risk to life or property 

.3.9.5 
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E. Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or alternative waste disposal 
systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of wastewater 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project: 

A. Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the risk of loss, 
injury, or death involving:  

i. Fault Rupture - The project study area does not traverse an active fault or a designated 
Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zone; therefore, the potential for fault rupture to occur 
within the project study area is unlikely. No impact is identified for this issue area. 

iv. Landslides - The project study area is nearly flat and is not adjacent to any hills or steep 
slopes. Therefore, the potential for landslides to occur within the project study area is 
unlikely. No impact is identified for this issue area. 

E. Septic Tanks or Alternative Waste Disposal Systems - The new passenger concourse would include 
restroom facilities for employees and passengers and would, therefore, generate wastewater. The 
project would connect to local sanitary sewer infrastructure with wastewater treatment provided by 
the City of Los Angeles. In this context, the project would not require the use of septic tanks or an 
alternative wastewater disposal system. No impact is identified for this issue area.  

Impact Analysis  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During construction, the project site would be subject to the same level of ground motion in the event of 
an earthquake; however, standard safety protocols, in accordance with Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration (OSHA) requirements, would be implemented during construction to prevent risk of loss, 
injury, or death if seismic activity is encountered during construction. For this reason, construction of the 
proposed project would not exacerbate existing hazards related to seismic ground shaking. Therefore, 
impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the probability that the project-related infrastructure would be subject to strong seismic 
shaking is considered high due to the proximity of known active faults in the region. The project-related 

THRESHOLD 
3.9-A 

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking; and, 

iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction. 
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infrastructure would be designed in accordance with appropriate industry standards, including established 
engineering and construction practices and methods; therefore, project implementation would not 
exacerbate existing hazards posed by seismic shaking, because an improved structural response to an 
earthquake is anticipated to occur when compared to existing conditions. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

In general, liquefaction is expected withinat the project site due to the soil conditions and depth of 
groundwater. Based on the preliminary liquefaction analysis performed for the project, liquefaction is 
expected between depths of about 20 and 30 feet bgs in Segment 1: Throat Segment and Segment 
2: Concourse Segment of the project study area, based on preliminary liquefaction evaluations. Liquefaction 
potential for Segment 3: Run-Through Segment is not a significant design concern based on studies 
performed within this portion of the study area. Based on these considerations, this is considered a 
significant impact. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9.6) is proposed to reduce 
liquefaction-related hazards to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Topsoil is typically the top 2 to 3 inches of soil, primarily comprised of dark decomposed organic material. 
The majority of the project study area consists of disturbed areas with existing rail tracks, developed 
properties, and the rail yard. The LAUS campus is on disturbed area and fill. The potential for impacts 
relative to topsoil is extremely low due to the urban developed nature of the project study area. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once the project is constructed, there would not be a substantial amount of exposed surfaces, which could 
be subjected to accelerated soil erosion during operations. The throat segment and run-through segment 
would still include exposed surfaces; however, the placement of ballast and other soil protection materials 
would provide stabilization to prevent erosion. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The indirect impacts resulting from project-related post-construction erosion are described in Section 
3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. No indirect impacts that would generate additional erosion or loss of 
topsoil are anticipated due to the disturbed nature of the project study area. Impacts are considered less 
than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.9-B 

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

The potential for subsidence due to groundwater pumping and/or extraction of oil in the surrounding area 
near LAUS is considered low. In addition, the project site is not located within an area prone to landslides. 
Based on the consolidation test results, along with the moisture and density and soil types identified during 
the preliminary geotechnical investigation, hydrocollapse is not anticipated to have a substantial impact on 
the project improvements. However, due to the presence of compressible layers within the upper 30 feet 
in Segment 2: Concourse Segment of the project study area, settlement, both long-term and immediate, is 
anticipated to occur for those improvements proposed to be founded on shallow foundations. In addition, 
liquefaction is expected due to the soil conditions and groundwater level. Based on these considerations, 
this is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9.6) would 
reduce liquefaction-related hazards to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As indicated above, settlement and liquefaction is anticipated to occur within the upper 30 feet of the soils 
in the project study area. The project infrastructure would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
standard engineering practices. After construction is complete and the project is operational, the likelihood 
that the project would be affected by either subsidence, due to the settlement of compressible layers and/or 
liquefaction induced settlement, is low. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Lateral spreading is a type of landslide motion generally characterized by progressive cracking and ground 
motion near a slope face. Lateral spreading is generally associated with liquefiable soils which allow the 
slope face and surrounding area to flow during or shortly after earthquake ground motions. Conditions 
favorable for lateral spreading are frequently found along streams and waterfronts or in loosely placed, 
saturated, sandy fill (Appendix L of this EIR). The Los Angeles River is a concrete channel located southeast 
of LAUS. Based the preliminary geotechnical evaluation, the potential for lateral spreading at the site is 
considered low. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Expansion potential is considered to be low for the project based on the material encountered within the 
top 5 feet and plasticity index test results during the preliminary geotechnical investigation. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.9-C 

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

THRESHOLD 
3.9-D 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994), creating 
substantial risk to life or property 
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Direct Impacts – Operations 

As indicated above, the soils within the project study area are considered to have a low expansion potential 
based on the results from the preliminary geotechnical investigation. Project infrastructure would be 
constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices, which would also minimize the potential 
for project-related infrastructure to be subject to expansive soils. After construction is complete and the 
project is operational, the likelihood that the project would be affected by expansive soils is low. Impacts 
are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts related to expansive soil would occur with implementation of the project. 

 Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce significant impacts related to 
geology and soils.  

GEO-1 Prepare Final Geotechnical Report: During final design, a final geotechnical report shall be 
prepared by a licensed geotechnical engineer (to be retained by Metro). The final geotechnical 
report shall address and include site-specific design recommendations on the following: 

• Site preparation 

• Soil bearing capacity 

• Appropriate sources and types of fill 

• Liquefaction 

• Lateral spreading 

• Corrosive soils 

• Structural foundations 

• Grading practices 

The recommendations shall mitigate the risk of seismic ground shaking and ground failure, 
including liquefaction. In addition to the recommendations for the conditions listed above, the 
report shall include results of subsurface testing of soil and groundwater conditions, and shall 
provide recommendations as to the appropriate foundation designs that are consistent with 
the latest version of the California Building Code (CBC), as applicable at the time building and 
grading permits are pursued. Additional recommendations shall be included in that report to 
provide guidance for design of project-related infrastructure in accordance with Metro Rail 
Design Criteria, Manual for Railway Engineering, California High-Speed Train Project Design 
Criteria, California Amendments to the American Association of State Highway and 
Transportation Officials Load and Resistance Factor Design Bridge Design Specifications, and 
applicable local city codes (Appendix L of this EIR). The project shall be designed and 

3.9.6 
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constructed to comply with the site-specific recommendations as provided in the final 
geotechnical report to be prepared. 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9.6), significant impacts 
related to geology and soils would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

3.9.7 
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3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to the existing hazards 
and hazardous materials within the project study area. This section also provides an evaluation of hazards 
as they relate to wildfires, proximity to airports, and interference with adopted emergency response plans. 
Information contained and considered in this section is summarized from a combination of sources 
including the City of Los Angeles General Plan and the Link US Phase I ESA (Appendix M of this EIR).  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.10-1 identifies and summarizes federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and plans relative to 
hazards and hazardous materials.  

Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal  

CERCLA CERCLA provides broad federal authority to respond directly to releases or 
threatened releases of hazardous substances that may endanger public health or 
the environment. CERCLA establishes requirements concerning closed and 
abandoned hazardous waste sites; provides for liability of persons responsible for 
releases of hazardous waste at these sites; and establishes a trust fund to provide 
for cleanup when no responsible party can be identified.  

Hazardous Materials Transport USDOT, along with the California Highway Patrol and Caltrans, regulates 
transportation of hazardous materials between states. Together, these agencies 
determine container types used and license hazardous-waste haulers for 
transportation of hazardous waste on public roads. FRA enforces the Hazardous 
Materials Regulations, which include requirements that railroads and other 
transporters of hazardous materials, as well as shippers, have and adhere to 
security plans and also train their employees involved in offering, accepting, or 
transporting hazardous materials on both safety and security matters. 

NCP The NCP is the federal plan for responding to oil spills and hazardous substances 
releases. The NCP establishes the National Response Team and its roles in the 
National Response System, which include planning and coordinating response to 
major discharges of oil or hazardous waste, providing guidance to Regional 
Response Teams, coordinating a national program of preparedness planning and 
response, and facilitating research to improve response activities. The U.S. EPA 
has pending revisions to the NCP in order to align with the National Response 
Framework. These revisions have not been approved to date.  

3.10.1 

3.10.2 
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Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Oil Pollution and Prevention 
Regulation  

The U.S. EPA’s oil spill prevention program includes the SPCC and the Facility 
Response Plan rules. The SPCC rule helps facilities prevent a discharge of oil into 
navigable waters or adjoining shorelines. The Facility Response Plan rule requires 
certain facilities to submit a response plan and prepare to respond to a worst-case 
oil discharge. 

Occupational Safety and Health Act of 
1970 

The Occupational Safety and Health Act, which is implemented by OSHA, 
contains requirements, as set forth in Title 29 of the CFR Section 1910, that are 
designed to promote worker safety, worker training, and a worker’s right-to-know. 
OSHA requirements would be in effect during construction and operation of the 
project to ensure the safety of workers. Title 49 of the CFR requires that every 
employee who transports hazardous materials receive training to recognize and 
identify hazardous materials and become familiar with hazardous materials 
requirements.  

RCRA Under RCRA, the U.S. EPA has the authority to control the generation, 
transportation, treatment, storage, and disposal of hazardous waste by 
large-quantity generators (1,000 kilograms/month or more). Under the RCRA 
regulations, hazardous wastes must be tracked from the time of generation to the 
point of disposal. Additionally, all hazardous waste transporters are required to be 
permitted and must have an identification number. In California, the U.S. EPA has 
delegated RCRA enforcement to Cal/EPA, DTSC.  

Right-to-Know Laws and Pollution 
Prevention Requirements 

EO 12856 was issued on August 3, 1993, directing federal agencies to conduct 
their facility management and acquisition activities to minimize the quantity of 
toxic chemicals entering any waste stream, including releases to the environment; 
report to the public on toxic chemicals entering any waste stream from their 
facilities, including releases to the environment; improve local emergency 
planning, response, and accident notification; and encourage markets for clean 
technologies and safe alternatives to extremely hazardous substances or toxic 
chemicals. 

Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act 

CERCLA enlarged and reauthorized the Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 (SARA, PL 99-499). The U.S. EPA compiles a list of 
national priorities among the known releases or threatened releases of hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants throughout the U.S. and its territories, 
known as the NPL.  

SEMS-ARCHIVE The SEMS-ARCHIVE tracks sites that have no further interest under the federal 
Superfund program. The list was formerly known as the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Information System –
NFRAP, renamed to SEMS-ARCHIVE by the U.S. EPA in 2015. Archived sites have 
been removed and archived from the inventory of SEMS sites. Archived status 
indicates that, to the best of U.S. EPA’s knowledge, assessment at a site has been 
completed and that U.S. EPA has determined no further steps will be taken to list 
the site on the NPL, unless information indicates this decision was not 
appropriate or other considerations require a recommendation for listing at a later 
time. 
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Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

TSCA The TSCA of 1976 provides U.S. EPA with authority to require reporting, 
record-keeping, and testing requirements, and restrictions relating to chemical 
substances and/or mixtures. Certain substances are generally excluded from 
TSCA, including, among others, food, drugs, cosmetics, and pesticides. TSCA 
addresses the production, import, use, and disposal of specific chemicals 
including polychlorinated biphenyls, asbestos, radon, and LBP. The Frank R. 
Lautenberg Chemical Safety for the 21st Century Act was implemented on June 22, 
2016, as an update to the TSCA. 

Clean Water Act The Clean Water Act sets regulations intended to be protective of the water quality 
in the nation’s waterways. SWRCB implements and enforces the federal Clean 
Water Act, as well as additional state regulations. Plans developed for this project, 
such as Best Management Practices and Contaminated Materials Management 
Plans, will provide procedures that comply with the Clean Water Act and SWRCB 
regulations for protecting water quality. 

State  

Cal/EPA  Cal/EPA and the SWRCB establish rules governing the use of hazardous materials 
and the management of hazardous waste. Applicable state and local laws include 
the following: 

• Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank Act 

• Asbestos-Containing Material Regulations 

• California Accidental Release Prevention Program  

• Emergency Response to Hazardous Materials Incidents 

• Hazardous Substances Information and Training Act  

• Hazardous Waste Control Law 

• Hazardous Waste Generator and On-site Hazardous Waste Treatment 
Programs (i.e., Tiered Permitting) 

• Public Safety/Fire Regulations/Building Codes 

• Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act 

• Toxic Substances Control Act 

• Underground Storage of Hazardous Substances Act 

Within Cal/EPA, DTSC has primary regulatory responsibility, with delegation of 
enforcement to local jurisdictions that enter into agreements with the state 
agency, for the management of hazardous materials and the generation, 
transport, and disposal of hazardous waste under the authority of the Hazardous 
Waste Control Law. 
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Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Hazardous Materials Release Response 
Plans and Inventory Act (Business Plan 
Act) 

The Business Plan Act requires businesses using hazardous materials to prepare a 
plan that describes their facilities, inventories, emergency response plans, and 
training programs. A business plan includes an inventory of hazardous materials 
handled, facility floor plans showing where hazardous materials are stored, an 
emergency response plan, and provisions for employee training in safety and 
emergency response procedures (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, 
Chapter 6.95, Article 1). Per the requirements of this act, the preparation of a 
HMBP would be required for the safe storage, containment, and disposal of 
chemicals and hazardous materials related to the proposed project operations, 
including waste materials.  

As of May 11, 2016, all sections within the CCR Title 19, Division 2, Chapter 4 have 
been renumbered. This change was necessary because SB 84 (2015) added Article 
3.9 (commenting with Section 8574.30) to Government Code Title 2, Division 1, 
Chapter 7, Regional Railroad Accident Preparedness and Immediate Response. 
These new regulations will be added immediately following the renumbering of 
Chapter 4.  

Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials Management 
Regulatory Program (Unified Program) 

The Unified Program required the administrative consolidation of six hazardous 
materials and waste programs (Program Elements) under one agency, a Certified 
Unified Program Agency. The Program Elements consolidated under the Unified 
Programs are: Tiered Permitting, Aboveground Petroleum Storage Tank SPCC, 
Community-Right-To-Know, California Accidental Release Prevention, UST, and 
Uniform Fire Code Plans and Inventory Requirements. The Unified Program is 
intended to provide relief to businesses complying with the overlapping and 
sometimes conflicting requirements of formerly independently managed 
programs. 

Cal/OSHA (CCR Title 8) Cal/OSHA sets and enforces regulations related to safety in the workplace. Plans 
that will be developed during the course of this project, Health and Safety Plans in 
particular, will comply with Cal/OSHA regulations. 

CCR Title 22 and Title 27 Title 22 of the CCR sets regulations related to the identification and proper 
handling and disposal of hazardous wastes. Title 27 of the CCR sets regulations 
related to solid waste disposal. The handling of waste that will occur during the 
course of this project will comply with the regulations set forth in Titles 22 and 27, 
as they relate to the storage, handling, identification, transportation, and disposal 
of both non-hazardous and hazardous wastes. 

Clean Air Act The Clean Air Act sets regulations intended to reduce air pollution and protect air 
quality. CARB implements and enforces the federal Clean Air Act, as well as 
additional state regulations. The SCAQMD manages air quality regulations in all 
of Orange County and parts of Los Angeles, San Bernardino, and Riverside 
Counties. Plans developed for this project, particularly AQMP, will comply with 
the Clean Air Act, as well as state and local regulations. 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Safety Element (1996) 

The Safety Element in part provides goals, objectives, policies and programs 
related to hazards mitigation, emergency response, and disaster recovery and 
implementation to carry out these policies. The Safety Element provides specifics 
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Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

as to selected urban rife and secondary hazards, such as; oil fields, areas with 
known shallow methane accumulation, natural gas transmission and distribution 
lines, and areas with concentrations of post-1946 high-rise buildings (greater than 
eight stories).  

City of Los Angeles General Plan, 
Conservation Element 

The Conservation Element in part, provides goals, objectives, policies, and 
programs related to conservation of fossil fuels and protection of petroleum 
resources. Policy 1 provides information about energy conservation and 
petroleum reuse and Policy 3 addresses protection of neighborhoods from 
accidents associated with drilling, extraction, and transport operations. 

Los Angeles Hazards Mitigation Plan  Los Angeles County, in conjunction with several emergency service partners, has 
prepared a Local All-Hazards Mitigation Plan that sets strategies for coping with 
natural and man-made hazards faced by residents. The plan has a five-step risk 
and vulnerability assessment: 1) hazard identification; 2) profiling hazard events; 
3) vulnerability assessment/inventory of existing assets; 4) risk analysis; and 5) 
assessing vulnerability/analyzing development trends for earthquake hazards, 
flood hazards, wildfire, tsunami, and non-significant hazards (i.e., 
water/wastewater emergency). The intent of the Plan is to develop a sustained 
source of action to reduce or eliminate long-term risk to people and property for 
both natural and technological hazards and their effects. 

City of Los Angeles Building Code Municipal Code Chapter 9, Article 1 sets forth the Los Angeles Building Code 
regulations relating to methane mitigation requirements. Ordinance No. 175790 
amends Section 91.106.4.1 and Division 71 of Article 1, Chapter IX of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code to establish citywide methane mitigation requirements 
and include more current construction standards to control methane intrusion 
into buildings. Ordinance No. 180619, which amends Section 91.7103, states that 
all devices, components and equipment installed in any methane-detection 
system shall be approved by the Fire Department as set forth in Fire Prevention 
Bureau Requirement No. 71.  
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Table 3.10-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles Fire Code Municipal Code Chapter 5, Article 7 sets forth laws and hazardous material 
storage and handling procedures and provisions for safe guarding of life and 
property from fire, explosion, panic, or other hazardous conditions. The City Fire 
Department is the administrative agent for the California Health and Safety Code 
and CCRs related to Emergency Planning and Community Right-to-Know laws and 
federal SARA Title III. In addition, the department maintains an Underground 
Tank Unit that governs the UST program CCR Title 23, Division 3, Chapters 16 
through 18. The LAFD implements the Hazardous Materials Inventory and 
Business Emergency Response Plan Program to disclose hazardous materials 
stored, used, or handled on site.  

Notes:  
AQMP=Air Quality Management Plan; Cal/EPA=California’s Environmental Protection Agency; Caltrans=California Department of 
Transportation; CARB=California Air Resources Board; CCR=California Code of Regulations; CERCLA=Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation, and Liability Act; CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; DTSC=Department of Toxic Substances Control; 
EO=Executive Order; EPA=Environmental Protection Agency; FRA=Federal Railroad Administration; HMBP=Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan; LAFD=Los Angeles Fire Department; LBP=lead-based paint; NCP=National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency 
Plan;  NPL=National Priorities List; NFRAP=No Further Remedial Action Planned; OSHA=Occupational Safety and Health Administration; 
Phase I ESA=Phase I Environmental Site Assessment; RCRA=Resource Conservation and Recovery Act; SARA=Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act; SB=Senate Bill; SEMS-ARCHIVE=Superfund Enterprise Management System Archive; SPCC=Spill Prevention, Control, 
and Countermeasures; SWRCB=State Water Resources Control Board; TSCA=Toxic Substances Control Act; USDOT=U.S. Department of 
Transportation; UST=underground storage tank; U.S.=United States 

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

The analysis contained in this section is based on the Link US Phase I ESA (Appendix M of this EIR). The 
preparation of the Phase I ESA included an environmental records review; a data gap analysis; historical 
research, which included a review of Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, historical aerial photographs, and a city 
directory; a site reconnaissance of the project study area; and a review of the SWRCB GeoTracker online 
database. Impacts associated with hazards and hazardous materials that could result from project 
construction and operational activities were evaluated qualitatively based on-site conditions in the project 
study area, proximity of the project footprint to documented recognized environmental conditions (REC), 
and expected construction practices.  

A review of fire severity maps prepared by the California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection 
(CALFire) was also conducted to determine the project’s direct and indirect risk to wildfires. The Los 
Angeles County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan was reviewed for issues relating to the project’s 
proximity to airports. 

3.10.3 
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 Existing Conditions 

Terminology 

For purposes of this section, the term “hazardous materials” refers to both hazardous substances and 
hazardous wastes. A “hazardous material” is defined by federal regulations as “a substance or material that 
… is capable of posing an unreasonable risk to health, safety, and property when transported in commerce” 
(49 CFR 171.8). California Health and Safety Code Section 25501 defines a hazardous material as follows: 

Hazardous material means any material that, because of its quantity, concentration, or 
physical, or chemical characteristics, poses a significant present or potential hazard to human 
health and safety or to the environment if released into the workplace or the environment. 
Hazardous materials include, but are not limited to, hazardous substances, hazardous waste, 
and any material which a handler or the administering agency has a reasonable basis for 
believing that it would be injurious to the health and safety of persons or harmful to the 
environment if released into the workplace or the environment. 

Hazardous wastes are defined in California Health and Safety Code Section 25141(b) as wastes that: 

…because of their quantity, concentration, or physical, chemical, or infectious characteristics, 
[may either] cause, or significantly contribute to an increase in mortality or an increase in 
serious illness, [or] pose a substantial present or potential hazard to human health or the 
environment when improperly treated, stored, transported, disposed of, or otherwise 
managed. 

Soil that is excavated from a site containing hazardous materials is a hazardous waste if it 
exceeds specific criteria listed in the CCR Title 22. Cleanup requirements are determined on a 
case-by-case basis by the agency with lead jurisdiction over the project. Under CCR Title 22, 
the term “hazardous substance” refers to both hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, 
both of which are classified according to four properties: (1) toxicity; (2) ignitability; (3) 
corrosiveness; and (4) reactivity (CCR Title 22, Chapter 11, Article 3). 

The Link US Phase I ESA included an evaluation of the project study area for indications of RECs. The Phase 
I ESA was conducted in accordance with the scope and limitations of the American Society for Testing and 
Materials International (ASTM) Practice E1527-13. The ASTM Practice E1527-13 defines the following 
categories of RECs: 

• REC – The presence, or likely presence, of any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, 
or at a property: (1) due to release to the environment, (2) under conditions indicative of a release 
to the environment, or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the 
environment. De minimis conditions are not RECs (as defined below). 

3.10.4 
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• Historic Recognized Environmental Condition (HREC) – A past release of any hazardous substances 
or petroleum products that has occurred in connection with the property and has been addressed 
to the satisfaction of the applicable regulatory authority or meeting unrestricted use criteria 
established by a regulatory authority, without subjecting the property to any required controls (for 
example, property use restrictions, activity and use limitations, institutional controls, or 
engineering controls).  

• Controlled Recognized Environmental Condition (CREC) – A REC resulting from a past release of 
hazardous substances or petroleum products that has been addressed to the satisfaction of the 
applicable regulatory authority (for example, as evidenced by the issuance of a no further action 
letter or equivalent, or meeting risk-based criteria established by regulatory authority), with 
hazardous substances or petroleum products allowed to remain in place subject to the 
implementation of required controls (for example, property use restrictions, activity and use 
limitations, institutional controls, or engineering controls).  

ASTM Practice E1527-13 defines “release” as a release of any hazardous substance or petroleum product 
and shall have the same meaning as the definition of “release” in Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) (42 U.S. Code [USC] §9601(22)). 

An additional condition that is not included under the definitions of a REC, but is defined by ASTM Practice 
E1527-13 is de minimis. De minimis is a condition that generally does not present a threat to human health 
or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to the 
attention of appropriate governmental agencies. Conditions determined to be de minimis are not RECs nor 
controlled RECs. 

In addition to the ASTM-based “REC” classification of a site, a relative risk ranking system was employed 
that includes several investigative elements to describe “sites of concern.” A site of concern is a site that 
the investigative process has determined to have sufficient possibility of contamination, which warrants 
attention during the Phase I ESA investigation. A site of concern may or may not ultimately be classified as 
a REC site as defined by ASTM, yet still may be “of concern” to the project. A site of concern may or may 
not be carried forward in recommendations for further investigation, depending upon the specific issues 
associated with the site. 

Once the elements of the investigation process were completed identified sites of concern were categorized 
using a subjective risk ranking system, classifying the sites with low risk, moderate risk, or high risk 
determinations. Metro concurred with the identification and classifications. The following provides general 
descriptions of each category: 

• Low risk sites are those sites that have few indications of potential for release of hazardous 
materials. On some occasions, sites that have had a hazardous materials issue in the past, but 
have been remediated with approval of the state environmental agency or local regulatory agencies, 
may qualify as low risk. Examples of low risk sites include undeveloped or agricultural property, 
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residential property, or benign commercial properties such as office buildings, warehouses, 
distribution facilities, or municipal facilities with no listed violation. 

• Moderate risk sites are those sites that have some indications of possible hazardous materials 
issues. A moderate risk site may appear on a database as having a permit to handle hazardous 
materials, but has recorded no violations to date. Another way that a site could be interpreted as 
moderate risk would be if the environmental records search indicated no listing, but the site is an 
auto repair facility with visible surface staining. Examples of moderate risk sites include auto repair 
garages, welding shops, or manufacturing facilities with minor listings in the environmental 
database. 

• High risk sites are those sites that have a high potential for releasing hazardous materials to the 
soil or groundwater or have a recorded release issue. Examples of high risk sites include current 
service stations, bulk fueling terminals, sites listed in environmental databases as having had a 
release, or a known release that has not been remediated. 

• Indeterminate risk sites are those which, at the time of report preparation, did not include sufficient 
information to include a high, moderate, or low ranking. Indeterminate risk sites often require 
additional file review to determine the details of any related environmental issues at the site. 

Airports  

The project study area is located approximately 13 miles northeast of the Los Angeles International Airport 
and 12.5 miles southeast of the Burbank Airport. According to the Los Angeles County Airport Land Use 
Plan, the project study area is not located within either airport’s influence area (County of Los Angeles 
2004 and 2012a). According to the Federal Aviation Administration airport data (Federal Aviation 
Administration 2016), a total of 52 heliports are located within the City of Los Angeles. No privately owned 
or small-scale airports are located within 2 miles of the project study area.  

Emergency Response or Evacuation Plan  

Emergency response plans include elements to maintain continuity of government, emergency functions 
of governmental agencies, mobilization and application of resources, mutual aid, and public information. 
Emergency response plans are maintained at the federal, state, and local level for all types of disasters, 
including human-made and natural. It is the responsibility of government to undertake an ongoing 
comprehensive approach to emergency management in order to avoid or minimize the effects of hazardous 
events. Local governments have the primary responsibility for preparedness and response activities. 

The Los Angeles County Office of Emergency Management maintains the Los Angeles County Operational 
Area Emergency Response Plan and the County of Los Angeles All-Hazard Mitigation Plan. The Los Angeles 
County Office of Emergency Management leads and coordinates disaster plans and disaster preparedness 
exercises for all cities and 288 special districts in Los Angeles County (County of Los Angeles 2012b).  

The project study area includes a dense street network south of LAUS, ranging from major highways to 
local city streets. The roadways within the project study area include: the El Monte Busway, US-101, Cesar 
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Chavez Avenue, Commercial Street, Ducommun Street, Jackson Street, East Temple Street, Banning Street, 
First Street, Alameda Street, Garey Street, Vignes Street, and Center Street. 

Based on a review of disaster route maps for the Los Angeles County Operational Area (County of Los 
Angeles 2008b), and as shown on Figure 3.10-1, the following designated disaster routes are within the 
project study area: 

• Cesar Chavez Avenue 

• Alameda Street 

• Fourth Street 

• US-101 

• I-10 

Fire Hazards  

CALFire maps fire hazard areas based on fuels, terrain, weather, and factors that increase an area’s 
susceptibility to wildfires (vegetation, type, slope, and atmospheric conditions). Considering the urban 
nature of the project study area, the risk of wildfire is relatively low. The nearest State Responsibility Area 
very high fire hazard severity zone is located to the west in the Santa Monica Mountains (CALFire 2007). 
The nearest local responsibility area very high fire hazard severity zone is located west of the project study 
area, adjacent to Los Angeles Dodger Stadium (CALFire 2011).  

Proximity to Schools 

The following schools are located within 0.25 mile of the project footprint:  

• Ann Street Elementary – 126 East Bloom Street (located 0.13 mile north of the throat segment)  

• Felicitas and Gonzalo Mendez Senior High – 1200 Plaza Del Sol (located 0.16 mile west of the 
minor track improvements near First Street)  

• La Petite Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters) – 750 Alameda Street (located 0.07 mile west of the 
elevated rail yard) 
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Figure 3.10-1. Evacuation Routes 
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Hazardous Materials 

Site and Vicinity Characteristics  

The project study area is located within Downtown Los Angeles, a completely built urban environment 
consisting of varying land uses that have developed and transformed over time. Land uses in the project 
study area include residential, commercial, industrial, parks, and public land. 

The project study area is located west of the Los Angeles River. Based on the Link US Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR), the local geologic substrate includes fill materials consisting 
of a mixture of silt, sand, and gravel, from 6 to 15 feet; Holocene and Pleistocene age alluvium up to 85 feet 
thick; and siltstone bedrock at approximately 85 to 90 feet bgs. Groundwater in the project study area 
ranges in depth between approximately 14 to 48 feet bgs (Appendix L of this EIR).  

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment  

To identify the existing sources of hazardous materials, a database search of the project study area was 
completed that included federal, state, local, and tribal databases as defined by ASTM Practice E1527-13, in 
addition to Environmental Database Record proprietary databases. The boundary of the project study area 
(throat, concourse, and run-through segments) was used to define the search parameters for the 
Environmental Database Record using a 0.5-mile Phase I ESA buffer area. This buffer is applied to capture 
adjacent areas from the project study area. The Phase I ESA included the following: 

Environmental Records Review 

An environmental information database search was completed on May 11, 2016. The database search 
resulted in 1,535 regulatory listings located within 0.5 mile of the project study area. A total of 155 REC 
sites were noted to have potential risk to the project, of which a total of 35 sites were determined to be a 
High or Moderate Risk to the project (Table 3.10-2 and Figure 3.10-2). Some listings are presented twice 
in Table 3.10-2 if the site is located adjacent to multiple segments of the project. To orient the reader to the 
location of the REC site within the project study area, the REC sites are placed in the table under the 
applicable segment within the project study area (i.e., throat, concourse, and run-through segments). 

Data Gap Analysis  

Two data gaps were identified during preparation of the Phase I ESA: 1) persons to interview with historic 
knowledge of specific sites and 2) lack of access to inspect specific properties. The lack of interview and 
limitations of site-specific property access presents a data gap; however, the review of existing historical 
information reduces the importance of these data gaps. 
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Table 3.10-2. Identified Recognized Environment Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk 
Rankings  

Map 
Code1 Site Name Address 

Regulatory 
Listings2 

Upgradient/ 
Downgradient 

Determination/ 
Risk Ranking 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

Throat Segment 

5 Bortz Oil 
Company 

1746 North 
Spring Street 

CA HIST UST , 
CA BOND EXP. 
PLAN, CA HIST 
CORTESE, CA 
LUST, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Upgradient CREC/Moderate Risk  
Land Use 
Restrictions 

cis-1,2-dichloroethylene 
and vinyl chloride in 
groundwater  

16 Western 
Brassworks 

1440 North 
Spring Street 

CA LUST Upgradient HREC/Moderate Risk  
Groundwater 
Contamination  

Total TPH -d in 
groundwater 

17 Main Street 
Center/Main 
Street Oil Depot 
Los Angeles 
Department 
Water  

1630 North 
Main Street 

SEMS-ARCHIVE, 
CORRATS, 2020 
COR ACTION, 
US FIN ASSUR, 
CA HIST 
CORTESE, CA 
LUST, CA UST, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Upgradient REC/High Risk  
Open Case 

Solvents, 
non-petroleum 
hydrocarbons, PCB, 
arsenic, metals, and 
VOCs in soil and 
groundwater 

22 Witco/Allied 
Kelite 

1250 North 
Main Street 

ENVIROSTOR Upgradient HREC/High Risk 
Historical Industrial 
Land Use and 
Groundwater 
Contamination  

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAH, PCBs, and metals 
in the groundwater  

25 Blossom Plaza 900 N. 
Broadway 

ENVIROSTOR Upgradient HREC/Moderate Risk 
Active cleanup site  

TPH and VOCs in soil 
gas, vadose zone and 
groundwater 

31 William Mead 
Homes 

1300 Cardinal 
Street 

CA HIST UST, 
CA Cortese, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Upgradient  REC/High Risk 
Historical Industrial 
Land Use, Potential 
for Residual 
Soil/Groundwater 
Contamination, Land 
Use Restrictions 

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCBs, metals in 
groundwater 

36 The California 
Endowment  

1000 N. 
Alameda 
Street 

CA LUST Crossgradient HREC/Moderate Risk  Petroleum, 
hydrocarbons, VOCs, 
and chlorinated 
solvents in 
groundwater 

38 Fansteel CA 
Drop Forge  

1033 
Alhambra 
Avenue 

CA HIST 
CORTESE, CA 
LUST 

Crossgradient HREC/Moderate Risk  Petroleum 
hydrocarbons due to 
active business 
practices 
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Table 3.10-2. Identified Recognized Environment Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk 
Rankings  

Map 
Code1 Site Name Address 

Regulatory 
Listings2 

Upgradient/ 
Downgradient 

Determination/ 
Risk Ranking 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

40 BNSF Mission 
Tower Site 

1430 Bolero 
Lane 

SLIC, ENF Upgradient HREC/High Risk 
Historical Industrial 
Land Use, Potential 
for Residual 
Soil/Groundwater 
Contamination  

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCBs, metals in 
groundwater 

43 Los Angeles 
County Men’s 
Central 
Jail/Sheriff’s 
Department 

429 and 441 
Bauchet 
Street 

CA HIST 
CORTESE, LUST 
(2), CA UST 

Downgradient HREC/Moderate Risk Potential residual  
TPH-d contamination 
in the groundwater 

45 Van Der Horst 
Corporation 

496 Bauchet 
Street 

SEMS, LIENS 2 Upgradient REC/High Risk  Residual TPH-Dx 
contamination in 
groundwater  

46 Bauchet 
Partners / So. 
CA Gas 
Company 

490 Bauchet 
Street 

SEMS-ARCHIVE, 
PRP, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Upgradient REC/Moderate Risk PCE, TCE and 
dicyclo-pentadiene in 
groundwater  

48 U.S. Postal 
Service Terminal 
Annex 

900 N. 
Alameda 
Street 

CA LUST  Upgradient HREC/High Risk Residual TPHs, VOCs, 
and chlorinated 
solvents in 
groundwater  

49 Chevron Station  901 N. 
Alameda 
Street  

CA LUST, CA 
UST  

Upgradient HREC/Moderate Risk TPH, groundwater 
contamination  

75 Metro Division 
30/LACMTA 

900 Lyon 
Street 

CA LUST, CA 
UST  

Crossgradient REC/High Risk 
Open Status 

Petroleum releases in 
the soil and 
groundwater 

Concourse Segment 

66 Former Aliso 
Sector – Denny’s 
Site  

530 E. 
Ramirez 
Street 

ENVIROSTOR Upgradient  CREC/High Risk 
Land Use 
Restrictions 
associated w/ former 
Aliso MGP site. 

 TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs, and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater 

67 So. CAL 
Gas/Former 
Aliso/ LA PD 
Central Garage  

555 E. 
Ramirez 
Street 

CA HIST 
CORTESE , CA 
LUST, CA UST, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Upgradient  REC/High Risk 
Open Case  

TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs, and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater  
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Table 3.10-2. Identified Recognized Environment Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk 
Rankings  

Map 
Code1 Site Name Address 

Regulatory 
Listings2 

Upgradient/ 
Downgradient 

Determination/ 
Risk Ranking 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

71 Los Angeles to 
Pasadena Metro 
Blue Line 
Construction 
Author 
(SL204EG2409) 

None listed CA SLIC  Upgradient HREC/High Risk 
Accumulation of 
Diesel and 
Petroleum, Potential 
soil Vapor 

Diesel and petroleum, 
and potential soil vapor 

73 So. CA Gas / 
Former Aliso 
MGP 

600 Cesar 
Chavez 
Avenue  

CA Cortese  Downgradient  REC/High Risk 
Open-Inactive Case  

TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater 

74 Mendoza 
Service, Inc.  

866 E. Caesar 
Chavez 
Avenue  

CA HIST 
CORTESE, CA 
LUST  

Upgradient HREC/Moderate Risk  
Timeframe of 
Reported Leak and 
Closure 

TPH in soil and 
groundwater 

76 Union Station  800 N. 
Alameda 
Street  

SEMS-ARCHIVE  Crossgradient HREC/High Risk 
Potential Soil Vapor  

TPH-impacted soil was 
re-used on the 
property, and soil 
vapor  

84 Southern CA 
Regional Rail 
Authority Track 
Extension (Keller 
Yard) 
Santa Fe/Macy 
Street 

720 Keller 
Street  
Macy 
Street/Former 
Aliso Street/ 
Keller Street 

ENVIROSTOR 
FINDS, ECHO, 
CA DEED, CA 
VCP, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Crossgradient CREC/High Risk 
Land Use 
Restrictions  

TPH-Dx and Gx, VOCs, 
SVOCs, PAHs, PCBs, 
and metals in 
groundwater 

Run-Through Segment 

55 Caltrans – 
Commercial 

501 E. 
Commercial 
Street  

CA HIST 
CORTESE 

Upgradient REC/High Risk 
Historical Industrial 
Land Uses, Open 
Cleanup Program 
Site  

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCBs, metals in 
soil and groundwater 

56 Vacant Lot 510 E. 
Commercial 
Street  

None Listed  Upgradient HREC/High Risk 
Historical Land Uses  

TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater 

57 PBR Realty, 
LLC/Caltrans 
District 7)  

531 E. 
Commercial 
Street 

CA LUST, CA 
SLIC  

Upgradient REC/High Risk 
Historical Land Uses, 
Open-Inactive LUST 
Case  

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCBs, metals in 
soil and groundwater 
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Table 3.10-2. Identified Recognized Environment Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk 
Rankings  

Map 
Code1 Site Name Address 

Regulatory 
Listings2 

Upgradient/ 
Downgradient 

Determination/ 
Risk Ranking 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

58 Friedman Bag 
Company, Inc.  

801 E. 
Commercial 
Street and 
706 
Ducommun 
Street  

CA HIST 
CORTESE, CA 
LUST  

Upgradient HREC/Moderate Risk  
Historical Land Use, 
Potential for Residual 
Soil/Groundwater 
Contamination 

Residual soil and 
groundwater 
contamination  

59 A&H Greenfield 
Sheet Metal/ 
Viertel’s Police 
Impound 
Garage 

830 E. 
Commercial 
Street/540 
Center Street  

SEMS-ARCHIVE Upgradient REC/High Risk 
Potential for Residual 
Metals in Soil 

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCB, metals, 
and other MGP 
chemicals in the soil 
and groundwater 

60 Los Angeles 
County MTA  
c/o 
Environmental 
Services 
Department  

840 
Commercial 
Street  

None Listed  Upgradient HREC/High Risk 
Historical Land Use, 
Potential for Residual 
Soil/Groundwater 
Contamination. 

TPH, VOCs, SVOCs, 
PAHs, PCBs, metals in 
soil and groundwater 

61 Mobil #11 and 
#18 

520 N. 
Alameda 
Street 

CA HIST 
CORTESE , CA 
LUST (2), CA 
UST  

Crossgradient HREC/High Risk  TPH in soil and 
groundwater 

63 Los Angeles 
County Metro 
Transportation 
Authority  
Manley Oil 

410 Center 
Street 

CA DEED, 
ENVIROSTORCA 
VCP(2) 

ENVIROSTOR 

Crossgradient  CREC/High Risk 
Land Use 
Restrictions 

TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater 

64 National Cold 
Storage 
Company 

820 E. 
Jackson Street 

CA VCP, 
ENVIROSTOR 

Downgradient CREC/High Risk  
Land Use 
Restrictions 

TPH, VOCs, cyanide, 
PAHs, and heavy 
metals in soil, soil 
vapor, and 
groundwater. Gas vent 
located on site  

70 Unocal, Conoco 
Phillips Center 
Street Terminal/ 
S & P Company 

501 S. Center 
Street / 706 
Commercial 
Street  

CA FID UST Upgradient REC/High Risk 
Open Inactive Case 

Petroleum 
hydrocarbons, PAHs, 
and VOCs  

102 Butterfield 
Sun Chemical 
Corp.  

590 S. Santa 
Fe Avenue 

CA HIST UST, 
CA HIST 
CORTESE, 
ENVIROSTOR 
CA LUST 

Crossgradient REC/High Risk  
Active Site, Distance 
to Project 

Metals, PAHs, TPH, 
VOCs in soil and soil 
vapor 
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Table 3.10-2. Identified Recognized Environment Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk 
Rankings  

Map 
Code1 Site Name Address 

Regulatory 
Listings2 

Upgradient/ 
Downgradient 

Determination/ 
Risk Ranking 

Contaminants of 
Concern 

138 Auto 
Dismantling  

2425 
Enterprise 
Street  

None listed Crossgradient REC/Moderate Risk  Metals in the soil 

145 Crown Coach 
Site 

2429 E. 
Washington 
Blvd. 

US 
BROWNFIELDS 

Crossgradient REC/Moderate Risk 
Active Case 

VOCs, TCE, and PCE in 
the groundwater and 
soil vapor  

Notes: 
1 This map code corresponds to Figure 3.10-2 
2 Complete acronym list is included in the Link US Phase I ESA (Appendix M of this EIR). 
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Figure 3.10-2. Location of Recognized Environmental Condition Sites with Moderate to High Risk Rankings 
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Historic Research 

The objective of reviewing historical use information is to develop a history of previous land uses in the 
vicinity of the project study area and to assess these uses for potential hazardous materials effects that may 
affect the project. The following sources were referenced as part of this research: 

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps – Fire insurance maps are produced by private fire insurance 
companies to indicate uses of the project study area on specific dates. Fire insurance maps were 
requested from Environmental Database Record, the copyright holder for the Sanborn map 
collection. The following years were reviewed: 1888, 1894, 1906, 1920, 1950, 1953, 1954, 1957, 
1960, 1964, 1965, 1968, and 1970. 

• Historical Aerial Photographs – Historical aerial photographs are beneficial because they allow for 
the review of features of properties near the project study area over a long period of time. The 
following years were reviewed: 1923, 1928, 1938, 1947, 1948, 1952, 1964, 1965, 1976, 1977, 1979, 
1981, 1983, 1989, 1994, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012. 

• City Directory – Directory listings from select years between 1906 and 1995 were reviewed.  

During the mid-nineteenth century, the project study area and general vicinity consisted mainly of vineyards 
and included some of the largest wine producers in California. By the late nineteenth century, citrus crops 
outnumbered grapes as the primary agricultural product. Railroads and manufacturing land uses increased, 
initially to serve the shipping needs of the citrus industry, and later to support the rapidly increasing 
population. Prior to 1876, the only railroads traveling through Los Angeles were local railroads.  

By the early 1900s, Los Angeles became a transportation hub, and the construction of railroad depots, rail 
yards, warehouses, and other associated structures to serve the railroad industry dominated the formerly 
agricultural landscape. Additional development of the downtown area in the early 1900s brought various 
industrial and manufacturing uses to the area, and products generated in the area included machinery, 
furniture, clothing, automobile parts, and rubber. Following World War II, the transportation needs of the 
industrial and manufacturing land uses in the area began to shift away from the railroad and instead to 
trucking, and as a result, facility operators began to focus on outlying areas where larger parcels could be 
purchased for the construction of manufacturing plants.  

The former Aliso Street Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) operated from the late nineteenth to mid-twentieth 
centuries in the eastern portion of the project study area. Following its closure, contaminated soil and 
groundwater were documented to have affected a widespread area, including most of the project study 
area. Remedial investigations and site cleanup activities were initiated in the 1990s, with the 
implementation of a groundwater monitoring program and the removal of contaminated soil from selected 
locations within the site. Contaminants include petroleum hydrocarbons, VOCs, cyanide, PAHs, and heavy 
metals.  
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Site Reconnaissance  

Generally, subsurface electrical and other utilities, including transformers, were noted throughout the 
project study area. The surrounding area is highly industrialized, with commercial, industrial, and 
governmental buildings and facilities (e.g., jail, police impound storage lot). The project study area has 
multiple recycling-type facilities. The railroad ROW contained oil staining throughout, with the majority 
considered to be a de minimis condition; however, some areas that were inaccessible during the site 
reconnaissance may have actionable staining. One site, an auto dismantling business (located beneath 
I-10), was noted during the site reconnaissance to have the potential for metals contamination. 

Environmental Liens and Activity Use Limitations 

Considering the historical land uses in the area, several properties have land use restrictions. The following 
seven sites were identified in the Phase I ESA with land use restrictions:  

• Former Aliso Street Property – 718 Commercial Street  

• A&H Greenfield Sheet Metal/Viertel’s Police – 830 Commercial Street 

• Bortz Oil Company – 1746 Spring Street  

• William Mead Homes – 1300 Cardinal Street 

• Los Angeles County Metro Transportation Authority/Manley Oil – 410 Center Street 

• Former Aliso Sector, Denny’s Site – 530 Ramirez Street 

• SCRRA Track Extension – 710-720 Keller Street 

In general, these properties have had access and use restrictions imposed upon them as a result of 
contamination by the former Aliso Street MGP. The land use covenants (LUC) restrict land uses for these 
properties that would expose sensitive receptors, such as children, or result in higher risk to human health, 
such as growing food crops on contaminated land. The LUCs also require notification and coordination 
with the DTSC prior to any ground-disturbing work, such as removal of pavement, site grading, excavation, 
or drilling. 

Oil Seeps and Gas Fields  

The City of Los Angeles has active oil and gas fields throughout the area. Two oil fields are located in the 
vicinity of the project study area. As shown on Figure 3.10-3, the Union Station Oil Field is located south 
of US-101 and the Los Angeles Oil Field is located approximately 0.5 mile northwest of the project study 
area. Naturally-occurring oil seeps have been documented at various locations throughout the vicinity of 
the project study area.  

Oil seeps were reported along both sides of the Los Angeles River during the concrete lining of the river 
channel in 1940. Oil seeps were found along the Los Angeles River between US-101 and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, and crude oil and gases were found in alluvial deposits along Mission Street (Tetra Tech 2003). 
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The potential exists for naturally-occurring oil and gas seeps to be encountered during construction 
activities.  

Oil and gas seeps are natural springs where liquid and gaseous hydrocarbons arrive at the ground surface. 
Oil and gas seeps are fed by natural underground accumulations of oil and natural gas. Petroleum that 
leaks to the Earth's surface is typically in the form of a tar-like substance called asphaltum. The lighter 
components of the oil are lost to evaporation and the remaining heavier oil is oxidized and degraded by 
bacteria until it becomes sticky and black. In addition to the health hazards associated with encountering 
volatile hydrocarbons during excavation, oil fields may produce hydrogen sulfide, which is highly toxic and 
poses a particular hazard to drillers and construction workers. 
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Figure 3.10-3. Oil Fields and Methane Areas 

 

LEGEND 
•••• 
:. •• : Project Study Area 

Oil Field 

I I 
0 Feet 1,000 

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

 

 3.10-26 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK)

1-)~ G, Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 

 

 3.10-27 

As depicted on Figure 3.10-4, there are no active oil or gas wells located within the project study area. The 
nearest wells not depicted within a known oil or gas field include the following: 

• Southern California Rapid Transit Distribution plugged oil and gas well, designated as “Metrorail 
Unknown 1” (unique, permanent, numeric identifier (American Petroleum Institute 03725060), 
was located on a private property east of Center Street, between Commercial Street (to the north) 
and Ducommun Street (to the south). The well was listed as a dry hole that was abandoned in 
December 1988. A Report of Well Abandonment was issued on January 18, 1989. 

• F.F. Hoard oil and gas well (American Petroleum Institute 03706277) was located within the Los 
Angeles River, north of US-101. This well was listed as inactive, buried, and idle. 

• Chevron U.S.A., Inc., oil and gas well, designated “Miller Corehole 1” (American Petroleum 
Institute 03720503), was located approximately 500 feet northeast of the LAUS, within the loop 
area north of US-101. The well was listed as plugged and abandoned. A Report of Well 
Abandonment was issued December 2, 1968. 

Soil Vapor Migration 

Volatile chemicals in the subsurface, whether in soil or groundwater, can migrate upward through the soil 
and enter into buildings, causing unacceptable chemical exposure for building occupants. Soil vapor, the 
gas that exists within the pore spaces of sediments, has the potential to carry volatile contaminants an 
appreciable distance from their source. A vapor encroachment condition is said to exist when volatile 
contaminant vapors are present in the vadose zone below a target property. Naturally-occurring methane 
may also accumulate in soil vapor near oil fields and oil wells.  

The City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering has defined Methane Zones and Methane Buffer Zones 
around known oil fields and wells (County of Los Angeles 2004). These areas have developmental 
regulations required by the City of Los Angeles pertaining to ventilation and methane gas detection 
systems, depending on the designation category under the City of Los Angeles Building Code. 

Asbestos and Lead  

According to the Link US Air Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR), 
the project study area is not located within a region in the county identified as containing serpentine and 
ultramafic rock; however, older buildings have the potential to contain asbestos and/or lead. As previously 
stated in the Phase I ESA historic research section, the area has been developed into commercial and 
industrial uses from the turn of the twentieth century. Asbestos is designated as a hazardous substance 
when the fibers have the potential to come in contact with air because the fibers are small enough to lodge 
in the lung tissue and cause health problems. The presence of asbestos-containing materials (ACM) in 
existing buildings poses an inhalation threat only if the ACMs are found to be in a friable state. If the ACMs 
are not friable, there is no inhalation hazard because asbestos fibers remain bound in the material matrix. 
Emissions of asbestos fiber to the ambient air, which can occur during activities such as renovation or 
demolition of structures made with ACMs (e.g., insulation), are regulated in accordance with Section 112 of 
the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). Based on the age (e.g., pre-1970s) of many of the buildings that border 
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the project study area, it is possible that these buildings were constructed when ACMs and lead-based 
paints (LBP) were readily used in exterior coatings. 

Human exposure to lead has been determined by U.S. EPA and OSHA to be an adverse health risk, 
particularly to young children. Demolition of structures containing LBP requires specific remediation 
activities regulated by federal, state, and local laws. 
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Figure 3.10-4. Oil and Gas Wells 
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 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance  

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts relative to hazards and hazardous 
materials would be considered significant if the project would: 

A. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials 

B. Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable upset 
and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the environment  

C. Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or 
waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school 

D. Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, would create an adverse hazard to the public 
or the environment 

E. Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (for projects located 
within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport) 

F. Result in a safety hazard for people residing or working in the project area (for projects within the 
vicinity of a private airstrip)  

G. Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or 
emergency evacuation plan 

H. Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, 
including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with 
wildlands  

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis  

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project:  

E and F. Hazards from Proximity to Airports – The project study area is not located within 2 miles of a 
public airport or public use airport. The surrounding area does contain rooftop heliports on 
surrounding high-rise buildings. The nearest heliports to the project footprint are located on the 
Metro Headquarters Building, One Gateway Plaza, and at the County Twin Towers Correctional 
Facility, 450 Bauchet Street. During construction, crane operations would be required similar to 
construction of other facilities in Downtown Los Angeles. The operations of the project would be 
consistent with the current operating conditions of the existing heliports in the area and any 
proposed heliports to be constructed in the future. The project would not impact the heliport 
operations. No impact is identified for this issue area.  

3.10.5 
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H. Hazards from Wildland Fires – The nearest state responsibility area very high fire hazard severity 
zone is located to the west in the Santa Monica Mountains (CALFire 2007) and the nearest local 
responsibility area very high fire hazard severity zone is located west of the project study area, 
adjacent to the Los Angeles Dodger Stadium (CALFire 2011). Considering the highly developed 
and urban nature of the project study area, the potential risk of loss, injury, or death involving 
wildland fires is considered low. No impact is identified for this issue area. 

Impact Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials 

Construction during the interim, full build-out, and full build-out with HSR conditions would involve the 
handling, storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous materials. During construction, the use of 
hazardous materials and substances would be required and hazardous wastes would be generated during 
operation of construction equipment. Hazardous materials would include, but are not limited to: vehicle 
fuels, asphalt/concrete, lubricants, epoxy resins, drilling fluids, and paints. The use of these materials, 
including their routine transport and disposal, carries the potential for an accidental release into the local 
environment.  

Equipment fueling would likely occur using temporary aboveground storage tanks at specified staging and 
laydown areas. Other potentially hazardous materials used in smaller quantities (e.g., paints, asphalt, etc.) 
would be stored using specialized containment, such as sheds or trailers. If a spill of these materials were 
to occur, the accidental release could pose a hazard to construction employees, the public, and the 
environment, depending on the magnitude of the spill and relative hazard of the material released. 
Although typical construction management practices limit and often eliminate the risk of such accidental 
releases, the extent and duration of project construction presents a possible risk to the environment, 
through the routine transport of hazardous materials.  

Transport, Use, and Disposal of Contaminated Soil and Groundwater 

In addition to the use of construction-related hazardous materials, contaminated soil and groundwater are 
also expected to be encountered during soil excavations and dewatering activities, which would require 
specialized handling, treatment, and eventual off-site transport. As depicted on Figure 3.10-2, multiple 
RECs exist within the project study area. For this reason, excavation, handling, transport, and disposal must 
be conducted by a licensed hazardous waste transporter, per California Code of Regulations (CCR) 
Title 22, Division 4.5 regulations. Depending on the contaminant and concentrations encountered, 
contaminated soils would be disposed at an approved facility in accordance with all local, state, and federal 
laws and applicable regulations. The handling of such materials would occur during short-term 
construction activities and would be subject to federal (40 CFR 239-282), state (22 CCR 4.5), and local 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-A 

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
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health and safety requirements (those specified by Metro, railroad operators, or property owners on a 
case-by-case basis). Typical requirements include temporary storage best management practices, 
containment in closed containers, characterization of waste material for disposal, and disposal at facilities 
that are equipped and licensed to handle waste with specified characteristics. 

Potential hazards generated by the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, 
contaminated soils, and/or contaminated groundwater during construction is considered a significant 
impact, if not adequately managed. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (described in Section 3.10.6) is proposed 
to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The project would involve an increase in the number of trains arriving and departing LAUS, although 
operational activities and practices involving routine transport, use, and storage of potentially hazardous 
materials would remain similar to existing conditions. Future operations at LAUS would involve routine 
transport of hazardous materials and wastes, such as gasoline, brake fluids, and coolants, although heavy 
maintenance activities would continue off site at existing maintenance facilities, such as Metrolink’s CMF 
(or Taylor Facility) located north of LAUS and the Amtrak maintenance facility located south of LAUS.  

These facilities already in operation would continue to provide for safe storage, containment, and disposal 
of chemicals and hazardous materials during operations, including waste materials. Based on the existing 
local regulatory framework, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the project would facilitate an increase in the number of train movements beginning as 
early as 2026. The project would also facilitate the initiation of HSR service as early as 2033. Considering 
LAUS is limited to passenger operations, the potential for increased freight movements and increased 
hazardous materials transport is beyond Metro’s authority and subject to private railway carriers. Impacts 
are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Recognized Environmental Condition Sites 

The project study area contains a total of 35 REC sites (14 RECs, 16 HRECs, and 5 CRECs) (Table 3.10-2). 
RECs in the project study area are listed on various databases for two main reasons. First, because they 
contain documented hazardous material contamination such as gasoline or diesel underground storage 
tanks (UST), or removed LUSTs. Secondarily, several REC sites are listed based on historical land uses, 
such as the former Aliso Street MGP, which resulted in localized contaminated soil and groundwater. The 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-B 

Create a hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset or accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment 
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former Aliso Street MGP is listed multiple times associated with an individual site. However, the entire 
footprint of the site (as illustrated on Figure 3.10-2) is considered to be a REC, and is considered to be a 
high risk. The close proximity of the project footprint to these existing RECs could result in potential 
exposure to contaminated soil and/or groundwater or migration of contaminants (e.g., by groundwater). 
This is considered a significant impact.  

Soil Vapor Migration 

The project study area is also located in proximity to two oil fields; the Union Station Oil Field, located 
south of US-101 and the Los Angeles Oil Field, located approximately 0.5 miles to the northwest of LAUS. 
Based on this proximity, naturally-occurring oil seeps and the accumulation of oil and methane gas also 
have the potential to occur within the project footprint. Construction of subterranean structures could 
encounter soils contaminated with petroleum and petroleum products, which could release volatile 
contaminant vapors during excavations or tunneling. This is considered a significant impact.  

Asbestos and Lead 

Based on the age (e.g., pre-1970s) of many of the buildings within the area, it is possible that these buildings 
were constructed when ACMs and LBPs were readily used in exterior coatings. Human exposure to lead 
has been determined by U.S. EPA and OSHA to be an adverse health risk, particularly to young children. 
Demolition of structures containing LBP requires specific remediation activities regulated by federal 
(40 CFR 745), state (17 CCR 35001-36100), and local laws. The accidental release of ACMs or lead into the 
environment is considered a significant impact.  

As described above, an accidental release of hazardous materials could pose a hazard both to construction 
employees, the public, and the environment, depending on the magnitude and relative hazard of the 
material released. Although typical construction management practices limit the potential for such 
accidental releases, these practices do not eliminate their risk. Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through 
HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10.6) are proposed to reduce impacts related to the release of hazardous 
materials to a level less than significant:  

• Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, HAZ-4, and HAZ-5 would reduce the potential for a 
release of hazardous materials during construction.  

• Mitigation Measures HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 would reduce potential risks related to oil seeps, methane 
gas, and volatile contaminant vapors during construction.  

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 would reduce potential risks related to asbestos, LBPs, and other 
material falling under the Universal Waste requirement.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Future operations at LAUS would involve the use of hazardous materials and wastes, such as gasoline, 
brake fluids, and coolants that could be subject to accidental releases. The handling of such materials would 
be subject to federal (40 CFR 239-282), state (22 CCR 4.5), and local health and safety requirements (those 
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specified by Metro, railroad operators, or property owners on a case-by-case basis). In general, they require 
that these materials not be released to the environment or disposed of as general refuse. Collection in 
proper containers and disposal at approved facilities are required.  

Metro would be required to comply with appropriate regulatory agency standards designed to avoid 
hazardous waste releases. These permits would require preparation of a Hazardous Materials Business 
Plan (HMBP), per California‘s Health and Safety Code, that would include provisions for safe storage, 
containment, and disposal of chemicals and hazardous materials during operations, including waste 
materials. Given that the operations would be similar to existing conditions and the HMBP would be 
subject to approval by the applicable regulatory agency, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the project would facilitate an increase in the number of regional/intercity train 
movements as early as 2026. The project would also accommodate future HSR service. Considering LAUS 
is limited to passenger operations, the potential for additional freight movements and increased hazardous 
materials release is beyond the scope of Metro’s authority. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Ann Street Elementary School,  and Felicitas and Gonzalo Mendez Senior High School, and La Petite 
Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters) are located within 0.25 mile of the project footprint. During 
construction, there would be use of commercially available hazardous materials such as gasoline, brake 
fluids, coolants, and paints. Standard equipment maintenance and good housekeeping practices during 
construction would minimize the risk of any release; however, if any release of these substances did occur, 
releases are anticipated to be localized and unlikely to pose a risk to the two three educational institutions 
within a 0.25 mile of the project, mainly due to distance from proposed construction areas.  

Demolition of existing structures and the existing railroad track infrastructure would require the operation 
of multiple construction vehicles within the project footprint over the construction duration. Based on the 
health risk assessment conducted for the project, the diesel particulate matter (DPM) emissions associated 
with the short-term construction activities would not result in an increased cancer risk exceed the 
SCAQMD’s 10-in-1 million threshold at any school within 0.25 mile of the project (see Section 3.5, Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change). Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

An indicator of the project’s regional operational impact is the net influence on emissions in the project 
study area and the region, relative to the emissions for the same year under the no project scenario. Rail 
emissions were estimated for the project based on daily passenger rail operations, fuel consumption, travel 
distance, idling time, and DPM emission factor. Each of these factors is discussed in detail in 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-C 

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed school 
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Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, of this EIR, including the 2040 peak cancer risks at 
13 locations within the project study area. The cancer risks at the residential land uses were calculated 
using a 30-year exposure while the school and office uses were calculated using 9- and 25-year exposures, 
respectively. The project-related increase in cancer risk would not exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 
1 million. As a result, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Construction of the project would involve the transport and disposal of soil or other media contaminated 
with hazardous materials. This would be an indirect impact through the accidental release of these 
hazardous materials to nearby schools. The accidental release of ACMs or lead into the environment would 
also represent a risk. Although compliance with existing laws and regulations regarding transport and 
disposal of hazardous materials would minimize potential risks, this is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measures HAZ1 through HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10.6) are proposed to reduce impacts 
to a level less than significant: 

• Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, HAZ-4, and HAZ-5 would reduce the potential for a 
release of hazardous materials during construction.  

• Mitigation Measures HAZ-6 and HAZ-7 would reduce potential risks related to oil seeps, methane 
gas, and volatile contaminant vapors during construction.  

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 would reduce potential risks related to asbestos, LBPs, and other 
material falling under the Universal Waste requirement.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Recognized Environmental Condition Sites 

As shown in Table 3.10-2, 35 REC sites (14 RECs, 16 HRECs, and 5 CRECs) have been identified with a 
Moderate to High risk ranking because they have the potential to affect the environment as a result of 
excavation activities on acquired parcels where project-related construction activities would occur. Some of 
the parcels identified in Table 3.10-2 would either be acquired or used for temporary construction activities 
and staging where no ground disturbance would occur. The close proximity of these existing RECs to 
project-related construction activities would carry the potential for encountering contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater. Construction activities could also cause the migration of contaminants through changes in 
groundwater flow. Table 3.10-2 lists the locations of these RECs relative to each segment of the project 
study area that may be affected by pre-existing contamination. This is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (described in Section 3.10.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.10-D 

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result, would 
create an adverse hazard to the public or the environment 
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Land Use Covenants 

As previously indicated, considering the historical land uses in the area, several properties also have land 
use restrictions associated with them. The following seven sites were identified in the Phase I ESA with land 
use restrictions:  

• Former Aliso Street Property – 718 Commercial Street (No Map Code) 

• A&H Greenfield Sheet Metal/Viertel’s Police – 830 Commercial Street (Map Code 59) 

• Bortz Oil Company – 1746 Spring Street (Map Code 5) 

• William Mead Homes – 1300 Cardinal Street (Map Code 31) 

• Metro/Manley Oil – 410 Center Street (Map Code 63) 

• Former Aliso Sector, Denny’s Site – 530 Ramirez Street (Map Code 66) 

• SCCRA Track Extension – 710-720 Keller Street (Map Code 84) 

The project (e.g., railroad ROW) would not conflict with the LUC(s); however, these sites have deed 
restrictions that include soil management requirements. Based on the uncertainties regarding the level of 
clean up or remediation on the land use restricted sites, there is potential to encounter undocumented 
sources of contamination. This is considered a significant impact. A Phase II ESA is proposed as part of 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (described in Section 3.10.6). Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 (described in Section 
3.10.6) would require a general construction soil management plan, which would include general 
provisions for how soils would be managed throughout the project study area for the duration of 
construction, providing a method that is consistently protective of public and worker health and safety. In 
addition, Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 (described in Section 3.10.6) would require Metro to prepare 
parcel-specific soil management plans that include specific provisions for how soils would be managed for 
a given individual property.  

Mitigation Measures HAZ-2 through HAZ-6 (described in Section 3.10.6) would reduce impacts to a level 
less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

After construction is complete and the project is operational, the identified REC sites would not be 
disturbed and, therefore, would not require remediation or coordination with the governing agency. 
Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Prior to construction, any REC sites located within or adjacent to the project study area identified as a 
Moderate or High risk would be further analyzed in a Phase II ESA (Mitigation Measure HAZ-2). However, 
the REC sites adjacent to or in the vicinity of the project could be indirectly affected during construction. In 
the event hazardous materials migrate into the project study area while construction is occurring, there 
would be an indirect impact resulting from project construction. Although compliance with federal, state, 
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and local regulations would reduce these indirect impacts, this is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 (described in Section 3.10.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

Direct Impacts– Construction 

The project is located within an urbanized area with numerous roadways. The project could impact the 
following roadways: the El Monte Busway, US-101, Cesar Chavez Avenue, Commercial Street, Ducommun 
Street, Jackson Street, Temple Street, Banning Street, First Street, Alameda Street, Main Street, Garey Street, 
Vignes Street, and Center Street. Based on a review of disaster route maps for the Los Angeles County 
Operational Area (County of Los Angeles 2008a) and as shown on Figure 3.10-1, the following designated 
disaster routes are within the project study area: 

• Cesar Chavez Avenue 

• Alameda Street 

• Fourth Street 

• US-101 

• I-10 

Construction activities in the areas of these streets, especially US-101, could interfere with emergency 
response and access. As described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, construction activities would 
generate additional traffic on US-101 and result in temporary closure of portions of US-101. US-101 would 
be closed temporarily at night (10:00 PM to 6:00 AM) in one direction at a time during construction of the 
bridge superstructure. These night closures are expected to last up to 20 consecutive days. The southbound 
ramps at Commercial Street would also be partially or fully restricted for extended periods during 
construction of the US-101 viaduct over the existing on- and off ramps. Any disruption to an evacuation 
route is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (as described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

After construction is complete and the project is operational, no changes would be made to the identified 
evacuation routes. As previously discussed, under 2031 and 2040 with project conditions, minimal 
project-related increase delays are expected at intersections within the traffic study area. Internal roadway 
reconfiguration and associated modifications to fire lanes and access roads would not significantly impact 
emergency access, primarily because the West Plaza would be accessible to emergency service providers 
using the existing fire lane network. Emergency access would be maintained from Patsaouras Transit Plaza, 
which would provide emergency and fire lane access to the eastern side of the station. Any, or all, 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-EG 

Impair implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan 
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modifications made would be coordinated and approved by the Fire Marshal to verify the safest access is 
provided for emergency service providers. Upon completion of construction, no changes would be made 
to the identified evacuation routes as identified by the City. Based on these considerations, impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The project would operate in accordance with applicable agency requirements for passenger rail operations. 
Impacts are considered less than significant.  

 Mitigation Measures 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to reduce significant impacts related to hazards and 
hazardous materials.  

HAZ-1 Prepare a Construction Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP): Prior to 
construction, an HMMP shall be prepared by Metro that outlines provisions for safe storage, 
containment, and disposal of chemicals and hazardous materials, contaminated soils, and 
contaminated groundwater used or exposed during construction, including the proper 
locations for disposal. The HMMP shall be prepared to address the area of the project 
footprint, and include, but not be limited to, the following: 

• A description of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes used (29 CFR 1910.1200) 

• A description of handling, transport, treatment, and disposal procedures, as relevant 
for each hazardous material or hazardous waste (29 CFR 1910.120) 

• Preparedness, prevention, contingency, and emergency procedures, including 
emergency contact information (29 CFR 1910.38) 

o A description of personnel training including, but not limited to: (1) recognition of 
existing or potential hazards resulting from accidental spills or other releases; 
(2) implementation of evacuation, notification, and other emergency response 
procedures; (3) management, awareness, and handling of hazardous materials 
and hazardous wastes, as required by their level of responsibility (29 CFR 1910) 

• Instructions on keeping Safety Data Sheets on site for each on-site hazardous chemical 
(29 CFR 1910.1200) 

• Identification of the locations of hazardous material storage areas, including 
temporary storage areas, which shall be equipped with secondary containment 
sufficient in size to contain the volume of the largest container or tank (29 CFR 
1910.120) 

.3.10.6 
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HAZ-2 Prepare Project-wide Phase II ESA (based on completed Phase I ESA): Prior to final design, a 
Phase II Environmental Site Investigation shall be prepared to focus on likely sources of 
contamination (based on completed Phase I ESA) for properties within the project footprint 
that would be affected by excavation. Phase II activities shall consist of: 

• Collection of soil, groundwater, and soil vapor samples from borings, for geologic 
analysis and collection/submittal of samples to an environmental laboratory for 
implementation of an analytical program. Sampling shall be based on the findings of 
the Phase I ESA for the project area. 

• Laboratory analysis of samples for contaminants of concern, which vary by location, 
but may include: VOCs, PAHs, total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH), and CCR 
Title 22 metals. 

A Phase II ESA Report shall be prepared that summarizes the results of the drilling and 
sampling activities, and provides recommendations based on the investigation’s findings. 
Metro shall implement the Phase II ESA findings. The Phase II ESA shall be conducted under 
the direct supervision of a Professional Geologist, licensed in the State of California, with 
expertise in environmental site assessments and evaluation of contaminated sites. 

HAZ-3 Prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan: Prior to construction, Metro shall 
prepare a General Construction Soil Management Plan that includes general provisions for 
how soils will be managed within the project footprint for the duration of construction. Any soil 
imported to the project site for backfill shall be certified clean prior to use. General soil 
management controls to be implemented by the contractor and the following topics shall be 
addressed within the Soil Management Plan:  

• General worker health and safety procedures 

• Dust control 

• Management of soil stockpiles 

• Traffic control  

• Stormwater erosion control using BMPs 
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HAZ-4 Prepare Parcel-Specific Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety Plans (HASP): Prior to 
construction, Metro shall prepare parcel-specific Soil Management Plans for known 
contaminated sites and LUC-adjudicated sites for submittal and approval by DTSC. The plans 
shall include specific hazards and provisions for how soils will be managed for known 
contaminated sites and LUC-adjudicated sites. The nature and extent of contamination varies 
widely across the project footprint, and the parcel-specific Soil Management Plan shall provide 
parcel-specific requirements addressing the following:  

• Soil disposal protocols 

• Protocols governing the discovery of unknown contaminants 

• Management of soil on properties within the project footprint with LUCs or known 
contaminants  

Prior to construction on individual properties with LUCs or known contaminants, a 
parcel-specific HASPs shall also be prepared for submittal and approval by DTSC. The HASPs 
shall be prepared to meet OSHA requirements, Title 29 of the CFR 1910.120 and CCR 
Title 8, Section 5192, and all applicable federal, state and local regulations and agency 
ordinances related to the proposed management, transport, and disposal of contaminated 
media during implementation of work and field activities. The HASPs shall be signed and 
sealed by a Certified Industrial Hygienist, licensed by the American Board of Industrial Hygiene. 
In addition to general construction soil management plan provisions, the following 
parcel-specific HASPs provisions shall also be implemented: 

• Training requirements for site workers who may be handling contaminated material 

• Chemical exposure hazards in soil, groundwater, or soil vapor that are known to be 
present on a property 

• Mitigation and monitoring measures that are protective of site worker and public 
health and safety  

Prior to construction, Metro shall coordinate proposed soil management measures and 
reporting activities with stakeholders and regulatory agencies with jurisdiction, to establish an 
appropriate monitoring and reporting program that meets all federal, state, and local laws for 
the project, and each of the contaminated sites.  

HAZ-5 LUC Sites and Coordination with the DTSC: Prior to construction on properties with a LUC, 
Metro shall coordinate with the DTSC regarding any plans specified in HAZ-4, construction 
activities, and/or public outreach activities needed to verify that construction activities on 
properties with LUCs would be managed in a manner protective of public health and the 
environment.  
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HAZ-6  Halt Construction Work if Potentially Hazardous Materials/Abandoned Oil Wells are 
Encountered: Contractors shall follow all applicable local, state, and federal regulations 
regarding discovery, notification, response, disposal, and remediation for hazardous materials 
and/or abandoned oil wells encountered during the construction process.  

HAZ-7 Compliance with the City of Los Angeles Building Code Methane Regulations: Prior to final 
design, Metro shall verify that the design of infrastructure improvements located within 
Methane Buffer Zones (as defined by Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering) comply with the City 
of Los Angeles Building Code regulations set forth in Ordinances 175790 and 180619. The 
ordinances require evaluation of methane hazards and mitigation of a methane hazard, if one 
exists, depending on the severity of the hazard.  

HAZ-8  Pre-Demolition Investigation: Prior to the demolition of any structures constructed prior to the 
1970s, a survey shall be conducted for the presence of hazardous building materials, such as 
ACBs, LBCs, and other materials falling under the Universal Waste requirements. The results 
of this survey shall be submitted to Metro, and applicable stakeholders as deemed appropriate 
by Metro. If any hazardous building materials are discovered, prior to demolition of any 
structures, a plan for proper removal shall be prepared in accordance with applicable OSHA 
and the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health requirements. The contractor 
performing the work shall be required to implement the removal plan and shall be required to 
have a C-21 license in the State of California, and possess an A or B classification. If 
asbestos-related work is required, the contractor or their subcontractor shall be required to 
possess a California Contractor License (Asbestos Certification). Prior to any demolition 
activities, the contractor shall be required to secure the site and ensure the disconnection of 
utilities.  

TR-1 Prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and 
Traffic) 

 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, significant impacts related to 
hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to a level of less than significant. 

3.10.7 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.11 Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

 

 

 3.11-1 

3.11 Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to public utilities and 
service systems, including water supply, delivery, treatment facilities, drainage systems, wastewater 
collection, treatment, disposal facilities, solid waste disposal, electrical lines, and energy 
demand/conservation within the project study area.  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.11-1 identifies and summarizes federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and plans relative to 
public utilities and energy.  

Table 3.11-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Utilities and Energy 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

State 

AB 1007, Alternative Fuels Plan AB 1007 (Pavley, Chapter 371, Statutes of 2005) requires the California Energy 
Commission to prepare a state plan to increase the use of alternative fuels in 
California (Alternative Fuels Plan). The Alternative Fuels Plan, approved by the 
California Energy Commission on November 2, 2007, aims to clean the state’s air, 
diversify fuel sources, and protect the state from oil spikes that affect prices, the 
economy, and jobs.  

The Alternative Fuels Plan focuses on transportation fuels and alternative fuels in 
particular but recognizes other components of the transportation system, 
including advanced vehicle technology and efficiency improvements in 
conventional vehicles. Additionally, the plan indicates that significant efforts are 
needed to reduce VMT by all Californians through more effective land use and 
transportation planning and greater mass movement of people and goods.  

CCR, Title 24, Part 6, Energy 
Efficiency Standards for Residential 
and Nonresidential Buildings 

CCR Title 24, Part 6 establishes California’s Energy Efficiency Standards for 
Residential and Nonresidential Buildings. For nonresidential buildings, the 
standards establish minimum energy efficiency requirements related to the 
building envelope, mechanical systems (e.g., heating/ventilation/air conditioning 
and water heating systems), indoor and outdoor lighting, and illuminated signs. 
The standards are enforced through the local building permit process.  

CCR, Title 11, Green Building 
Standards Code 

Local jurisdictions have to implement CALGreen or their local C&D ordinance, 
policy, or directive, whichever is more stringent. Local mandates adopted prior to 
January 1, 2011, may not reflect the CALGreen requirements. 

.3.11.1 
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Table 3.11-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Utilities and Energy 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

California Energy Commission The California Energy Commission is responsible for forecasting future energy 
needs for the state, among other things. SB 1389 (Chapter 568, Statutes of 2002) 
requires the California Energy Commission to prepare a biennial Integrated Energy 
Policy Report assessing major energy trends and issues facing the state’s 
electricity, natural gas, and transportation fuel sectors. The report also provides 
policy recommendations to conserve resources, protect the environment, and 
ensure reliable, secure, and diverse energy supplies.  

California Local C&D Diversion 
Programs and Initiatives  

Local Government C&D Guide SB 1374 seeks to assist jurisdictions with diverting 
their C&D material with a primary focus on CalRecycle developing and adopting a 
model construction and demolition diversion ordinance for voluntary use by 
California jurisdictions. The model ordinance was adopted March 16, 2004.  

EO S-3-05 EO S-3-05 was enacted in June 2005. The order sets specific GHG emission 
reduction targets for the state and gives the Transportation and Housing Agency 
responsibility to help meet the targets. The EO envisions reduced VMT and 
increased vehicle fuel efficiency as major factors in achieving GHG emission 
reductions.  

SB 610 SB 610 requires a city or county that determines a project is subject to CEQA to 
identify any public water system that may supply water for the project and to 
request those public water systems to prepare a specified WSA, except as 
otherwise specified. ‘‘Project’’ means any of the following: 

• A proposed residential development of more than 500 dwelling units 

• A proposed shopping center or business establishment employing more 
than 1,000 persons or having more than 500,000 square feet of floor space 

• A proposed commercial office building employing more than 1,000 persons 
or having more than 250,000 square feet of floor space 

• A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms 

• A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial park 
planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than 40 acres 
of land or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area 

• A mixed-use project that includes one or more of the projects specified in 
this subdivision 

• A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to or greater 
than the amount of water required by a 500-dwelling unit project 

EO B-29-15  EO B-29-15 passed January 17, 2014. It mandates the SWRCB to impose 
restrictions to achieve a statewide 25 percent reduction in potable urban water 
usage through February 28, 2016. Water reductions are measured as compared 
with 2013 levels. Areas with high per capita water usage should achieve 
proportionally greater reductions than those areas with lower per capita water 
usage. The EO additionally directs the California Department of Water Resources 
to work with local agencies to collectively replace 50 million square feet of lawns 
and ornamental turf with drought tolerant landscapes. 
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Table 3.11-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Utilities and Energy 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Diversion Rule AB 341 Under commercial recycling law (Chapter 476, Statutes of 2011), AB 341 directed 
CalRecycle to develop and adopt regulations for mandatory commercial recycling. 
The final regulation was approved by the Office of Administrative Law May 7, 2012. 
AB 341 declared a state policy goal that not less than 75 percent of solid waste 
generated be source reduced, recycled, or composted by the year 2020. 

Integrated Waste Management Act 
AB 939 

AB 939 mandates a reduction of waste being disposed and establishes an 
integrated framework for program implementation, solid waste planning, and solid 
waste facility and landfill compliance. CIWMB oversees a disposal reporting 
system and facility and program planning. On January 1, 2010, all CIWMB duties 
and responsibilities, with the Department of Conservation Division of Recycling, 
transferred to the new CalRecycle, which is under the jurisdiction of the Natural 
Resources Agency.  

Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling 
Act  

The Solid Waste Reuse and Recycling Act of 1991 was enacted to assist local 
jurisdictions with accomplishing the goals of AB 939. In accordance with AB 2176, 
any development project that has submitted an application for a building permit 
must include adequate, accessible areas for the collection and loading of recyclable 
materials. In addition, the areas to be utilized must be adequate in capacity, 
number, and distribution to serve the project. Moreover, the collection areas are to 
be located as close to existing exterior refuse collection areas as possible.  

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan  The City of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation Element includes goals and 
policies for recycling and diversion of solid waste to ensure compliance with the 
California Integrated Waste Management Act (AB 939), the California Solid Waste 
Reuse and Recycling Act, and the Solid Waste Diversion Rule (AB 341). The City of 
Los Angeles General Plan Framework also broadly discusses the City’s water 
supply, storage, and delivery infrastructure. 

ADSP The ADSP, Ordinance No. 171,139 provides project-specific regulatory criteria for 
water use and solid waste disposal.  

Los Angeles C&D Waste Recycling 
Ordinance 

The Los Angeles City Council approved Council File 09-3029 March 5, 2010, that 
pertains to a Citywide C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance. This ordinance requires all 
mixed C&D waste generated within City limits be taken to a City-certified C&D 
waste processors. In addition, all haulers and contractors responsible for handling 
C&D waste must obtain a Private Waste Hauler Permit from LASAN prior to 
construction. C&D waste can only be taken to City-certified C&D processing 
facilities. 

Los Angeles Green Building 
Standards Code 

Approved in April 2008, and updated in 2014, this code enforces the Green 
Building Program that focuses on five key areas: site location, water efficiency, 
energy and atmosphere, materials and resources, and indoor environmental 
quality. Non-residential projects at or above 50,000 square feet are required to 
meet LEED® Certification standards.  
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Table 3.11-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Utilities and Energy 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

LADWP UWMP The 2015 UWMP is the City’s master plan for reliable water supply and resources 
management. The 5-year plan outlines existing and planned sources of water, 
forecasts water demand, and identifies conservation efforts to reduce water 
demand. It also identifies activities to develop alternative sources of water, 
assesses the reliability and vulnerability of the water supply, and provides a water 
shortage contingency analysis.  

City of Los Angeles Stormwater LID 
Ordinance (Ordinance #181899) 

In November 2011, the City adopted the Stormwater LID Ordinance (Ordinance 
#181899) to amend and expand on the existing SUSMP requirements by 
incorporating LID practices and principles and expanding the applicable 
development categories. The LID Ordinance requires stormwater mitigation for a 
larger number of development and redevelopment categories than was previously 
required under SUSMP. All development and redevelopment projects that create, 
add, or replace 500 square feet or more of impervious area need to comply with 
the LID Ordinance. If applicable to the LID Ordinance, project applicants would 
also be required to prepare an LID plan. 

Updated Stormwater LID 
Ordinance (Ordinance #183833) 

On August 25, 2015, the City adopted an updated Stormwater LID Ordinance 
(Ordinance #183833) to amend and expand on the LID requirements and 
eliminated the requirement for a SUSMP. Subsequently, on May 9, 2016, the City 
of Los Angeles, Board of Public Works adopted an update to the LID Manual 
(formally retitled as Planning and Land Development Handbook for LID, Part B 
Planning Activities, 5th Edition, May 9, 2016) as authorized by Section 64.72 of the 
Los Angeles Municipal Code and as approved by Ordinance #183833. The LID 
Manual was made publicly available via the City website in October 2016. The 
updated LID Manual removed the requirement for a SUSMP and a site mitigation 
plan. Now, the only the required LID document is the LID plan.  

City of Los Angeles Municipal Code Stormwater discharge is regulated under Chapter VI Public Works and Property, 
Article 4.4 – Stormwater and Urban Runoff Pollution Control of the City of Los 
Angeles Municipal Code. Under Article 4.4, discharge of non-stormwater is 
permissible only when connection to the storm drain system is made in 
accordance with a valid city permit, approved construction plan, or a NPDES 
permit and/or NOI. In addition, projects within the City are required to comply 
with the requirements of the CGP and the Municipal NPDES Permit, which 
includes preparation of a SWPPP and implementation of construction and 
post-construction BMPs. 

Metro Energy and Resource Report Metro produces an annual sustainability report to summarize the agency’s 
continual efforts in achieving higher sustainability performance through the 
implementation of planning, construction, operations, and maintenance activities.  

Metro Water Use, Conservation 
Policy and Water Action Plan 

Metro has implemented many strategies to reduce water use in their operations 
and in their construction projects. In 2009, the Water Use and Conservation Policy 
was adopted to ensure the most cost-effective and efficient use of potable water 
resources at all the Metro facilities and operating divisions. The Water Action Plan 
was developed in 2010 to implement this policy.  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.11 Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

 

 

 3.11-5 

Table 3.11-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Utilities and Energy 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Solid Waste Integrated Resources 
Plan 

Adopted in April 2015, the City of Los Angeles, under the jurisdiction of SWIRP, 
addresses long-range management needs through 2030. The plan identified 
various policies, programs, and facilities that would be needed to reach the City’s 
goal of 90 percent landfill diversion by 2025. 

Notes:  
AB=Assembly Bill; ADSP=Alameda District Specific Plan; BMP=best management practice; C&D=construction and demolition; 
CALGreen=California Green Building Standards Code; CCR=California Code of Regulations; CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; 
CGP=Construction General Permit; CIWMB=California Integrated Waste Management Board; EO=Executive Order; GHG=greenhouse 
gas; LASAN=Los Angeles Sanitation; LEED=Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design®; LID=low impact development; 
NOI=Notice of Intent; NPDES=National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System; SB=Senate Bill; SUSMP=Standard Urban Stormwater 
Mitigation Plan; SWIRP=Solid Waste Integrated Resources Plan; SWPPP=Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan; SWRCB=State Water 
Resources Control Board; UWMP=Urban Water Management Plan; VMT=vehicle miles traveled; WSA=water supply assessment 

 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Utility companies with infrastructure located within or adjacent to the project study area were identified. 
Utilities and service systems considered as part of the analysis included above and underground electrical 
lines; storm drains; gas lines; water supply lines; and the type, size, and location of the infrastructure 
potentially impacted by the project.  

To determine potential impacts on energy resources during construction, fuel and energy usage was 
considered based on construction data utilized for the air quality evaluation (Section 3.5, Air Quality and 
Global Climate Change), which included equipment type, fuel type, estimated hours of use, and costs as 
model inputs. Energy demands associated with the project operations were quantified based on sources of 
energy required for operation (e.g., electricity).  

 Existing Conditions 

Water Service  

Water service for LAUS and the surrounding area is served by LADWP, which covers a 473-square mile area 
servicing a total of 4 million residents, including 681,000 active service connections. LADWP infrastructure 
includes 119 tanks and reservoirs, 96 pump stations, 9 ammoniation stations, 25 chlorination stations, 
325 regular stations, 113 system pressure zones, 7,337 miles of distribution main pipelines, and a total 
storage capacity of 315,245 acre-feet (AF) (LADWP 2016). In 2015, LADWP’s water supplies totaled 
513,540 AF with 10 percent being delivered from the Los Angeles Aqueduct, 17 percent from local 
groundwater, 71 percent from MWD, and 2 percent from recycled water (LADWP 2015). In the future, total 
supplies are projected to increase to 642,400 AF in 2020 and 709,500 AF in 2040.  

LADWP provides 4 million City residents with approximately 167 billion gallons of water. The average 
residential, commercial, and industrial usage of water is 113 gallons per day (LADWP 2016). The LADWP 
has an adopted Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) (LADWP 2015) and other long-term water 

3.11.3 

.3.11.4 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.11 Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

 

 

 3.11-6 

management plans that ensure adequate water supplies are available to the City. The Mayor’s Executive 
Directive No. 5 and the Sustainable City Plan set goals to reduce potable water use by 25 percent by 
2035. With its current water supplies, planned future water conservation, and planned future water 
supplies, LADWP would be able to reliably provide water to its customers through the 25-year period 
covered by its 2015 UWMP, including for single dry year conditions (LADWP 2015). Water demands are 
projected to total 485,6001 AF in 2020 and 565,6001 AF in 2040 (LADWP 2015).  

Major water lines in the project study area are described below: 

• Segment 1: Throat Segment − There is a 12-inch water line in Vignes Street and 12-inch and 16-inch 
water lines in Cesar Chavez Avenue.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment − There is a 36-inch water line located in Alameda Street with a 
20-inch water line that tees off to serve LAUS and the rail yard platform area.  

• Segment 3: Run-Through Segment − There is a combination of 8-inch and 12-inch water lines that 
traverse the Commercial Street Corridor. There is also an 8-inch water line located in Center Street.  

No recycled water infrastructure is located within the project study area.  

Drainage Systems 

Drainage infrastructure is addressed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality. 

Sanitary Sewer Service and Facilities  

Los Angeles Sanitation (LASAN) is responsible for operating and maintaining the wastewater collection 
and treatment systems. LASAN maintains over 6,117 miles of sewer lines and 49 pumping plants in 
addition to 4 water reclamation plants that treat 580 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater (LASAN 
2016a). The treated wastewater is generally discharged into a receiving water body, evaporated and/or 
percolated into the ground, or used for irrigation of farmland and landscaping.  

LASAN’s clean water program consists of the Hyperion Service Area and the Terminal Island Service Area 
(treating the Los Angeles Harbor Area). The project study area is located within the Silver Lake/Central City 
North Basin of the Hyperion system, which includes two upstream water reclamation plants: DC Tillman 
in the San Fernando Valley and the Los Angeles Glendale. Both of these plants produce recycled water used 
for landscaping and industrial purposes, as well as supplement the Los Angeles River to support the local 
habitat and other beneficial uses. All sanitary sewer flows in the project study area discharge to the Hyperion 
Treatment Plant, which is located at 12000 Vista del Mar, Playa del Rey, California. The Hyperion Treatment 

                                                 

1 Assumes inclusion of conservation measures required to meet water use reduction goals set in the Sustainable City plan (2015). 
These estimates assume the implementation of the San Fernando Groundwater Basin clean-up and reduce per capita potable 
water use by 20 percent. 
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Plant is designed to treat 450 mgd in dry months, peak wet weather flows of up to 800 mgd (LASAN 
2016b), and averages 275 mgd (LASAN 2016b). 

Major sewer lines located in the project study area are described below: 

• Segment 1: Throat Segment − There is a 27-inch sewer line in Cesar Chavez Avenue.  

• Segment 2: Concourse Segment − There are 30-inch and 16-inch sewer lines in Alameda Street 
with an 8-inch private sewer line connection that serves LAUS. There is an 8-inch sewer line serving 
the Metro Gateway Building off of Vignes Street. There is also an 8-inch sewer line that crosses the 
railroad at College Street and turns south toward Vignes Street running adjacent to the railroad 
property line. 

• Segment 3: Run-Through Segment − There is an 8-inch sanitary sewer line in Commercial Street, 
along with a 6-inch sanitary sewer line in Center Street.  

Solid Waste 

LASAN divides the City into six waste collection districts or “wastesheds” named West Valley, East Valley, 
Western, North Central, South Los Angeles, and Harbor. The project study area is located in the North 
Central wasteshed, which is reported to have a total disposal of 787,000 tons in 2010, including 57 percent 
from commercial, 23 percent from residential curbside, 18 percent from multifamily, and 2 percent from 
construction and demolition (C&D) (HDR 2014a.).  

LASAN operates the Central Los Angeles Recycling and Transfer Station located 2.4 miles south of the 
project study area, which has a permitted capacity of 4,025 tons per day. Non-recyclable materials are 
transferred to either the Scholl Canyon Landfill or Burbank Landfill Site No. 3. The Scholl Canyon Landfill 
is a Class III landfill that has a remaining capacity of 9,900,000 cubic yards, with an expected closure year 
of 2030. The Burbank Landfill Site No. 3 is also a Class III landfill that has a remaining capacity of 
5,933,365 cubic yards, with an expected closure date of 2053 (CalRecycle 2016). 

As of 2016, the diversion rate2 for Los Angeles County was at 65 percent (County of Los Angeles 2017). 
The City’s Solid Waste Integrated Resource Program (SWIRP), most commonly known as the City’s Zero 
Waste Plan, provides a long-term plan through 2030 for the City’s solid waste programs, policies, and 
environmental infrastructure. SWIRP proposes an approach for the City to achieve a goal of 90 percent 
diversion by 2025. These targeted diversion rates would be implemented through an enhancement of 
existing policies and programs, implementation of new policies and programs, and the development of 
future facilities to meet the City’s recycling and solid waste infrastructure needs over a 20-year planning 
period. 

                                                 

2 Solid waste diversion is defined as the movement of solid waste to facilities other than landfills. 
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Electricity 

The project study area is served by LADWP for electricity power. LADWP supplies more than 26 million 
megawatt (MW) hours of electricity per year for the City's 1.4 million residential and business customers 
(LADWP n.d.).  

Energy 

California is the nation’s third-largest state with many energy-intensive industries; however, it has one of 
the lowest per capita total energy consumption levels in the country (Energy Information Administration 
2016). State mandates to increase energy efficiency and implement alternative technologies has restrained 
growth in energy demand. Travel dominates the transportation sector, affecting energy usage, even though 
the state leads the nation in alternatively fueled vehicles. Conversely, residential energy use per person in 
California is lower than in every other state, except Hawaii. The California Energy Commission utilizes 
electricity demand models for energy consumption by end use.  

Based on demand models for LADWP, railroad transportation used 20.0 gigawatt hours in 
2010, 24.3 gigawatt hours in 2016, and is projected to use 25.6 gigawatt hours in 2024. The growth rate 
from 2010 to 2016 increased 4.30 percent, while the projected growth rate between 2016 and 2024 is 
estimated to only increase 1.235 percent (California Energy Commission 2016).  

Natural Gas  

Natural gas is the most consumed energy source in California. Natural gas-fired power plants generate 
about three-fifths of California's electricity (Energy Information Administration 2016). The area has a 
historical land use associated with gas manufacturing and oil production that was active in the early 
1900s because of the presence of oil reserves in the area. Given the historical land uses in the area, there 
is a high potential to encounter abandoned gas and/or oil lines. As identified in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, three abandoned or inactive oil or gas wells are located within the project study area.  

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on utilities and service systems would 
be considered significant if the project would: 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB 

B. Require or result in the construction of new water of wastewater treatment facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects 

C. Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or expansion of existing 
facilities, the construction of which could cause significant environmental effects 

D. Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or identify if new or expanded entitlements are needed 
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E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider, which serves or may serve the 
project, that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs  

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste 

Appendix F: Energy Conservation 

Section 15126.4(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR will describe feasible measures that could 
minimize significant adverse impacts, including, where relevant, inefficient and unnecessary consumption 
of energy.  

CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F, Energy Conservation provides guidance for EIRs regarding potential energy 
impacts of the project, with particular emphasis on avoiding or reducing the inefficient, wasteful, and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. For the purpose of determining the significance of an impact in this 
EIR, implementation of the project would have significant energy impacts if it would: 

H. Require or result in the construction of new gas or electric facilities or expansion of existing facilities 

I. Have insufficient gas or electricity supplies available to serve the project 

J. Generate unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflict with initiatives for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency 

Impact Analysis 

Direct Impacts – Construction  

Construction activities associated with the proposed project would not result in new substantial discharges 
of wastewater to the City’s sanitary sewer collection system. However, if groundwater dewatering is 
required, discharge to the City’s sanitary sewer collection system may be the only option for disposal. As 
provided in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, shallow groundwater in the project study area 
is likely to be impacted by one or more sources of contaminations associated with legacy land uses and 
associated pollutants. As a result, pretreatment of any dewatering effluent may be required prior to 
discharging into the City’s sanitary sewer collection system.  

The City’s Industrial Waste Management Division administers the City’s U.S. EPA-approved pretreatment 
program in accordance with the City’s Industrial Waste Control Ordinance. The requirements of the City’s 
ordinance are contingent on the quantity of discharge and types of contaminants involved. On 

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-A AND 

3.11-E 

A. Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB  

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves or 
may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments 
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June 6, 2013, the Los Angeles RWQCB adopted the General Waste Discharge Requirements for Discharges 
of Groundwater from Construction and Project Dewatering to Surface Waters in Coastal Watersheds of Los 
Angeles and Ventura Counties (Order No. R4-2013-0095, NPDES No. CAG994004) (Dewatering Permit). 
This permit covers discharge of groundwater and non-stormwater construction dewatering discharges in 
the Los Angeles and Ventura region. Under this permit, discharges must comply with discharge 
specifications, receiving water limitations, and monitoring and reporting requirements detailed in the 
permit. Compliance with these permits would minimize the potential for any discharges that could 
otherwise exceed the City’s existing wastewater treatment requirements. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The proposed new passenger concourse would include up to 600,000 square feet dedicated for passenger 
circulation and waiting areas and passenger support functions. Of this total, up to 160,000 square feet 
would be allocated for transit-serving retail amenities, and approximately 30,000 square feet would be 
allocated for office/commercial uses. This level of development is anticipated within local planning 
documents and included in the maximum permitted floor area within the ADSP (for LAUS). Likewise, the 
wastewater generated by the project in the full build-out condition would be of domestic quality and, if 
required, would be subject to pretreatment requirements (e.g., fats, oils, and grease) per the City’s 
Industrial Waste Control Ordinance. Furthermore, the Hyperion Treatment Plant is the closest treatment 
plant to the project. It is currently operating at an average of 275 mgd and is designed to treat 450 mgd in 
dry months and 800 mgd in peak wet weather flows. Therefore, adequate capacity exists in this facility to 
accommodate the project’s increase in wastewater generation. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts related to wastewater would occur with implementation of the project.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During construction of each phase, water would be required for various activities, such as controlling dust, 
compacting soil, and mixing concrete. Project construction would require the use of locally available water 
supplies, which are distributed by LADWP. The project’s water demand would be short-term and temporary 
and would not require the construction of new water facilties or expansion of existing facilities. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

As provided in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, construction of the project, including utility replacements 
and/or relocations, would have the potential to encounter documented and undocumented cultural 
resources. Some of these resources could be historically significant. Therefore, this is considered a 

THRESHOLD 
3.11-B 

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 
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significant impact and would require mitigation. Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The proposed project would continue to be serviced by existing water and wastewater facilities. The 
proposed project would result in an increased demand for water during operations associated with fire flow 
and domestic flow demands within the new passenger concourse and on the platforms. However, based 
on preliminary coordination with utility providers, there is sufficient water capacity to serve the additional 
water needs of the project. Therefore, no new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities would be 
needed. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

The demand for wastewater services would also increase during operations. However, based on preliminary 
coordination with utility providers, the Hyperion Treatment Plant has adequate capacity to treat the 
project’s wastewater. Therefore, the project would not require construction of any new wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

New development around LAUS in the future could indirectly impact water and sanitary sewer facilities in 
the project study area. However, new development would be subject to the City’s entitlement process and 
would include coordination with LASAN, LABOE, and LADWP. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Reconfiguration or realignment of the storm drains would be conducted in coordination with the LABOE. 
Where possible, existing storm drains would be protected-in-place through the use of casings, concrete 
blankets, or other industry-approved structural protection methods. A concrete slab is proposed to protect 
the Los Angeles County storm drain system near Mission Tower to avoid impacts on this facility. All work 
would occur within an urbanized area.  

As provided in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, construction of the project, including storm drain 
replacements and/or relocations, would have the potential to encounter documented and undocumented 
cultural resources. Some of these resources could be historically significant. Therefore, this is considered 
a significant impact and would require mitigation. Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Based on hydraulic modeling as summarized in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, no change in 
the current pipeline sizing is required. Throughout operations, the proposed drainage system is designed 

THRESHOLD 
3.11-C 

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental effects 
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to function in accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ storm drainage design standards and all other 
applicable standards for post-construction BMPs to avoid potential for significant impacts on the 
environment. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

New development around LAUS in the future could indirectly impact storm drain facilities in the project 
study area. However, new development would be subject to the City’s entitlement process and include 
coordination with the LABOE. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction  

Construction of the project would require the use of locally available water supplies, which are distributed 
throughout the City by LADWP. During construction of each phase, water would be required for various 
activities, such as controlling dust, compacting soil, and mixing concrete. In the absence of recycled water 
supplies, potable water would be required for construction purposes. The average water use during 
construction is estimated at 63,000 gallons per day or 70.5 acre-feet per year (AFY) (HDR 2016c). Based 
on this anticipated water use and in the context of the supplies available to LADWP between 2018 and 
2024 (up to 156,800 AFY), sufficient water supplies are expected to be available for construction of the 
project. Additionally, Metro would implement its General Management Water Use and Conservation Policy 
that outlines guidance for potable water during construction. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Throughout operation, potable water would be provided by LADWP, which supplies LAUS’ existing water 
demands. With the completion of the new passenger concourse in the full build-out condition, new 
plumbing fixtures would include lavatories, drinking fountains, break room sinks, and service sinks. The 
total water demand from these uses is estimated to be up to 310 gpm or approximately 500 AFY in 
2040 (HDR 2016d). Train washing operations would be conducted off site at a separate facility similar to 
existing conditions, and this type of water use is not included in this estimate.  

To support the policies listed in Metro’s Water Action Plan, the planning, design, and construction of the 
project would address minimum requirements for water conservation. Based on the projected water 
demand of 500 AFY in 2040, this total demand represents a small fraction of the total supplies available. 
Additionally, the project is consistent with existing and planned land uses (Section 3.2, Land Use and 
Planning) and would not alter projects contained in LADWP’s UWMP (LADWP 2015). Likewise, the project 
would not produce demands that exceed the thresholds in SB 610 for a water supply assessment. For these 
reasons, the project would have sufficient water supplies available from existing LADWP entitlements and 
resources, and no new or expanded entitlements would be required. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.11-D 

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed 
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Indirect Impacts 

The water demand estimates include all direct and indirect water demands that would be required to 
implement the project, including the new passenger concourse. Water demand from new development 
that may occur within the project study area (separate from the project) would be subject to the 
requirements of SB 610 and considered at the time separate and individual entitlement applications are 
filed in the future. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Construction of the project would generate construction waste from the removal of existing infrastructure, 
(e.g., roadways, trackwork, concrete, etc.). During construction, concrete, brick, asphalt, railway basalt, and 
other construction waste would be generated. As standard construction practice, the contractor would be 
required to segregate these materials prior to disposal at a certified recycling facility where materials would 
be properly recycled or reused, where appropriate. Additionally, the contractor would be required to adhere 
to federal, state, and local regulations for solid waste disposal, including those identified in the City’s 
SWIRP.  

During construction, the project contractor would be required to comply with SB 1374 and the Los Angeles 
C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance regarding concrete, asphalt, scrap metal, wood, and gypsum/wallboard. 
The Los Angeles C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance requires that all mixed C&D waste generated within the 
city limits be taken to City certified C&D waste processors (LASAN 2018). The project would be constructed 
in compliance with these regulations, and diversion strategies are expected to be implemented by the 
contractor during each phase of the project. Based on these considerations, impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The project would involve the construction of an up to 600,000-square foot passenger concourse that would 
include up to 160,000 square feet of transit-serving retail uses and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
office/commercial uses. In the full build-out condition, these additional land uses would increase solid 
waste generation at LAUS above existing conditions, which is located in LASAN’s North Central wasteshed. 
The North Central wasteshed generates 787,000 tons of solid waste, which is transported to the Central 
Los Angeles Recycling and Transfer Station, Scholl Canyon Landfill, and Burbank Landfill Site No. 3 for 
recycling and/or disposal (CalRecycle 2016). Los Angeles County also utilizes an out-of-county disposal 
program that exports solid waste to surrounding counties where solid waste demands are lower. Given the 
negligible increase in solid waste attributable to the project, the available landfill capacity, and the existing 
out-of-county disposal program, impacts are considered less than significant.  

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-F AND 

3.11-G 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs  

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste 
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All solid waste generated by the project would be recycled or disposed of in compliance with applicable 
federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. AB 939 mandates the reduction of waste disposal through 
integrated facility and program planning, and AB 341 mandates an increase in diversion rates to 75 percent 
by the year 2020. The City’s SWIRP further increases the diversion rate goal beyond the AB 341 diversion 
rate to 90 percent by the year 2025. Given that the diversion requirements under AB 341 and SWIRP would 
apply to waste generated from the project because it is derived from within the City of Los Angeles, the 
targeted diversion rates would maintain compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations 
related to solid waste. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Implementation of the project is expected to increase the amount of patrons utilizing LAUS; however, the 
amount of solid waste generated from additional patronage would be considered negligible compared to 
the existing condition. New development in the future would also be subject to federal, state, and local 
statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Based upon preliminary coordination with utility providers, sufficient supplies of gas and electricity are 
available to construct the proposed project. Therefore, new facilities and expansion of existing facilities are 
not required to construct the project.  

Existing utility services would be maintained throughout the construction of the project by relocating 
services into access roads and utility tunnels to protect the facility during construction and provide for 
future maintenance. Modifications to utility infrastructure would be limited to relocations; no additional 
lines or substations would be required to construct the proposed project.  

Any disruptions of utility service would be temporary, and efforts would be made to avoid or minimize 
potential disruption of service to the maximum extent feasible. Coordination with LADWP would be 
required during final engineering design to avoid potential conflicts. Based on these considerations, 
impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Electricity transmission is provided to the project study area by LADWP via above and underground utility 
lines. Energy for the proposed project infrastructure would be required for the lighting, receptacles, heat 
and air conditioning, and miscellaneous power. Based on preliminary estimates, the project in the full 
build-out condition would require a maximum of 11,830 kilovolt (or 11.83 MW) of energy (HDR 2016e). 
Preliminary coordination with utility providers indicates that current supplies are sufficient for the project 
in the full build-out condition. Operations-related energy use would not require or result in the construction 

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-H AND 

3.11-I 

H.  Require or result in the construction of new gas or electric facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities 

I.  Have insufficient gas or electricity supplies available to serve the project 
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of new gas or electric facilities or the expansion of existing facilities. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The proposed project would not have any indirect impacts related to energy. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

During construction, consumption of energy would occur in two general forms: fuel energy consumed by 
construction vehicles and equipment and bound energy used in the manufacturing and processing of 
construction materials such as steel, concrete, pipes, lumber, and glass. Energy in the form of fuels used 
for construction vehicles and other equipment would be used during site excavation, grading, and all other 
construction-related activity. Such fuel energy use would be temporary and would not represent a 
significant, permanent, or unnecessary commitment to the use of energy, including non-renewable sources. 
To minimize energy consumption, the construction contractor would implement standard BMPs in 
accordance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy. Starting in 2018, Metro’s Green Construction Policy 
requires the use of bulk renewable diesel fuel on its construction projects. Renewable diesel is a 
petroleum-free substitute fuel for diesel engines. It is produced from 100 percent renewable and sustainable 
materials and is more efficient and cleaner burning than conventional petroleum (Metro 2018a). Metro’s 
Green Construction Policy also requires the following BMPs (Metro 2018b): 

• Maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications 

• Restrict idling of construction equipment and on-road heavy-duty trucks to a maximum of 
5 minutes when not in use 

• Use electrical power in lieu of diesel power, where available 

Standard BMPs would be implemented by the contractor so that non-renewable energy would not be 
consumed in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner.  

Energy sources for construction vehicles and equipment are not in short supply and use of construction 
equipment would not have a significant impact on the availability of these resources. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Direct Effects – Operations 

Energy consumed at the new passenger concourse would be reduced through the use of sustainable design 
features and implementation of a variety of measures designed to reduce energy consumption. The project 
would be designed to comply with applicable mandatory provisions of the 2016 CALGreen Code, in 
accordance with the City of Los Angeles Green Building Code. The 2016 CALGreen Code also includes a 

THRESHOLD 3.11-J 
Generate unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflict with 
initiatives for renewable energy or energy efficiency 
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variety of measures for energy reduction, renewable energy, water usage, and construction waste disposal 
and recycling, such as providing areas for recycling paper and plastic. In addition, the new passenger 
concourse would be designed to comply with the Metro Energy and Sustainability policy and achieve at 
least a Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED®) Silver rating.  

Proposed design features such as reflective roofing and skylights would assist in the reduction of energy 
demands. The sustainability framework of the new passenger concourse targets energy efficiency, water 
conservation, well-being, and site planning; ecology; and resource management. Given the sustainability 
initiatives that are planned to be incorporated into the proposed project, a negligible impact on energy 
resources is expected. Operations-related energy use would not require or result in the construction of new 
gas or electric facilities or expansion of existing facilities. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

The project would accommodate current and anticipated future increases in rail/transit for the region, 
resulting in an indirect beneficial impact on energy resources. Energy demand for electricity in California 
over the past 14 years has been relatively flat and tempered by economic and demographic conditions, as 
well as continued energy efficiency efforts and new distributed generation (California Energy Commission 
2016). Overall, Metro’s rail propulsion power consumed 211 million-kW hours of electricity in 2014, a 
decrease of 8 percent over 2013 (Metro 2015c). The overall reduction in power demand despite relatively 
constant ridership may be attributed to lighting retrofits and the installation of the energy recovery systems. 
Overall, efficiency in terms of revenue hours per MW hour of rail propulsion power has continued on an 
upward trend over the past decade with an increase of 14 percent from 4.2/MW hour in 2013 to 4.7 hours 
per MW hour in 2014 (Metro 2015c). This trend is expected to continue in the future. 

The improvement in rail/transit service and connectivity between the different modes of transportation 
would encourage more individuals to use public transit services, directly reducing the number of personal 
vehicles on the roads. As discussed in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, and Section 3.5, Air Quality 
and Global Climate Change, project-related capacity enhancements would indirectly reduce the number of 
vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle travel, thereby reducing the VMT in 
the area. This would reduce gasoline and diesel fuel consumption, thereby resulting in desirable energy 
benefits. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure is proposed to reduce impacts related to 
utilities/service systems and energy conservation.  

HIST-5  Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a Cultural Resource Mitigation and 
Management Plan (CRMMP) (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) 

3.11.6 
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 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources), 
significant impacts associated with encountering documented and undocumented cultural resources 
during utility replacement and/or relocation would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

  

.3.11.7 
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3.12 Cultural Resources 
This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR proposed project in relation to existing cultural, 
historical, tribal, and paleontological resources within the defined project study area. Potential impacts on 
cultural, historical, tribal, and paleontological resources as a result of the proposed project are considered 
in this section and, if necessary, mitigation is proposed in instances where significant impacts are 
identified.  

The cultural resources information contained in this section is summarized from the Link US Cultural 
Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR). The paleontological resources information 
contained in this section is summarized from the Link US Paleontological Identification Report and 
Evaluation Report (Appendix O of this EIR).  

 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.12-1 identifies and summarizes applicable laws, regulations, and plans relative to cultural, historic, 
tribal, and paleontological resources. 

Table 3.12-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Cultural and Historical Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Federal 

48 CFR 44716 

The Secretary of Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archaeology and Historical 
Preservation 

These standards, effective as of 1983, provide technical advice for 
archaeological and historic preservation practices. Their purpose is (1) to 
organize the information gathered about preservation activities; (2) to 
describe results to be achieved by federal agencies, states, and others 
when planning for the identification, evaluation, registration, and 
treatment of historic properties; and (3) to integrate the diverse efforts of 
many entities performing historic preservation into a systematic effort to 
preserve the nation’s culture heritage. 

36 CFR 67 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Rehabilitation 

These standards were established by the Secretary of the Interior in 1986 
as a way to homogenize rehabilitation efforts of nationally significant 
historic properties and buildings. These standards pertain to actions 
involved in returning a property to a state of utility through repair or 
alteration. This allows for the preservation of historic and cultural values 
of the property, while giving it an efficient contemporary use. 

36 CFR 68 

The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the 
Treatment of Historic Properties with Guidelines 
for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and 
Reconstructing Historic Buildings 

The Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties is a compilation 
of 34 guidelines to promote the responsible preservation of U.S. historic 
cultural resources. The standards specifically address preservation, 
rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction of historic materials. The 
standards are not intended to be the sole basis for decision making in 
regard to whether a historic property should be saved, but to provide 
consistency in conservation and restoration practices. 

.3.12.1 
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Table 3.12-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Cultural and Historical Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

State 

CEQA, Title 14 CCR Section 15064.5 Section 15064.5 directs lead agencies to determine whether cultural 
resources are historically significant resources.  

CEQA, Title 14 CCR Section 21084.1 A project with an effect that may cause a substantial adverse change in 
the significance of a historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

CRHR The CRHR is “an authoritative listing and guide to be used by state and 
local agencies, private groups, and citizens to identify the existing 
historical resources of the state and indicate which resources deserve to 
be protected, to the extent prudent and feasible, from substantial 
adverse change” (California PRC Section 5024.1(a)). Certain resources 
are determined by the statute to be automatically included in the CRHR, 
including California properties formally determined eligible for, or listed 
in, the NRHP (PRC Section 5024.1(d)). 

AB 4239 AB 4239 established the NAHC as the primary state government agency 
responsible for identifying and cataloging Native American cultural 
resources.  

AB 52 In 2014, California governor Jerry Brown signed AB 52, which established 
an additional requirement under CEQA for consultation with Native 
American tribes regarding TCR. AB 52 requires that the CEQA lead 
agency notify any interested Native American tribes of a proposed 
project, only if those tribes have requested to be notified regarding the 
CEQA lead agency’s projects. The CEQA lead agency must consult in 
good faith with participating California Native American Tribes prior to 
the release of the EIR. If a project has the potential to affect a TCR, the 
CEQA document must discuss whether there is a significant impact on a 
TCR and whether there are feasible alternatives or mitigation to avoid or 
substantially lessen impacts on the TCR. Consultation is finished when 
one of the following applies: (1) the parties agree to avoid or mitigate 
significant impacts on TCRs; or (2) the CEQA lead agency, acting in good 
faith and after reasonable effort, concludes that mutual agreement 
cannot be reached.  

PRC 5097.5 This section provides for the protection of cultural and paleontological 
resources and prohibits the removal, destruction, injury, or defacement 
of archaeological and paleontological features on any lands under the 
jurisdiction of state or local authorities. 

PRC 5097.97 This section states that no agency or party shall cause severe or 
irreparable damage to any Native American sanctified cemetery, place of 
worship, religious or ceremonial site, or sacred shrine located on public 
property, except on a clear and convincing showing that the public 
interest and necessity so require. No previously recorded Native 
American religious or ceremonial sites are documented within the 
project study area. 
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Table 3.12-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Cultural and Historical Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

PRC 5097.98 (b) and (e) This section requires a landowner on whose property Native American 
human remains are found to limit further development activity in the 
vicinity until he/she confers with the NAHC-identified MLDs to consider 
treatment options. In the absence of MLDs or of a treatment acceptable 
to all parties, the landowner is required to reenter the remains elsewhere 
on the property in a location not subject to further disturbance. 

PRC 65092 This section provides for notices of projects to be sent to California 
Native American tribes that are on the contact list maintained by the 
NAHC in the definition of "person" to whom notice of public hearings 
shall be sent by local governments. 

California Health and Safety Code, Section 7050.5 This code makes it a misdemeanor to disturb or remove human remains 
found outside a cemetery. This code also requires a project owner to halt 
construction if human remains are discovered and to contact the County 
Coroner. 

PRC 30244 This section requires reasonable mitigation for impacts on 
paleontological resources that occur as a result of development. 

PRC 5024 (f) This section requires that state agencies (Caltrans) must provide 
notification and submit documentation to the State Historic Preservation 
Officer early in the planning process for any project having the potential 
to affect state-owned historical resources on or eligible for inclusion in 
the Master List of State-Owned Properties. Under this provision, for 
state-owned historical resources, the state agency requests the SHPO 
comments on the project. 

Local  

City Cultural Heritage Ordinance In 1962, the Los Angeles City Council adopted the Cultural Heritage 
Ordinance, amended it in 2007, and again in 2018 (Sections 22.171 et. 
seq. of the Administrative Code). This ordinance created a CHC and 
designation criteria for HCM. The commission is comprised of five 
citizens who exhibit knowledge of Los Angeles history, culture, and 
architecture, who have been appointed by the mayor. Under this 
ordinance, this are no concepts of physical integrity or period of 
significance as is found with the NRHP and the CRHR; additionally, 
properties do not have to reach a minimum age requirement to be 
designated as Monuments. Per Section 22.171.14, no person, owner or 
other entity shall demolish, alter, rehabilitate, develop, construct, restore, 
remove, or change the appearance of any designated HCM without first 
having passed a permit clearance process for and been granted a 
Certificate of Appropriateness or Administrative Certificate of 
Appropriateness. 
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Table 3.12-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Cultural and Historical Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

City of Los Angeles Conservation Element The Conservation Element established the policy to continue to protect 
prehistoric, historic, and cultural sites and/or resources potentially 
affected by proposed land development, demolition, or property 
modification activities with the related objective to protect important 
cultural and historical sites and resources for historical, cultural, 
research, and community educational purposes. The City’s guidelines for 
the protections of archaeological and paleontological resources can be 
found in Chapter II, Section 3 of the City of Los Angeles’ General Plan 
Conservation Element; the protection of historic and cultural resources is 
found in Section 5.  

County of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation 
and Open Space Element 

The County of Los Angeles General Plan Conservation and Open Space 
Element (1980) contains goals and policies regarding paleontological 
resources. This general plan is currently under revision and is expected 
to have more specific guidance regarding paleontological resources in 
the updated version. The Conservation and Open Space Element 
establishes the goals of preserving and protecting sites of historical, 
archaeological, scientific value, and defines the following policies relative 
to paleontological resources: 

• Protect cultural heritage resources, including historical, 
archaeological, paleontological, and geological sites 

• Encourage public use of cultural heritage sites consistent with the 
protection of these resources 

• Promote public awareness of cultural resources 

• Encourage private owners to protect cultural resources 

ADSP The ADSP includes policies regarding historic preservation requirements 
pertaining to the planning area. The plan also includes significance 
thresholds and mitigation measures for cultural resource topics. 

SurveyLA Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey is commonly known as SurveyLA. 
It is a comprehensive program to identify significant historic resources 
throughout the City of Los Angeles. 

Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 91.106.4.5.1 The department shall not issue a building permit for demolition of a 
building or structure for which the original building permit was issued 
more than 45 years prior to the date of submittal of the application for 
demolition preinspection, or where information submitted with the 
application indicates that the building or structure is more than 45 years 
old, based on the date the application is submitted, without having first 
sending written notices by U.S. mail at least 30 days prior to issuance of 
the permit to the abutting property owners , the Council District Office, 
and the owners of all property across the street or alley when such 
property is intersected by a projection of the lot lines of the property at 
which the demolition will occur. 
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Table 3.12-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Cultural and Historical Resources 

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

CCNCP This plan sets forth goals, objectives, policies, and implementation 
programs that pertain to the Central City North community plan area. 
Broader issues, goals, objectives, and policies, are provided by the 
Citywide General Plan Framework. The plan area is adjacent to 
Downtown Los Angeles and bounded by the Los Angeles River to the 
east, the City of Vernon to the south, Alameda Street, Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, Sunset Boulevard, and Marview Avenue to the west, and 
Stadium Way, Lilac Terrace, and North Broadway to the north. 

Notes:  
AB= Assembly Bill; ADSP= Alameda District Specific Plan; Caltrans=California Department of Transportation; CCNCP= Central City North 
Community Plan; CCR= California Code of Regulations; CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; 
CHC= Cultural Heritage Commission; CRHR= California Register of Historical Resources; EIR=environmental impact report; 
HCM=Historic-Cultural Monument; MLD= most likely descendant; NAHC= Native American Heritage Commission; NRHP= National Register 
of Historic Places; PRC=Public Resource Code; TCR= Tribal Cultural Resources; U.S.=United States 

 Historic and Cultural Background Summary 

Cultural Setting Summary 

In-depth cultural and historic contexts have been completed for the project study area and are included in 
the Link US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR). To provide context of 
the cultural resource richness and high sensitivity of the area, this summary briefly describes the different 
time periods and people who used and settled the area around LAUS. The project study area has a complex 
cultural background that begins with Native American occupation and use of the area going back at least 
10,000 years.  

Prehistoric Background 

Several chronologies based on archaeological finds are used to divide different periods of prehistoric 
cultural habitation and development. The most-commonly used cultural chronology (Appendix N of this 
EIR) divides human occupation of Southern California into five broad periods: the PaleoIndian Period 
(10,000 years BP to 8000 BP), the Early Period or Millingstone Horizon (8000 BP to 3000 BP), the Middle 
Period or Intermediate Horizon (3000 BP to AD 1000), the Late Prehistoric Period (AD 1000 to 1770), and 
the Historic Period (AD 1770 to present).  

Different patterns and types of material culture distinguish each of these periods. Large fluted or 
leaf-shaped projectile points from the PaleoIndian Period indicate a reliance on hunting large animals. 
Human diet probably included smaller game and harvested plants. Sites representing this period have been 
found mostly inland at prehistoric lakebeds (e.g., China Lake, Tulare Lake; Wallace 1955, 1978). 

The Early Period or Millingstone Horizon was characterized by the widespread adoption of millingstones, 
including metates and manos used in the preparation of plant and seed-based foods. Subsistence on 
terrestrial game supplemented the diet of people during this time (Appendix N of this EIR). During the 
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Middle Period or Intermediate Horizon, subsistence expanded to a greater diversity of plant and animal 
foods. Tools used during this period included mortars and pestles likely indicating a new reliance on hard 
nut foods, such as acorns (Appendix N of this EIR). 

During the Late Prehistoric Period, the Tongva (Gabrieleno), Acjachemen (Juaneño), and Payómkawichum 
(Luiseño) lived throughout much of the Southern California coastal area extending from present-day 
Southern Los Angeles County to northern San Diego County. Villages among these groups were permanent 
to semi-permanent, with seasonal camps. Among them was Yangna (also transliterated as Yaagna), a 
Tongva village south of present-day LAUS. At this time, trade networks linking the coast, Channel Islands, 
mountains, and inland valleys become more complex and significant in shaping cultural practices 
(Appendix N of this EIR). 

Gabrielino Ancestors 

The project study area is on lands that were once inhabited by the GabrielinoTongva, also known as the 
GabrielinoTongva. The GabrielinoTongva come from a Uto-Aztecan (or Shoshonean) group that likely 
entered the Los Angeles Basin as recently as 1500 BP from the southern Great Basin or interior California 
deserts. However, it is also possible that they migrated in successive waves over a longer period of time 
beginning around 4000 BP. It has been proposed that the Uto-Aztecan speakers displaced local Hokan 
occupants of the southern coast (Appendix N of this EIR), as Hokan language speakers in the area are 
represented by the Chumash to the north and the Diegueño to the south. Much of the review of the 
GabrielinoTongva presented here is based on William McCawley’s book, The First Angelinos (Appendix N 
of this EIR). 

The GabrielinoTongva lived in an area of more than 1,500 square miles and included the watersheds of the 
Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Santa Ana River, and Rio Hondo, as well as the southern Channel 
Islands. There were at least 50 residential communities, or villages, each with 50 to 150 individuals. Each 
community consisted of one or more lineages associated with a permanent territory represented by a 
permanent central settlement, with associated hunting, fishing, gathering, and ritual areas. A typical 
settlement had a variety of structures used for daily living, recreation, and rituals. In the larger communities, 
the layout was a little more intricate, characterized by a ritualistic or sacred enclosure that was encircled by 
the residences of the chief and community leaders, around which were smaller homes of the rest of the 
community. Sweathouses, cemeteries, and clearings for dancing and playing were also common at larger 
settlements (Appendix N of this EIR). 

GabrielinoTongva subsistence was inclusive of many surrounding resources, including forest, water, and 
mountain animals. These included mule deer, pronghorn, rabbits, small rodents, freshwater and maritime 
fish and shellfish, sea mammals, snakes, lizards, insects, quail and mountain sheep. Botanical resources 
included native grass seeds, pine nuts, acorns, berries, and fresh greens and shoots. Food resources were 
managed by the chief, who was in charge of food reserves, and families were known to keep aside rations 
for times when resources were less abundant. A complex trade network among themselves and their 
neighbors made the GabrielinoTongva among the most materially wealthy of California’s native groups 
(Appendix N of this EIR). 
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The GabrielinoTongva were artistic people who had many forms of cultural materials, including beads, 
baskets, bone and stone tools and weapons, shell ornaments, wooden bowls and paddles, and steatite 
ornament and cooking vessels (Appendix N of this EIR). These items were also traded frequently, and with 
the Chumash, who often exchanged Olivella shell beads as currency for GabrielinoTongva goods.  

Many tribal accounts reported that a 60-foot-tall sycamore tree known as El Aliso was a place for important 
gatherings of tribal elders and traders of the Yangna community. The tree was located approximately 
250 feet south-southeast of the southeast corner of LAUS. Masters (2012) identified the location as 150 feet 
northeast of the intersection formed by Commercial Street and Garey Street, south of US-101, now believed 
to be a raised island adjacent to a US-101 on-ramp. 

Today, the GabrielinoTongva continue their traditions in Southern California, with an approximate 
representation of 2,000 individuals. The project footprint is located north of the historically documented 
village of Yangna (or group of villages forming the village community of Yangna). 

Historic Background 

The Historic period begins with the expansion of Spanish exploration and settlement in California in the 
late 1700s. Critical turning points within this period were establishment of Mission San Gabriel (1771) and 
the Asistencia of Los Angeles (1784), Mexican Independence (1821), secularization of mission lands, the 
Mexican-American War (1846 to 1848), and American sovereignty in California. Like many other Native 
American groups, the settlement of Europeans in California brought many conflicts and disease, as the 
Spanish claimed the lands as their own, and, in the process, incorporated Native American groups into the 
mission system. As a result of this and subsequent historical events, including the takeover of indigenous 
territories under Mexican and American rule, as well as the displacement of Native populations, the 
GabrielinoTongva people, along with other groups, saw their populations and cultural traditions drastically 
decimated.  

Spanish Mexican Period (1781 to 1850) 

Europeans first sailed up the coast of California in 1542 as part of a Spanish exploration expedition led by 
Captain Juan Rodriguez Cabrillo. Cabrillo sailed into San Pedro Harbor and called it “Bahía de los Fumos” 
(Bay of the Smokes) due to the Indian campfires he observed along the shores (Appendix N of this EIR). It 
is estimated that the Tongva people numbered approximately 5,000 individuals at this time, spread across 
hundreds of villages throughout the Los Angeles Basin and the Channel Islands, though the native 
population was as large as 10,000 (Appendix N of this EIR). Cabrillo reported passing by a large 
GabrielinoTongva village on the west bank of the Los Angeles River, south of the current location of LAUS. 
This village is believed to be Yangna, one of the largest central villages of the GabrielinoTongva people 
(Appendix N of this EIR) 

Spain would not resume in-depth exploration and settlement of the region until over 200 years later, when 
Russian and French encroachment threatened Spain’s interests in the territories known as Alta California 
(Upper California). The return of Spanish presence in California was highlighted by the 1769 expedition led 
by Captain Gaspar de Portolá (Appendix N of this EIR). Shortly thereafter, Spain began to establish a system 
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of pueblos, presidios, ranchos, and missions along the California coast to bolster Spanish settlement and 
political presence. The Spanish Franciscan missionaries, who headed north from their long-established 
presence in Baja California, established a system of 21 missions, including the nearby San Gabriel Mission, 
along El Camino Real, and incorporated much of the Native American population during the process, 
leading to their decline and increasingly hostile relationships between the Europeans and the Native 
Americans. The name Gabrielino was given to Native Americans associated with Mission San Gabriel. 

As part of this network of Spanish presence, the City of Los Angeles was established in 1781 with 11 families 
brought in from San Gabriel Mission. Following Mexican independence from Spanish rule in 1821, and the 
subsequent Mexican-American war that ended in 1848, present-day California came under the jurisdiction 
of the U.S. government. Over the decades, lands that were once a part of Yangna were divided up and sold 
off (Appendix N of this EIR).  

In 1834, El Aliso (the giant sycamore tree discussed above) and the property upon which it stood were 
acquired by Jean-Louis Vignes, a French vineyard owner. In 1874, the Philadelphia Brew House (one of Los 
Angeles’ first breweries) was built on the site of “El Aliso” but spared the tree. Rasmussen (2002) reported 
that El Aliso was subsequently cut down in either 1891 or 1892 for firewood and to make room for a brewery, 
which corresponds with the 1882 purchase of the Philadelphia Brew House by German immigrants Joseph 
Maier and George Zobelein who renamed the brewery Maier and Zobelein.  

American Period (1850 to 1971) 

The City of Los Angeles experienced extensive growth in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, 
spurred on by an influx of new settlers looking to strike it rich during the Gold Rush, and the railroad and 
oil booms that followed. In 1850, the Los Angeles census counted two Chinese men among its population, 
both of whom were resident servants near Los Angeles Plaza. In 1851, Anglo-American settler Matthew 
Keller purchased the property at the current location of LAUS and developed the land as a vineyard 
(Appendix N of this EIR). Remains of Keller’s sherry house were found during excavations for the MWD 
Headquarters (Appendix N of this EIR). 

In the 1870s, residential lots were sold along Aliso Street by entrepreneurs like Thomas Keller. Initially 
purchased by upper-middle-class families for their private dwellings, by the 1880s, the area was changing 
into a blue-collar neighborhood with residences rented rather than owned by the residents. The location 
continued to evolve with houses converted into rooming homes or replaced by commercial and industrial 
establishments. “After the properties were purchased by the Industrial Land and Development Company 
in anticipation of the building of Union Station, it is probable they were patronized by laborers and workmen 
involved in its construction” (Appendix N of this EIR). 

By 1900, the population of Los Angeles exceeded 100,000, which included not only American settlers from 
the east and descendants of Native Americans, Spanish and Mexican settlers from earlier centuries but 
immigrants from all over the world. By this time, Los Angeles had a fairly sizeable Chinese presence 
numbering approximately 600 people, mostly congregated within the boundaries of the current site of the 
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LAUS (Appendix N of this EIR). Here, the Chinese set up restaurants, laundries, general goods stores, 
vegetable markets, and other establishments within a rapidly growing metropolis.   

Twentieth Century Los Angeles, Chinatown, and Los Angeles Union Station 

More than half of the Chinese population in 1880 lived along a narrow street called Negro Alley (Appendix 
N of this EIR), just south of Los Angeles Plaza, on the opposite side of Alameda Street from the current 
LAUS. Negro Alley was eventually renamed Los Angeles Street in 1887. The project study area (especially 
the area beneath the train yard) historically had a mixture of uses. A review of Sanborn maps from 1888 and 
1906, and a list of businesses compiled by the Los Angeles Chief of Police in 1909 (Appendix N of this EIR) 
indicates that most buildings were domestic residences, in addition to the following business 
establishments: barber, butcher, opium den, clothing store, gambling house, drug store/apothecary, 
vegetable market, general goods store, restaurants, tailor shop, tin shop, lodging house, launderer, and a 
Chinese School (for children of Chinese descent). The area immediately surrounding the project study area, 
as depicted on a 1909 business directory map, shows numerous larger businesses ranging from breweries, 
stables, lumber, auto suppliers, oil well suppliers, packing, and several others all within a few blocks of the 
future site of LAUS.  

Los Angeles had major traffic congestion issues even in the first part of the twentieth century. In the early 
1920s, traffic was such a nuisance that there were dissertations written by engineering students at UCLA 
suggesting ways to improve commute times (Appendix N of this EIR). One exhaustive study completed in 
1925 by Kelker, De Leuw, and Co., commissioned by the City of Los Angeles, recommended ways the city 
could accommodate Los Angeles’ estimated 1,000,000 residents, preparing for the future needs of a city 
that was expected to reach more than 3,000,000.  

Although most agreed that a union or central station was needed, there was heated debate over how to run 
an expanded rail system to and through the city. The basic problem was that heavy trains cannot go uphill 
easily, so engineers needed to build tracks so trains could “make the grade” by eliminating steep climbs. 
This was achieved by digging tunnels, digging trenches, raising tracks on fill, and elevating tracks on 
trestles. In 1926, a measure was placed on the ballot in Los Angeles presenting a choice between a network 
of elevated railways and the construction of a new train station. Should voters choose the latter, they would 
also vote on putting the station either at Los Angeles Plaza or across from it in Chinatown. The voters chose 
to build the train station by a wide margin, and opted for Chinatown as the location of the new station.  

In 1933, the demolition of Chinatown began, making way for construction of LAUS throughout the 1930s. A 
“new” Chinatown, resulting from the displacement of the original Chinatown’s residents and businesses, 
was formed west of Alameda Street and north of what is now Cesar Chavez Avenue. The first passenger 
train arrived at the station on May 7, 1939. Construction of LAUS required huge amounts of fill to elevate 
the train yard area to maintain track grade. Estimates vary regarding the depth of fill. It ranges from 1 to 
3 feet in the southwest portion of the site to as much as 24 feet of fill under the track yard (Appendix N of 
this EIR, who estimates fill depths at 12 to 16 feet). 
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 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts  

Cultural Resources  

Determining Significance  

The significance of a property is established when the NRHP criteria for evaluation are met (36 CFR 60.4). 
The NRHP criteria for evaluation are as follows: 

The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture is 
present in a district, site, building, structure, and object that possesses integrity of location, design, setting, 
materials, workmanship, feeling, and association, and:  

A. Is associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history 

B. Is associated with the lives of persons significant in the past 

C. Embodies the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, represents 
the work of a master, possesses high artistic values, or represents a significant and distinguishable 
entity whose components may lack individual distinction  

D. Has yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

If a particular resource meets one of these criteria, it is considered an historic property eligible for listing in 
the NRHP. If a resource has been determined eligible for or listed in the NRHP, it is automatically included 
in the California Register of Historic Resources (CRHR).  

Compliance with CEQA 

CEQA requires the lead agency to consider the impacts of a project on cultural resources. Two categories 
of cultural resources are specifically identified in the CEQA Guidelines; historical resources (Section 
15064.5[b]), and unique archaeological sites (Section 15064.5[c] and PRC Section 21083.2). These two 
categories sometimes overlap where a “unique archaeological resource” also qualifies as an “historical 
resource.” In such an instance, the more stringent rules for archaeological resources that are historical 
resources apply, as explained below. CEQA also requires the lead agency to consider the impacts of a 
project on Tribal Cultural Resources (TCR) (PRC Section 21074). CEQA and other California laws also set 
forth special rules for dealing with human remains that might be encountered during construction.  

Cultural resources may be eligible for or listed in the CRHR if they have historical significance and integrity, 
and if they meet any of the following criteria:  

1. Are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
California’s history and cultural heritage, or the U.S. 

2. Are associated with the lives of persons important in our past 

3.12.3 
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3. Embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, region, or method of construction, or 
represent the work of an important creative individual, or possess high artistic values 

4. Yield, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or history 

The term “historical resources” will be used only for those properties that are eligible for or listed in the 
CRHR, were determined eligible by the State Historical Resources Commission (PRC 15064.5[a][1]), are 
included in a local register or identified as significant in a local survey meeting Office of Historic 
Preservation (OHP) standards (PRC 15064.5[2]), or a lead agency has determined that they meet the criteria 
for listing in the CRHR (PRC 15064.5[a][3] – [4]). 

AB 52 added TCR to CEQA requiring the CEQA lead agency to consult with Native American tribes 
regarding TCR prior to the release of the EIR. A TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, 
sacred place, or object that is considered of cultural value to a California Native American Tribe; and is 
either: 

• On, or eligible for, the CRHR or a local historic register 

• The lead agency, “in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence” determines that the 
resource meets the register criteria 

If a project has the potential to affect a TCR, the CEQA document must discuss whether there is a significant 
impact on a TCR and whether there are feasible alternatives or mitigation to avoid or substantially lessen 
impacts on the TCR. A project that may cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR is 
defined as a project that may have a significant effect on the environment. 

Assessing Significant Impacts 

A project that causes a substantial adverse change in the significance of an historical resource is a project 
that may have a significant impact under CEQA (PRC 15064.5[b]). A substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or alteration of the 
resource or its immediate surroundings, such that the significance of the historical resource would be 
materially impaired. The significance of a historical resource is materially impaired if a project demolishes 
or materially alters any qualities that justify the inclusion or eligibility for inclusion of a resource on the 
CRHR or inclusion of the resource on a local register. 

Paleontological Resources 

Based on the results of the geologic map review and literature and museum records searches for the 
project, the paleontological sensitivity of the geologic units within the research study area (RSA) for 
paleontology were ranked using Caltrans’ tripartite scale, and an impact analysis was performed using 
available project-related engineering data and preliminary geotechnical investigations 
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Sensitivity Criteria 

Caltrans’ paleontological sensitivity scale comprises three rankings: High Potential, Low Potential, and No 
Potential. The criteria for each ranking, as stated in the Caltrans Standard Environmental Reference, Chapter 
8, are as follows: 

High Potential 

This category includes rock units, which, based on previous studies, contain, or are likely to contain, 
significant vertebrate, significant invertebrate, or significant plant fossils. High sensitivity includes the 
potential for containing: 1) abundant vertebrate fossils; 2) a few significant fossils (large or small vertebrate, 
invertebrate, or plant fossils) that may provide new and significant taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologic, 
and/or stratigraphic data; 3) areas that may contain datable organic remains older than recent, including 
Neotoma (sp.) middens; or 4) areas that may contain unique new vertebrate deposits, traces, and/or 
trackways. Areas with a high potential for containing significant paleontological resources require 
monitoring and mitigation. 

Low Potential 

This category includes sedimentary rock units that: 1) are potentially fossiliferous but have not yielded 
significant fossils in the past; 2) have not yet yielded fossils but possess a potential for containing fossil 
remains; or 3) contain common and/or widespread invertebrate fossils if the taxonomy, phylogeny, and 
ecology of the species contained in the rock are well understood. Sedimentary rocks expected to contain 
vertebrate fossils are not placed in this category because vertebrates are generally rare and found in more 
localized stratum. Rock units designated as low potential generally do not require monitoring and 
mitigation. However, as excavation for construction starts, it is possible that new and unanticipated 
paleontological resources might be encountered. If the resource is determined to be significant, a 
monitoring and a mitigation plan are required. 

No Potential 

This category includes rock units of intrusive igneous origin, most extrusive igneous rocks, and moderately 
to highly metamorphosed rocks, which are classified as having no potential for containing significant 
paleontological resources.  

 Existing Conditions 

Project Study Area/Area of Potential Impacts 

The project study area is the geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or indirectly 
cause alterations in the character or use of historical or tribal resources, if any such properties exist.  

To determine whether an undertaking could affect historical or tribal resources, cultural resources 
(including archaeological, historical, and architectural properties) were inventoried and evaluated for listing 
in the CRHR. 

3.12.4 
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For the purposes of identifying and assessing impacts on cultural, historical, tribal, and paleontological 
resources, three geographic areas within the overall boundary of the project study area were delineated 
(Figure 3.12-1; Appendix N and Appendix O of this EIR):  

• The area of direct impacts (ADI), which encompasses the area where any ground-disturbing work 
for the proposed project would occur (including but not limited to excavation, grading, 
construction, demolition, utility relocations, and railroad track reconfiguration) that may directly 
impact resources (Figure 3.12-1).  

• The area of indirect impacts (AII), which encompasses the ADI and any areas that may be subject 
to indirect impacts on resources, such as visual impacts, noise, vibration, or shadow. Additionally, 
it includes areas for temporary access and staging areas. If any portion of a parcel is included in 
the ADI, that entire parcel is included within the AII (Figure 3.12-1). 

• The RSA for paleontological resources is the same as the ADI, described above. 

The ADI takes into account the total depth of ground disturbance associated with construction of the 
proposed project (Table 3.12-2 and Figure 3.12-2).  

Table 3.12-2. Preliminary Vertical Excavation Depths 

Major Project 
Component Related Ground Disturbance 

Maximum Depth Associated with 
Ground Disturbance 

Throat track 
reconstruction 

Utility relocations Up to 50 feet  

Track widening and retaining walls Up to 20 feet 

Throat reconstruction (over-excavation only) Up to 5 feet 

Vignes Street Bridge and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge 
supports 

Up to 100 feet 

Drainage improvements (cistern) Up to 20 feet 

Elevated rail yard and 
concourse 

Above-grade passenger concourse (support piers)- Up to 100 feet 

Utility relocations Up to 50 feet 

Drainage improvements (cisterns) Up to 20 feet 

Run-through tracks 

Loop track 

Support piers/bents Up to 100 feet 

Utility relocations Up to 20 feet 

Support piers/bents Up to 100 feet 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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The project study area is located in a dense urban setting northeast of Downtown Los Angeles that includes 
LAUS and its associated rail yard, tracks, undercrossings, and buildings. Along the east side of the project 
study area are railroad tracks and several bridges that cross the Los Angeles River, from Main Street at the 
north to Olympic Boulevard in the south.  

The AII includes the entirety of LAUS, both the primary building and an expanded historic district of 
associated resources, which were listed in the NRHP in 1980 and are automatically listed in the CRHR. 
North of the LAUS terminal building, the AII includes the throat, plus properties located along Avila Street. 
At the LAUS terminal, the AII includes the footprint of the new above-grade passenger concourse with new 
expanded passageway and other features at LAUS, including the present location of the pedestrian 
passageway, in addition to various ramps, butterfly sheds, and track and platforms on the rail yard. The 
majority of Patsaouras Transit Plaza and adjacent parcels to the east are also within the AII.  

The western part of the AII includes the NRHP/CRHR-listed Los Angeles Plaza Historic District because of 
potential indirect visual impacts that could occur from implementation of the proposed project.  

The southern part of the AII includes US-101 (Map Reference 11) and, to its south, undeveloped lots and 
early- to mid-twentieth-century industrial buildings. In this area, elevated run-through tracks structures are 
proposed south of LAUS and along the alignment of existing Commercial Street (which would be relocated 
to the north), reconnecting to existing railroad ROW along the west bank of the Los Angeles River. At-grade 
track improvements may be required beneath multiple existing bridges, although no construction 
disturbance is proposed at any of the roadway bridges over the Los Angeles River.  
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Figure 3.12-1. Areas of Potential Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR  
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Figure 3.12-2. Vertical Extent of Potential Impacts Associated with the Proposed Project 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR  
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Identify Consulting and Interested Parties 

A list of Native American Groups and individuals contacted is provided in the Link US Cultural Resources 
Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR).  

Metro is consulting for historic resources within the AII with the following agencies/groups/individuals:  

• California SHPO 

• Caltrans 

• The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

• The Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation 

• Gabrielino/Tongva Nation 

• Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

• City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning and OHR 

• HACLA 

• Los Angeles Conservancy 

• Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society  

• Los Angeles River Artists and Business Association 

• Train Riders Association of California 

Metro consulted with the following parties for historic resources, and they are no longer active in 
consultation: 

• The Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians (Soboba) 

o Soboba concluded consultation via email dated February 1, 2017 

• American Institute of Architects/Los Angeles Chapter 

o American Institute of Architects/Los Angeles Chapter concluded consultation via email dated 
January 11, 2017 

Knowledge of Historic Resources 

During the Notice of Intent (NOI) and NOP public review periods and the scoping meeting, written 
comments were received from individuals regarding three properties that should be considered in the 
analysis:  

• An individual provided information that the Macy Street School be studied on the basis of ethnic 
heritage and historic school segregation. 
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• An individual inquired if the US-101 would be evaluated. 

• An individual provided information regarding an existing buttressed stone wall within the AII along 
the former extension of Bauchet Street, north of Cesar Chavez Avenue, and suggested that if the 
wall had to be removed, that the stones could be incorporated into a new structure associated with 
the proposed project.  

Metro is continuing consultation with the GabrielenoGabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, 
the Gabrieleno/Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation, 
and the Gabrielino Tongva Nation regarding CEQA historical resources and TCR per CEQA, as amended 
by AB 52. The one archaeological site within the ADI, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, is being treated 
as a TCR under CEQA. Information and comments received from Native American tribes and individual 
regarding tribal resources or historical resources is summarized in the Link US Cultural Resources Impact 
Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR). To date, the information gathered from the tribal consultation 
does not indicate that Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H has cultural values other than those associated 
with NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 (discussed below). 

One of the consulting parties, OHR, stated it believes the Thomas R. Barabee Store and Warehouse at 
611-615 Ducommun Street is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA.  

Issues Relating to Potential Impacts on Historical Resources 

During consultation, the following comments were received from parties regarding concerns with or 
potential impacts on historical resources:  

• American Institute of Architects/Los Angeles Chapter expressed concerns that Link US: 

o Be coordinated closely with Metro’s former Los Angeles Union Station Master Plan 

o Not preclude the feasibility of a prospective Red Line/Purple Line station in the Arts District  

o Integrate well with the [ongoing plans for the] prospective LADOT maintenance facility, as well 
as the future alignment and station of the HSR 

• The Train Riders Association of California expressed concerns that the vertical relationship between 
the platform tracks and the main line tracks may risk runaway trains and requested an alternative 
be studied without a new passenger concourse, suggesting constructing two new tunnels parallel 
to the existing passenger tunnel  

o Other concerns were raised about: 

 Constructability of the proposed new passenger concourse and difficulty of phasing on 
an operating rail terminus 

 Accessibility by elderly and disabled passengers resulting from the demolition of existing 
ramps without identified replacements 

 Impacts on the historic bridges crossing the Los Angeles River 
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All correspondence/comments from consulting and/or interested parties are presented in more detail in 
the Link US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR).  

Identifying Historical Resources 

Record searches were conducted at the California Historical Resources Information System, South Central 
Coastal Information Center to identify previously recorded cultural resources within the ADI and a 
0.25-mile-wide buffer area surrounding it. Historic maps were reviewed to aid in identification of historic-era 
resources. 

Surveys were conducted and documentation prepared and categorized into two major types: Archaeological 
Resources and Historic and Architectural Resources.  

Archaeological Resources 

Archaeological resources include resources that represent important evidence of past human behavior, 
including portable artifacts such as arrowheads or tin cans; non-portable “features” such as cooking 
hearths, foundations, and privies; or residues such as food remains and charcoal. Archaeological remains 
can be virtually any age but are generally classified as 50 years or older. 

Historic and Architectural Resources 

Historic and architectural resources include the recognizable built environment of human-made features. 
This category typically includes existing, above-ground buildings, and structures that date from the earliest 
territorial settlements until the present day but are generally classified as 50 years or older.  

A context for archaeological resources, which includes an environmental setting for the project study area 
along with a prehistoric, ethnographic and historic setting, is provided in the Link US Cultural Resources 
Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR) and Section 3.12.2. The Link US Cultural Resources 
Impact Assessment Report provides context highly specific to the subject properties and correspondingly 
focuses on specific early landowners, as well as the nature of the area during key periods, including the 
ethnic character of the Macy Street neighborhood. It also discusses light industrial architecture, which is 
the area’s predominant property type. 

Historical/Architectural Resources 

Historical/architectural resources are defined as those buildings, monuments, and other types of 
structures, including bridges, train stations, and courthouses used in the past and notable in history. 

Methodology  

The historical and architectural resources survey resulted in the preparation of the Link US Cultural 
Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR), in compliance with CEQA. Research was 
conducted for only those properties within the AII with the goal to identify any areas providing basic 
documentation about potentially significant buildings and structures.  
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In addition to property research, the following standard sources of information were reviewed in the process 
of compiling this report (Appendix N of this EIR):  

• NRHP 

• California Points of Historical Interest  

• California Historical Landmarks  

• CRHR  

• California Historic Resource Inventory System  

• Caltrans Historic Highway Bridge Inventory 

On November 17 and 19, 2014, and August 4, 2016, record searches of built environment resources for 
the project were conducted at the South Central Coastal Information Center. The record searches included 
a review of the South Central Coastal Information Center databases for previously identified built resources 
in or near the AII and existing cultural resource reports pertaining to the general vicinity of the AII.  

The following resources were consulted for further background research (Appendix N of this EIR):  

• City of Los Angeles Historic Resources Survey (SurveyLA) – City of Los Angeles Historic Resources 
Survey 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials  

• Online Archive of California  

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps  

• City Directories  

• Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including the County assessor’s improvement books 

• ProQuest Historical Los Angeles Times Database  

• Newspapers.com database  

• Metro documents library  

• Southern California Rapid Transit District Metro Rail project construction drawings (circa [ca.] 
1987)  

• SurveyLA 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 
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• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials 

• Online Archive of California 

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps 

• City Directories 

• Los Angeles Department of Building and Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including the County Assessor’s improvement books 

• ProQuest Historic Los Angeles Times Database 

• Newspapers.com database 

• Metro documents library 

• Southern California Rapid Transit District Metro Rail Project construction drawings 

Results 

The AII is centered primarily around LAUS, an NRHP/CRHR-listed property located in an urban setting 
with industrial properties and railroad tracks. The historic and architectural resources survey resulted in the 
identification of 17 properties (Table 3.12-3) that are considered historical resources for the purposes of 
CEQA and are discussed below. Further detail on these resources can be found in the Link US Cultural 
Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR). All resources are shown on 
Figure 3.12-3, which shows the AII and has corresponding map reference numbers that identify each 
resource.  

Table 3.12-3. CEQA Historical Resources in the Area of Indirect Impacts 

Name (Map Reference No.1) Address/Location Community 
OHP Status 

Code2 

Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, Main Street Center (#1) 

1630 Main Street  Los Angeles, California  2D2 

William Mead Homes (#2) 1300 Cardinal Street Los Angeles, California 2S2 

Mission Tower (#3) 800 Alameda Street Los Angeles, California 2S2 

Vignes Street Undercrossing (Bridge 
#53C 1764) (#4) 

0.2 mile northwest of Cesar Chavez 
Avenue 

Los Angeles, California 2D2 

U.S. Post Office—Los Angeles 
Terminal Annex (#5) 

900 Alameda Street  Los Angeles, California  1S 

Macy Street School (#8)   900 Avila Street  Los Angeles, California  3S 
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Table 3.12-3. CEQA Historical Resources in the Area of Indirect Impacts 

Name (Map Reference No.1) Address/Location Community 
OHP Status 

Code2 

Los Angeles Union Passenger 
Terminal (LAUS) (#9) 

800 Alameda Street Los Angeles, California 1S, 5S1 

Cesar Chavez Avenue (formerly Macy 
Street) Viaduct (Bridge #53C 0130) 
(#10) 

Cesar Chavez Avenue over the Los 
Angeles River, 0.12 mile north of 
US-101  

Los Angeles, California 2S2, 5S1 

Los Angeles Plaza Historic District 
(#29) 

Roughly bounded by Cesar Chavez 
Avenue to the north, Alameda and 
Los Angeles Streets to the east, 
Arcadia Street to the south, and 
Spring Street to the west 

Los Angeles, California 1S 

Denny’s Restaurant (#30) 530 Ramirez Street Los Angeles, California 3S 

Thomas R. Barabee Store and 
Warehouse (#16) 

611–615 Ducommun Street Los Angeles, California 5S3 

Friedman Bag Company— Textile 
Division (#22) 

801 Commercial Street  Los Angeles, California 3S 

First Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 
1166) (#25) 

First Street over the Los Angeles 
River, 0.6 mile west of US-101  

Los Angeles, California 2S2, 5S1 

North Main Street Bridge (Bridge 
#53C 1010) (#31) 

Main Street over the Los Angeles 
River  

Los Angeles, California 2S2, 5S1 

Fourth Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 
0044) (#26) 

Fourth Street over the Los Angeles 
River  

Los Angeles, California  2S2, 5S1 

Seventh Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 
1321) (#27) 

Seventh Street over the Los Angeles 
River  

Los Angeles, California  2S2, 5S1 

Olympic Boulevard (Ninth Street) 
Viaduct (Bridge #53C 0163) (#28) 

Olympic Boulevard over the Los 
Angeles River  

Los Angeles, California  2S2, 5S1 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR  
Notes: 
1 This map reference code corresponds to Figure 3.12-3.  
2 OHP Status Codes: 1S = Individual property listed in NRHP by the Keeper. Listed in the CRHR; 2D2 = Contributor to a district 

determined eligible for NRHP by consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CRHR; 2S2 = Individual property determined 
eligible for NRHP by a consensus through Section 106 process. Listed in the CRHR; 3S = Appears eligible for NR as an individual property 
through survey evaluation; 5S1 = Individual property that is listed or designated locally; 5S3 = Appears to be individually eligible for local 
listing or designation through survey evaluation. 

LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; No.=number; OHP= Office of Historic Preservation; U.S.=United States 
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Figure 3.12-3. Link Union Station Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts and Built Environment Resource Location 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR  
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Properties Listed in the National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historical 
Resources  

Properties already included in the NRHP, administered by the National Park Service, are automatically 
included in the CRHR. The following three historical resources are still standing and were identified within 
the AII:  

• Los Angeles Union Passenger Terminal (LAUS, Union Station, Map Reference 9, NRHP 
SID#80000811), 800 Alameda Street, listed in the NRHP on November 13, 1980, at the local level 
of significance under Criteria A and C; the period of significance is 1939. LAUS was also found to 
be of exceptional importance and, therefore, met NRHP Criteria Consideration G for properties 
achieving significance within 50 years prior to the time of listing. The property is also listed as 
California Historic Landmark No. 892. LAUS is automatically included in the CRHR and is a 
historical resource for purposes of CEQA. The boundaries are the assessor’s parcel boundaries. 
Contributing elements within the ADI for the project include the wrought iron railings, wainscot, 
platforms, butterfly sheds, railroad tracks, pedestrian subway, a (reconstructed) retaining wall and 
luminaire lights just south of stub ends, ramps, the Terminal Tower, the Cesar Chavez (Macy 
Street) Undercrossing, and a Car Supply/Repair Shop, all of which have previously been individually 
evaluated but for reporting purposes herein are considered character-defining features of the 
historic property. It should be noted that the Vignes Street Undercrossing (Map Reference 4) 
appears to have erroneously been left out of the original NRHP boundary description, and was 
singularly evaluated and identified as an NRHP/CRHR-eligible contributing resource to the LAUS 
NRHP listing. LAUS is also City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument No. 101, Union Station 
Terminal and Landscaped Grounds. LAUS was also documented in the Historic American 
Buildings Survey (HABS) (Survey No. HABS CA 2-258-A). 

• U.S. Post Office—Los Angeles Terminal Annex (Map Reference 5, NRHP SID# 85000131), 
900 Alameda Street, was the central mail processing facility for Los Angeles from 1940 to 
1989. Designed by Gilbert Stanley Underwood, the building’s architectural style is Mission/Spanish 
Colonial Revival. This property was listed in the NRHP on January 11, 1985, as part of the U.S. Post 
Office Thematic Resource nomination. U.S. Post Office – Los Angeles Terminal Annex was found 
to meet NRHP Criterion C with a period of significance of 1938. The U.S. Post Office – Los Angeles 
Terminal Annex is automatically included in the CRHR and is a historical resource for purposes of 
CEQA. 

• Los Angeles Plaza Historic District (El Pueblo de Los Angeles Historic District/El Pueblo, Map 
Reference 29), is roughly bounded by Cesar Chavez Avenue to the north, Alameda and Los Angeles 
Street to the east, Arcadia Street to the south, and Spring Street to the west. El Pueblo was first 
listed in the NRHP on November 3, 1972, its boundary was amended on November 12, 1981, and 
the resource count was revised on June 21, 2016. El Pueblo was found to meet NRHP Criteria A 
and C, at the local level of significance, with a period of significance of 1818-1932. The 
approximately 9.5-acre site is comprised of 20 contributing buildings, 2 contributing sites, 
6 non-contributing buildings, and 1 non-contributing structure. Many of the individual resources 
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have been designated at the national, state, and local level, including the Los Angeles Plaza itself, 
which is California Historical Landmark No. 156. The Los Angeles Plaza Historic District is 
automatically included in the CRHR and is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

Properties Previously Determined Eligible for the National Register of Historic Places/California Register 
of Historical Resources  

Properties previously determined eligible for the NRHP as a result of a consensus between a federal agency 
and the SHPO are automatically eligible for the CRHR and are historical resources for purposes of CEQA. 
Such properties did not require re-evaluation by the Link US project, unless field survey investigation 
revealed their NRHP/CRHR eligibility status was compromised. The following eight historic properties are 
still standing and were identified within the AII:  

• Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Main Street Center (1630 Main Street, Map Reference 
1), is a substantially scaled, multibuilding yard owned and operated by LADWP. On the property 
are numerous shops, test labs, warehouses, repair facilities, garages, crane aisles, and offices. The 
eight earliest buildings on the property were constructed from 1923 to 1937. A Determination of 
Eligibility prepared by the FEMA in 1994, found the eight buildings on the property to be 
contributors to an NRHP-eligible historic district under NRHP Criteria A and C, with a period of 
significance to be 1923 to 1944. SHPO concurred with FEMA’s determination on May 6, 1995. The 
current survey confirms and updates those 1995 findings and clarifies current conditions within 
the Link US AII by determining the close of the period of significance be extended from 1944 to 
1965, and that four additional buildings be added as contributors to the district, making a total of 
12 contributing buildings on the property. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Main 
Street Center is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource for purposes of 
CEQA. 

• William Mead Homes (1300 Cardinal Street, Map Reference 2), was determined eligible for the 
NRHP on June 3, 2002, with SHPO consensus, at the local level of significance through the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development Section 106 Programmatic Agreement for the 
City of Los Angeles. It was determined to meet Criterion A for its association with the development 
of public and defense worker housing in Los Angeles during the Second World War and to meet 
Criterion C as a Los Angeles public housing development based on the planning and design 
principles of the Garden City and Modern movements. The period of significance was established 
as 1943-1952. William Mead Homes is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical 
resource for purposes of CEQA. 

• Mission Tower (1436 Alhambra Avenue, Map Reference 3), was determined eligible for the NRHP 
by FRA and SHPO concurred on January 15, 2004, as a result of the Run-Through Tracks Project 
intensive-level survey. Mission Tower was determined to meet NRHP Criteria A and C; at the local 
level of significance, with a period of significance of 1938. The boundaries are the assessor’s parcel 
boundaries. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource for 
purposes of CEQA.  
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• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010, Map Reference #31), was previously evaluated in 
1986 as part of the Caltrans Statewide Historic Bridge Inventory, which was updated in 2004. The 
North Main Street Bridge was determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C for its 
engineering. The North Main Street Bridge was constructed in 1910, a year that also serves as its 
period of significance. The bridge was a pioneering example of a three-hinge bridge design that 
originated in Europe, and one of the earliest of its kind in the western U.S. As a result of that 
evaluation, the bridge was assigned a status code of 2S2, indicating that it was determined eligible 
for the NRHP by consensus through the Section 106 process and listed in the CRHR. In 2008, the 
bridge was designated as LAHCM #901. Through a recent project that appears to have complied 
with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, the bridge 
has undergone a seismic retrofit. The retrofitting involved uniform concrete jacketing around 
structural elements of the bridge to improve seismic safety, as well as the restoration of original 
bridge elements (railing, lamp posts, etc.) that were removed in the 1970s. Based on visual 
observation, the property retains sufficient integrity to convey its significance as an early example 
of three-hinge bridge engineering. These significant structural elements are still extant beneath the 
concrete jacketing, and non-original elements including railing and lamp posts that detracted from 
the bridge’s significance have been removed and restored with new features that are more in 
keeping with the bridge’s original design. The property was re-surveyed as a part of the CHSRA 
Burbank to Los Angeles Section Historic Architectural Survey Report in 2016. The 2S2 status code 
is still valid, while the 5S1 status code is also valid and reflects its listing on the local register as 
LAHCM #901. The North Main Street Bridge is determined eligible for the NRHP, automatically 
eligible for the CRHR, and a historical resource for purposes of CEQA.  

• Cesar Chavez Avenue (formerly Macy Street) Viaduct over the Los Angeles River (Bridge #53C 0130, 
Map Reference 10), as a result of the Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory (HBI), was previously 
determined eligible for inclusion in the NHRP in 1986 at the local level of significance under Criteria 
A and C; the period of significance is 1926. The bridge was declared Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monument (LAHCM) #224 on August 1, 1979. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR 
and is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA.  

• First Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 1166, Map Reference 25), over the Los Angeles River 0.6 mile 
west of US-101, was determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP in 1986 as a result of the 
Caltrans HBI. Furthermore, on December 5, 2001, SHPO concurred with a finding that the bridge 
was eligible for the NRHP under Criterion C, with a period of significance of 1929. The bridge was 
declared LAHCM #909 on January 30, 2008. In 2011, the First Street Viaduct was widened by 
26.3 feet and the railings strengthened by the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering to 
accommodate the Eastside Light Rail Transit Extension of the Los Angeles Metrorail Gold Line, in 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration, Caltrans, and Metro. This property is 
automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

• Fourth Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 0044, Map Reference 26), spanning the Los Angeles River from 
Mission Road on the east to Santa Fe Ave on the west, was determined eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP in 1986 at the local level of significance under Criterion C as a result of the Caltrans HBI; 
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the period of significance is 1930–1931. The Fourth Street Viaduct was listed as LAHCM# 906 on 
January 30, 2008. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource 
for purposes of CEQA. 

• Seventh Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 1321, Map Reference 27), spanning the Los Angeles River 
from approximately Myers Street on the east to Santa Fe Avenue on the west, was determined 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP in 1986 at the local level of significance under Criterion C as a 
result of the Caltrans HBI; the period of significance is 1910–1927. The Seventh Street Viaduct was 
listed as LAHCM# 904 on January 30, 2008. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR 
and is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

• Olympic Boulevard (Ninth Street) Viaduct (Bridge #53C 0163, Map Reference 28), spanning the 
Los Angeles River from Rio Vista Avenue on the east to Enterprise Street on the west, was 
determined eligible for inclusion in the NRHP in 1986 at the local level of significance under 
Criterion C as a result of the Caltrans HBI; the period of significance is 1925. The Olympic 
Boulevard Bridge was listed as LAHCM# 902 on January 30, 2008. This property is automatically 
eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

Properties Determined Eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources  

Five additional architectural resources within the AII were determined eligible for the CRHR as a result of 
this study because they meet NRHP and/or CRHR criteria. The properties are:  

• Vignes Street Undercrossing (Bridge #53C 1764, Map Reference 4) was constructed as part of LAUS 
but is located immediately north of that property’s NRHP boundary. That the resource was left 
outside the boundary and appears to be a documenting error of the NRHP nomination because 
the map was based on the property’s parcel boundary. The Vignes Street Undercrossing 
contributes to the significance of LAUS and is determined eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A 
at the local level of significance, period of significance 1933 to 1939. The undercrossing is 0.2 mile 
northwest of Cesar Chavez Avenue. The historic boundaries of the resource encompass the entirety 
of the super and substructure, including approach ramps and supporting 
embankments/abutments and/or wingwalls, and extend on either side of the bridge to include 
piers, cantilevered sidewalks, pylons, and underwater footings. Contributing elements include 
reinforced concrete construction of the overpass (including board-formed pattern), railing on span, 
abutments, elliptical arch, white tile along the walls, sidewalks (width and material), curbing with 
metal flashing and contractor imprint, metal and wire remnants of the Pacific Electric Railway, 
metal commemorative plaques, and a staircase on the southwest side (including the original metal 
railing). This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a historical resource for 
purposes of CEQA. 

• Macy Street School (900 Avila Street, Map Reference 8) is NRHP eligible at the local level of 
significance relative to Criteria A and B, period of significance 1915–1930. The property is 
historically significant for its associations with the turn of the century Progressive movement in 
education and for its associations with School Principal Nora Sterry, a noted progressive in the 
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history of Los Angeles education. Designed by noted Los Angeles Architect Albert C. Martin, the 
school building is English Renaissance Revival in style and retains sufficient historic integrity 
relative to Criteria A and B eligibility. Substantial window alterations and entry additions bar the 
resource from NRHP Criterion C eligibility. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR and 
is a historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

• Denny’s Restaurant (530 Ramirez Street, Map Reference 30) is determined eligible for the NRHP 
at the local level of significance under Criterion C as an excellent example of a “Googie” style coffee 
shop designed by architect Larry A. Ray based on the Armet and Davis prototype design from 1958. 
The period of significance is 1965. This property is automatically eligible for the CRHR and is a 
historical resource for purposes of CEQA. 

• Thomas R. Barabee Store and Warehouse (611–615 Ducommun Street, Map Reference 16) is 
considered a CEQA historical resource. In an email on December 19, 2014, responding during the 
Section 106 process for SCRIP (the predecessor project to Link US), OHR stated it believes the 
Thomas R. Barabee Store and Warehouse is a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. OHR 
believes the property is a significant example of commercial architecture and provided information 
related to context, theme, and property type for citywide commercial architecture. The boundaries 
are the assessor’s parcel boundaries.  

• Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building (801 Commercial Street, Map Reference 22) was 
previously surveyed in 2002 and determined ineligible for the NRHP by FRA; SHPO concurred with 
this finding on January 15, 2014 (FRA031117A). As a result, the entire property is considered not 
to be eligible for the NRHP because of a previous Section 106 consensus determination. However, 
the northwest portion of the building that was originally constructed in 1906, was identified as 
significant in 2016 by the OHR’s SurveyLA program for associations to early industrial 
development in Los Angeles between 1880 and 1945. Therefore, the northwest portion of the 
building constructed in 1906 is a historical resource under CEQA because it was found to be 
significant in a historical resources survey. 

Properties Determined Not Eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources  

All other resources in the AII were determined not to be historical resources under CEQA or were not 
evaluated because they have not achieved significance within the past 50 years and do not have exceptional 
importance. These resources are shown on Figure 3.12-3 with their corresponding map reference numbers 
that identify each resource. 

A previously identified historical resource in the AII has been completely demolished and is no longer a 
CEQA historical resource. The Sixth Street Viaduct (Bridge #53C 1880) once spanned the Los Angeles River 
from approximately Boyle Avenue at the east to Mateo Street at the west. It was previously determined 
eligible for inclusion in the NRHP/CRHR in 1986 and was previously declared LAHCM# 906 on January 
30, 2008.  
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As documented in the Link US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR), eight 
properties were determined not eligible for the NRHP and have been assigned an OHP status code of 6Y, 
as shown in Table 3.12-4. The 6Y status code signifies that a resource is determined ineligible for the NRHP 
by consensus through the Section 106 process. SHPO consensus was received in a letter dated September 
27, 2018. None of these properties are considered historical resources under CEQA. 

Table 3.12-4. Properties Determined Not Eligible for the California Register of Historical Resources 
as a Result of the Evaluation in the Link Union Station Cultural Resources Impact Assessment 
Report  

Name (Map Reference No.1) Address/Location Community 
OHP Status 

Code2 

Gonzalez Candle Shop 
manufacturing building (#6) 

940 Avila Street  Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Interstate Rubber Company (#7)  908 Avila Street  Los Angeles, California 6Y 

US-101 segment, Santa Ana 
Freeway (also known as “the slot”) 
(#11) 

US-101, Post Mile 0.3–0.7 

Approximately between Grand 
Avenue and Vignes Street  

Los Angeles, California 6Y 

American Warehouse and Realty 
Company (#13) 

430 Commercial Street  Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Maier Brewing Company (#14)  620 Commercial Street Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Friedman Bag Company, 
Polyethylene Division, North 
Building (#18) 

711 Ducommun Street Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Friedman Bag Company, 
Polyethylene Division, South 
Building (#19) 

706 Ducommun Street Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Manley Oil Company/ Southern 
California Gas Company (#21) 

410 Center Street Los Angeles, California 6Y 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
Notes: 
1 This map reference code corresponds to Figure 3.12-3. 
2 OHP Status Code 6Y = Determined ineligible for NRHP by consensus through Section 106 process. 
No.=number; OHP= Office of Historic Preservation 

Six additional properties were determined ineligible for listing in the NRHP and have been assigned an 
OHP status code of 6Y as a result of previous studies and confirmed by the current study (Table 3.12-5). 
None of these properties are considered historical resources under CEQA. 
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Table 3.12-5. Properties Determined Not Eligible for California Register of Historical Resources in 
Previous Studies 

Name (Map Reference No.1) Address/Location Community 
OHP Status 

Code2 

US-101 Bridge #53-0405 (#12) US-101 over the 
Los Angeles River  

Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

Freidman Bag Company—Storage Building (#15)  500 Garey Street  Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

LAUSD District H Facilities Services and Maintenance 
Operations (#17) 

611 Jackson Street  Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

Los Angeles Casing Company (#20)  710–714 
Ducommun Street  

Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

New York Junk Company (#23) 622 Frontage Road 
(825 Commercial 
Street)  

Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

Amay’s Bakery and Noodle Company (#24) 837 Commercial 
Street  

Los Angeles, 
California 

6Y 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
Notes: 
1 This map reference code corresponds to Figure 3.12-3. 
2 OHP Status Code 6Y = Determined ineligible for NRHP by consensus through Section 106 process. 

LAUSD= Los Angeles Unified School District; No.=number; OHP= Office of Historic Preservation 

Archaeological Resources 

Archaeological resources are the physical remains of past human activities that can be either prehistoric or 
historic in origin. Archaeological sites are locations that contain significant evidence of human activity. 
Generally, a site is defined by a significant accumulation or presence of one or more of the following: food 
remains, waste from the manufacturing of tools, tools, concentrations or alignments of stones, 
modification of rock surfaces, unusual discoloration or accumulation of soil, or human skeletal remains. 
Prehistoric archaeological sites are commonly located along waterways where food and other resources are 
found in abundance, along ridgelines, and vistas. 

Methodology 

Record searches encompassing the ADI and a 0.25-mile radius beyond were conducted at the South Central 
Coastal Information Center between November 2014 and September 2016. The review included previously 
documented resources and listings in the NRHP, CRHP, California Historical Landmarks, California Points 
of Historical Interest, and historic General Land Office maps. The records search results were used to 
determine the location of previously documented archaeological resources within the ADI to assess the 
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potential impact the proposed project may have on existing resources, as well as the potential for the 
discovery of unanticipated resources within the ADI.  

On June 15, 2016, an intensive archaeological pedestrian survey was completed within the ADI. Parallel 
transects spaced 15 meters apart were consistently employed across the entire ADI in areas unpaved or 
likely to contain or exhibit prehistoric or historically sensitive cultural resources. Areas that were not 
surveyed include active train tracks and rail yards. Visibility was obscured by the current built environment, 
paved roads, and existing infrastructure covering the majority of the ADI in and around the LAUS 
(Figure 3.12-1). Survey and site conditions were recorded using forms and digital cameras. Where 
necessary, site records were updated as part of the project, and updated forms can be found in the Link US 
Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR).  

Results 

The record searches indicated 50 previous investigations have been performed in the ADI, and 
3 archaeological resources were previously recorded within the ADI. These resources consist of:  

1. A multicomponent site reported as the original site of Los Angeles Chinatown and early Los 
Angeles, including prehistoric Native American remains and Spanish/Mexican period remains 
(P-19-001575/ Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H) 

5. Two segments of an abandoned railroad siding (P-19-003169) 

6. A segment of the Mojave Road (P-19-187085) 

The archaeological field survey for the project failed to locate any evidence of the previously recorded 
resources, nor did it lead to the discovery of new resources. Efforts to identify archaeological resources 
through historic records and past project work, however, were sufficient to determine the presence of one 
large historic property buried beneath the ADI. This resource is discussed in detail below. 

Archaeological Site P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H) 

Archaeological Site P-19-001575 (herein CA-LAN-1575/H) is a large multicomponent, subsurface 
archaeological site located in Downtown Los Angeles, California. Site boundaries are currently defined as 
the block north of US-101, bounded on the west by Alameda Street, on the north by Cesar Chavez (formerly 
Macy Street) Avenue, and by the eastern edge of the railroad tracks east of 800 Alameda Street: the general 
location of LAUS. Greenwood (1989) originally defined the size of the site as covering approximately 
88,000 square meters (947,224 square feet) with dimensions of 330 by 266 meters (1,083 by 873 feet). 
Review of these dimensions against the actual bounding landmarks gives an area of 350 by 330 meters 
(1,148 by 1,083 feet) or 115,500 square meters (1,243,231 square feet). These boundaries are based on 
historical research and archaeological discoveries made during past construction projects that exposed 
portions of the site. Because the site boundary was determined through discovery of components within 
the ADI as a result of previous construction projects, it is highly probable that the site boundary, specifically 
the Native American component, extends well beyond the ADI. The entire landscape in and around the ADI 
is considered highly sensitive for buried cultural resources.  
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Subsurface deposits of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H are below and beyond the developed and 
operational portions of LAUS, which was built between 1933 and 1939 on approximately up to 24 feet of 
fill covering a portion of Historic Los Angeles Chinatown, as documented in the Link US Cultural Resources 
Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR). There are no portions of the archaeological site visible 
or accessible within the modern developed surface area of LAUS.  

Past historic, ethnographic, and archaeological research, as well as past construction projects that 
encountered portions of the site have helped to define the site boundary and components within the ADI. 
Artifacts and features uncovered during past projects include prehistoric burials, habitation deposits, and 
remnants of Historic Los Angeles Chinatown. The previously uncovered material assemblage and features 
can be grouped into three broad overlapping temporal/cultural components: 

• The Prehistoric/Historic Native American Period (AD 1000–1848) 

• The Spanish-Mexican Period (1781–1850) 

• The American Period – Historic Los Angeles Chinatown (1850–1966) 

Archaeological testing, monitoring, and excavations at Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H were performed 
for three projects:  

• Metro Redline Subway (Appendix N of this EIR) 

• Metropolitan Water District of Southern California Headquarters Project (Appendix N of this EIR) 

• Union Station Village Apartments and Catellus Corporation Head Start Building Projects (Appendix 
N of this EIR) 

The Metro Red Line subway archaeological excavations recovered mostly historic-period materials and 
features associated with Chinatown; however a scattering of prehistoric materials and one prehistoric 
human interment were also found. The MWD Headquarters Project recovered extensive materials from 
Chinatown and a prehistoric cemetery, while Union Station Village and the Head Start Building Projects 
recovered only historic-period materials associated with Chinatown.  

Native American Archaeological Component 

Excavations in 1996 (Appendix N of this EIR) recovered the remains of 19 individuals, 14 found in primary 
interments and 5 as cremations. These prehistoric and historic-period Native American remains date from 
1000 BP to approximately 130 BP (Appendix N of this EIR). Three burials were found at depths ranging 
from approximately 1.7 to 2.5 meters (5.6 to 8.2 feet) below the asphalt of the LAUS parking lot.  

Hundreds of shell, schist, talc, and jadeite beads and a few shell ornaments were found associated with 
these burials and cremations. Other prehistoric artifacts found with these remains included projectile 
points, a metate fragment, a stone pipe fragment, a bowl mortar fragment, ceramic vessel fragments, bone 
awls and hairpins, a steatite drinking bowl, and four charred basketry fragments. This portion of 
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Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H has been interpreted as representing an area used specifically as a 
cemetery and not a village occupation area.  

Historical Period Archaeological Components 

Spanish-Mexican Period 

The only artifact or feature dating from the Spanish-Mexican Period found to date at Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H is Zanja 654. This earthen ditch feature was likely built for the Avila vineyards of the 
1820s and subsequently improved into a wooden conduit in 1881 when the winery was upgraded by new 
managers. Discovered during archaeological investigations at the MWD property (Appendix N of this EIR), 
Costello’s research concluded that Zanja 654 was not part of the Zanja Madre system but was likely an 
agricultural irrigation feature.  

American Period 

The American Period component of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H consists of remains associated 
with the development of Chinatown and its decline during the 1860s to 1933. Greenwood (Appendix N of 
this EIR) discusses intact deposits from Chinatown identified during construction of the Metro Red Line 
tunnel under the LAUS Yard.  

Historical features documented during subsequent excavations for the MWD Headquarters building 
(Appendix N of this EIR) included hundreds of privies, extensive refuse deposits, and numerous structural 
foundations, including those of Matthew Keller’s sherry house, the Sisters of Charity Orphan Asylum, 
several family residences, and the foundations of numerous brothels and Chinese cribs. Thousands of 
historic-era artifacts were recovered, including ceramics, bottles and glassware, Chinese ceramics and 
coins, and numerous types of household items (Appendix N of this EIR). Individual features found include 
wells and the remains of a large brick three-burner wok stove. 

No archaeological materials from the historic period after construction of LAUS (1934 to 1968) have been 
found at the site. 

INTEGRITY 

Pre-1933 surface features and buildings in the area of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H were destroyed 
or removed when the area was cleared and filled for the construction of LAUS. Although surface 
constituents of the site no longer exist, subsurface artifacts and features discovered during previous 
investigations suggest the site retains integrity of objects, deposits, or features dating to the Native 
American and American periods in the history of Los Angeles.  

An intact prehistoric cemetery containing the remains of 19 individuals along with an extensive collection 
of burial goods discovered underneath the MWD Headquarters project site (Appendix N of this EIR) 
strongly suggest additional Native American archaeological materials still exist within the boundaries of 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H.  
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While little archaeological evidence of the Spanish-Mexican Period has been found to date (a single zanja 
segment), a single find may signal other agricultural features also remain. So too might evidence of 
agricultural practices associated with the extensive vineyards of the Spanish-Mexican era. However, 
continued use of the area for vineyards and orchards well into the American Period likely removed or 
obscured evidence of the Spanish-Mexican Period agriculture. It should be noted that historical maps 
demonstrate the Zanja Madre system was located west of the modern alignment of Alameda Street, outside 
the ADI (Appendix N of this EIR). In addition, numerous artifacts, features, and deposits associated with 
Chinatown discovered in situ during the Metro Red Line Project (Appendix N of this EIR) suggest other 
portions of the site retain integrity of objects associated with the early Chinese in American history. 

Excavations for the MWD Headquarters building, Metro Red Line tunnel, and the Catellus Head Start 

Building and the Union Station Village Apartments likely eradicated any archaeological materials within 
their footprints. All projects required construction excavations that extended well below the calculated 
maximum depth for any archaeological resources. 

ELIGIBILITY 

For Link US, FRA evaluated the historical significance of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H for each of 
the site’s cultural components with reference to the NRHP eligibility criteria at 36 CFR 60.4. FRA determined 
and SHPO concurred that Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is:  

• Not Eligible under Criterion A/1: The site does not qualify for listing in the NRHP/CRHR according 
to eligibility Criterion A/1 for the following cultural components of the site: 

o Prehistoric/Historic Native American Period: Despite uncovering significant Native American 
remains dating from ca. 1000 BP to ca. 130 BP, no relationship to significant events can be 
recognized.  

o Spanish-Mexican Period: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H manifests scant evidence of 
remains from the Spanish-Mexican Period with only one previous discovery of a zanja that does 
not appear to be part of the larger zanja system. Despite the historical associations with 
vineyards, the Spanish-Mexican component of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H does not 
maintain integrity of design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. The 
entire site environment has been transformed, particularly with the development of the LAUS 
complex and the modern urban development of Los Angeles. As such, this component does 
not qualify under Criterion A/1. 

o American Period: Despite the historical associations with Historical Los Angeles Chinatown, 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H does not maintain integrity of design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling, and association. The entire site environment has been transformed with 
the development of the LAUS complex and the modern urban development of Los Angeles. 
Because there are no remnants of the Chinatown community, the American Period Component 
does not qualify under Criterion A/1. 
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• Not Eligible under Criterion B/2: The site does not qualify for listing in the NRHP/CRHR according 
to eligibility Criterion B. After review of ethnographic literature and consultation with Native 
American Tribes and review of historic period documents, the site lacks any known associations 
with historically important persons or legendary beings.  

• Not Eligible under Criterion C/3: The site does not qualify for listing in the NRHP according to 
eligibility Criterion C because the site does not exhibit qualities that embody the distinctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or method of construction, or that represent the work of a master, 
or that possess high artistic values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose 
components may lack individual distinction.  

• Is NRHP Eligible under Criterion D/4: The site yielded and still has the potential to yield significant 
archaeological data/information regarding the Late Prehistoric Period and American Period. As 
demonstrated by past investigations, artifacts, deposits, features and other archaeological 
materials retain the integrity necessary to answer pertinent and current research questions, through 
recovery and interpretation of the archaeological record at the site.  

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H was determined NRHP eligible under Criterion D by FRA with SHPO 
concurrence on September 27, 2018, and is automatically eligible for the CRHR. The period of significance 
for Link US archaeological materials is Late Prehistoric Period (AD 1000) to AD 1940, which encompasses 
Native American cultural remains and cultural materials deposited up until the demolition of the Original 
Los Angeles Chinatown and subsequent completion of LAUS.  

The recent field survey for Link US did not result in observations of any remnants or indications of 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. The recorded area of the site is completely covered by buildings, 
structures, and pavement; however, based on previous investigations of the site, Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H is present within the ADI under the current urban landscape and, therefore, the potential 
for the ADI to yield buried historic and prehistoric archaeological resources is considered high. 

Recent construction work for the Metro Union Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project, 
which encompasses areas within or immediately adjacent to the Link US ADI, is ongoing. Archaeologists 
have recently encountered multiple archaeological features and human interments (of which at least one 
has been identified as prehistoric in nature) within Caltrans ROW that appear to be related to the University 
Medical College shown on the 1894 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of Los Angeles and potentially associated 
with Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H (Harper 2019). Although documentation and evaluation 
regarding the exact nature and spatial location of these potential site features is pending, these recent finds 
confirm the high sensitivity of the ADI for the historic period landscape that may be associated with the 
American Period (1850s to 1971) components of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. 

P-19-003169  

P-19-003169 (CA-LAN-3169H), two segments of an abandoned railroad siding, was first recorded in 
2003 by Applied EarthWorks (Appendix N of this EIR) for the Run-Through Tracks Project. The resource 
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was described as being in two separate segments at two places: on Commercial Street near the intersection 
with Center Street and in a vacant city block south of Commercial Street and north of Ducommun Street, 
between Garey Street and Hewitt Street. This resource has been removed and paved over and no longer 
exists within the ADI.  

P-19-187085 

The Mojave Road (also known as Mojave Trail) is solely represented by a State Historical Landmark (No. 
963), located a considerable distance from the ADI. The landmark monument is located at the Midway Rest 
Area along I-15 North, approximately 30 miles northeast of Barstow. The portion of this resource that may 
have been located in Downtown Los Angeles has been paved over, buried, or no longer exists along its 
reported alignment, which is based on historical descriptions and maps. The resource may have crossed 
the ADI, but the actual historical alignment within the vicinity of the ADI is not known, and no remnants or 
signs of the resource exist within or near the ADI.  

Archaeological Resources Near but Outside the Area of Direct Impacts 

The following 16 archaeological resources are located within 0.25 mile of the ADI but are not evaluated for 
the CRHR, as they would not be impacted. These resources are summarized in Table 3.12-6. Resources are 
ordered by primary number. 

Table 3.12-6. Archaeological Resources within 0.25 Mile of the Area of Direct Impacts 

Primary No. Trinomial Description and Age 
Evaluation and Eligibility 

Status 

P-19-000887 CA-LAN-887H Wall and building foundations of eighteenth, 
nineteenth, and twentieth century buildings; 
trash lenses; portion of Zanja Madre; 25,000 
artifacts in association with Spanish/Mexican 
period midden 

Status Code 3S – 
Recommended eligible for the 
NRHP 

P-19-002828 CA-LAN-2828H Historic period commercial debris, late 
1800s to early 1900s 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-003103 CA-LAN-3103H Zanja Madre (water conveyance feature, this 
segment only), ca. 1781 to ca. 1904 

Status Code 6Z – Evaluated and 
determined not eligible 

P-19-003338 CA-LAN-3338H Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-003340 CA-LAN-3340H Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 
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Table 3.12-6. Archaeological Resources within 0.25 Mile of the Area of Direct Impacts 

Primary No. Trinomial Description and Age 
Evaluation and Eligibility 

Status 

P-19-003353 CA-LAN-3353H Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004112 CA-LAN-4112H Historic period residential and commercial 
debris and structural features, late 1800s to 
early 1900s 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004113 CA-LAN-4113H An extension of Zanja 6-1 constructed ca. 
1857 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004201 CA-LAN-4201H Naud’s Junction: former location of a 
railroad control tower, warehouse, industrial 
track segments of the Southern Pacific 
Railroad. Contains 5 features with 10 
associated artifacts, and 249 artifacts 
consisting of ceramic tableware, animal 
bones, building materials, glass and ceramic 
bottles, horseshoes, hardware, and 
machinery parts, ca. 1881 to ca. 1945 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004202 CA-LAN-4202H Four railroad segments associated with 
Southern Pacific Railroad, abandoned in 
place, ca. 1880s to ca. 1945 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004218 CA-LAN-4218H Los Angeles Plaza Cemetery, located within 
the NRHP-listed Los Angeles Plaza Historic 
District. Cemetery contains remains of 
Hispanic, Native American, and people of 
other heritage associated with the Plaza 
Church, ca. 1821 to ca. 1850 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-004320 No trinomial 
assigned because 
resource was not 
recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

Subsurface historic refuse deposit, 
nineteenth to early twentieth centuries 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-100515 No trinomial 
assigned because 
resource was not 
recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 
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Table 3.12-6. Archaeological Resources within 0.25 Mile of the Area of Direct Impacts 

Primary No. Trinomial Description and Age 
Evaluation and Eligibility 

Status 

P-19-100882 No trinomial 
assigned because 
resource was not 
recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-100887 No trinomial 
assigned because 
resource was not 
recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

Subsurface historic refuse deposit Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

P-19-120014 No trinomial 
assigned because 
resource was not 
recorded as an 
archaeological site. 

Subsurface pit feature containing historic 
artifacts 

Status Code 7R – Identified in 
reconnaissance level survey: 
not evaluated 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
Notes:  
ca.=circa; no.=number; NRHP= National Register of Historic Places 

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The California NAHC was contacted to incorporate the opinions and concerns of Native Americans in the 
ADI. The NAHC consulted its Sacred Lands File for Native American burial sites and sacred places that 
could exist in the ADI. The NAHC indicated the presence of sacred sites in the ADI and recommended 
contacting the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation for more information about these sites, 
suggesting other individuals of Native American descent with an interest in the general project area could 
have additional information, knowledge, or concerns regarding resources. 

A TCR is defined as a site, feature, place, cultural landscape, sacred place, or object that is considered of 
cultural value to a California Native American Tribe and either: 

• Is on, or eligible for, the CRHR or a local historic register 

• The lead agency, “in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence,” determines that the 
resource meets the register criteria 

As a result of tribal consultation conducted under AB 52 by Metro, the Native American component of 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is considered a TCR.  
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The Native American component of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, which was determined eligible 
(with SHPO consensus) for the NRHP under Criterion D, is automatically eligible for the CRHR under 
Criterion 4.  

Chairman Andrew Salas of the GabrielenoGabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation addressed 
the significance of the area in a letter dated June 15, 2016:  

“Your project lies in an area where the Ancestral territories of the Kizh (Kitc) Gabrieleño’s 
villages Such as Yangna adjoined and overlapped with each other, at least during the Late 
Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods. The homeland of the Kizh Gabrieleño was probably the 
most influential Native American group in aboriginal Southern California (Bean and Smith 
1978a:538), was centered in the Los Angeles Basin, and reached as far east as the San 
Bernardino-Riverside area. The homeland of our neighbors the Serrano’s was primarily the 
San Bernardino Mountains, including the slopes and lowlands on the north and south flanks. 
Whatever the linguistic affiliation, Native Americans in and around the project area exhibited 
similar organization and resource procurement strategies. Villages were based on clan or 
lineage groups. Their home/base sites are marked by midden deposits often with bedrock 
mortars. During their seasonal rounds to exploit plant resources, small groups would migrate 
within their traditional territory in search of specific plants and animals. Their gathering 
strategies of ten left behind signs of special use sites, usually grinding slicks on bedrock 
boulders, at the locations of the resources.” 

Given the project location and the high sensitivity for archaeological resources within the ADI, all tribes 
that have met with Metro under AB 52 have requested that a Native American Monitor is present on site 
for any and all ground disturbances (including, but not limited to, pavement removal, potholing, augering, 
boring, grading, excavation, and trenching) to protect any cultural resources that may be impacted during 
construction of the proposed project.  

Additionally, the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation, through consultation, has 
recommended a robust monitoring and mitigation plan be in place prior to the start of construction. The 
same recommendation was made by the Soboba Band of Luiseño Indians. 

In regard to this TCR, in a meeting held November 15, 2016, between FRA, Metro, and John Tommy Rosas 
of the Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation, Rosas noted this site should be tested prior to 
construction, and there should be a specific treatment plan in place prior to the start of construction that 
details the plan of action in case human remains are encountered and to address the long-term disposition 
of artifacts. Rosas stated a preference for the reburial of Native American human remains as close as 
possible, as well as for the reburial of any artifacts found during excavations.  

Follow-up meetings with tribal representatives in August 2018 did not result in additional information that 
altered the analysis that the Native American component of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is 
significant under Criteria D/4 and extremely sensitive to the consulting tribes. Tribal representatives 
expressed concerns that burials discovered near the location of the El Aliso sycamore tree may be burials 
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of people who had high status, based on burial goods found in nearby contexts. They were also concerned 
that the area in which Native American remains and burials may be encountered is much larger than the 
ADI. The probability that additional Native American burials may be discovered during construction was 
reiterated. It was requested that the monitoring and treatment plans carefully analyze where construction 
may impact Native American remains and that the plans should emphasize a heightened sensitivity in the 
areas where Native American components may be present. It was requested that testing occur prior to 
construction. 

These suggestions from the Tribal representatives are incorporated into appropriate mitigation measures 
for Cultural and Tribal Resources (Section 3.12.6). As a final step in the Link US AB 52 process, on January 
24, 2019, Metro circulated the Link US Draft Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of 
this EIR) to the four consulting tribes to solicit comments on the adequacy of the mitigation measures for 
TCRs. The comments received from the tribes are included in Section 7.0, Response to Comments, and 
represent the conclusion of the AB 52 consultation for the project. 

Paleontological Setting 

The RSA is located within the Los Angeles Basin in the northern section of the Peninsular Ranges 
Geomorphic Province. The Peninsular Ranges Geomorphic Province is characterized by mountain ranges 
separated by northwest-trending valleys and it extends from southwestern California into Mexico (Appendix 
N of this EIR). The Los Angeles Basin is bordered by the Santa Monica and San Gabriel Mountains to the 
north, the Santa Ana Mountains to the east, and the Pacific Ocean to the west (Appendix N of this EIR). As 
illustrated on Figure 3.12-4 and Figure 3.12-5, geologic mapping by Dibblee and Ehrenspeck (1989) 
indicates that the entirety of the RSA surface is underlain by Quaternary alluvial gravel and sand. Quaternary 
older alluvium deposits are mapped at the surface in close proximity to the RSA, east of the Los Angeles 
River, and Pliocene Fernando Formation, unnamed Miocene shale (attributed to the Puente Formation), 
and Miocene Monterey Formation, are mapped in the hills surrounding the RSA. The distribution of the 
geologic units within the RSA is discussed in detail in the Link US Paleontological Identification Report and 
Evaluation Report (Appendix O of this EIR). The Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report states that the 
RSA is underlain by artificial fill, Quaternary alluvium, Quaternary older alluvium, and Miocene Puente 
Formation (Appendix L of this EIR). 

Paleontological Resources 

A paleontological records search of records maintained by the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County was conducted for the project. On June 20, 2016, the Natural History Museum noted it does not 
have any vertebrate fossil localities within Link US RSA, but there were recorded localities nearby from the 
same older Quaternary units that occur as subsurface deposits within the RSA. Literature searches and 
online database reviews were also negative for fossils within the RSA, although fossils were recorded from 
Quaternary older alluvium and Puente Formation in the vicinity and throughout Los Angeles County as 
detailed in the Link US Paleontological Identification Report and Evaluation Report (Appendix O of this EIR) 
and in Table 3.12-7. 
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Fossils are generally unknown from Quaternary (Holocene) alluvium due to its young age. However, these 
young deposits are often underlain by older, paleontologically sensitive sediments at depth (Appendix O of 
this EIR), as indicated in the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR). 
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Figure 3.12-4. Link Union Station Geology Map 1 of 2 

 

Source: Appendix O of this EIR   
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Figure 3.12-5. Link Union Station Geology Map 2 of 2 

 

Source: Appendix O of this EIR  
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Table 3.12-7. Fossil Localities in the Link Union Station Vicinity 

Locality No. Common Name Scientific Name Depth Reference 

LACM 1023 

Turkey Meleagris californicus 

Not Reported Appendix M 
Saber-toothed cat Smilodon fatalis 

Horse Equus 

Deer Odocoileus 

LACM 2032 

Pond turtle Clemmys marmorata 

20 to 35 feet Appendix M 

Ground sloth Paramylodon harlani 

Mastodon Mammut americanum 

Mammoth Mammuthus imperator 

Horse Equus 

Camel Camelops 

LACM 1755 Horse Equus 43 feet Appendix M 

LACM 7701-7702 

Threespine stickleback Gasterosteus aculeatus 

11 to 34 feet Appendix M 

Salamander Batrachoseps 

Lizard Lacertilia 

Snake Colubridae 

Rabbit Sylvilagus 

Pocket mouse Microtus 

Harvest mouse Reithrodontomys 

Pocket gopher Thomomys 

LACM 7758 

Threespine stickleback Gasterosteus aculeatus 

16 feet Appendix M 

Meadow vole Microtus 

Deer mouse Peromyscus 

Pocket gopher Thomomys 

Pocket mouse Perognathus 
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Table 3.12-7. Fossil Localities in the Link Union Station Vicinity 

Locality No. Common Name Scientific Name Depth Reference 

LACM 6202 Anglerfish 

Chaenophyryne 
melanorhabdus 

Leptacanthichthys 
gracilispinis 

Oneirodes sp. 

Borophryne apogon 

Linophryne indica 

Not reported PBDB 2016 

Source: Appendix O of this EIR 
Notes:  
No.=number; PBDB=Paleobiology Database 

By their very nature, fossils found in artificial fill have lost their native provenance and, therefore, have 
marginal scientific value. Artificial fill is considered to have low potential to produce significant 
paleontological resources. Fossils are generally unknown from Quaternary alluvium deposits, such as those 
mapped at the surface within the proposed RSA, because of their young age. Reworked paleontological 
material from older deposits may be present but would not meet significance criteria as the material would 
lack critical contextual information. Therefore, Quaternary alluvial deposits have low paleontological 
potential. Based on the Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of this EIR) and record search results 
(Appendix O of this EIR), the Quaternary alluvium in the RSA is underlain by Quaternary older (Pleistocene) 
deposits at depths between 40 and 70 feet. There is also high-sensitivity Puente Formation at depths 
between 20 feet in the northwest corner of LAUS to 100 feet in the southwest corner. Significant vertebrate 
fossils have been recorded from the Quaternary older (Pleistocene) deposits and the Puente Formation in 
proximity to the RSA (Appendix O of this EIR), resulting in a high paleontological potential. 

 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, impacts on cultural resources would be considered 
significant if the project would: 

A. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5 

B. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource pursuant to 
§15064.5 

C. Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique geologic feature 

D. Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

E. Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR as defined in §21074 

3. 12.5 
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Impact Analysis 

Built Environment Resources Determined to have No Impact 

The following five bridges that are classified as historical resources, as defined in §15064.5, and located 
within the AII would result in no impact because no physical alteration to any of the bridges would result 
from the proposed project: 

• Cesar Chavez Avenue viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• First Street viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Fourth Street viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Seventh Street viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Olympic Boulevard viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

While some track work would occur where the railroad tracks pass under the bridge structures, and the 
tracks, ties, and ballast constitute “physical features within the setting” of the bridges, they have been 
subject to regular replacement over the years as part of routine maintenance and do not comprise historic 
material that contributes to the significance of the bridges themselves. Therefore, there would be no impact 
on these historical resources. 

Additionally, the Thomas R. Barabee Store and Warehouse is classified as a historical resource and would 
result in no impact because the proposed project would result in no physical alteration to the building. 
Therefore, no impact on this historical resource would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The following six resources are classified as historical resources which the proposed project may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance: 

• LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing (two separate but related historical resources, as explained 
in the Historical Resource Evaluation Report)  

• William Mead Homes 

• Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

• Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-A 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5 
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Los Angeles Union Station and Vignes Street Undercrossing  

In the interim condition, demolition of Platform 4 and the associated butterfly shed canopy would occur to 
implement new run-through service. 

In the full build-out condition, the rail yard would be elevated up to approximately 15 feet above the existing 
elevation to accommodate the Caltrans vertical clearance requirements for new run-through tracks over 
both the El Monte Busway and US-101. The above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded 
passageway would also be constructed in the full build-out condition. A portion of the characteristics that 
qualify LAUS for listing in the NRHP/CRHR would be destroyed or substantially altered; therefore, the 
proposed project would have a substantial adverse change in significance on the following 
character-defining features (Figure 3.12-6):  

• Platforms – The 21-foot-wide concrete platforms would be demolished, and new, longer, wider 
concrete platforms (29 feet wide) would be constructed to enhance safety; allow space for proposed 
elevators, stairs, and escalators; and accommodate building code requirements for loading (ramps 
and railings would not be replaced). The proposed platforms would be lengthened and elevated up 
to approximately 15 feet above their present elevation. 

• Butterfly Shed Canopy – The butterfly shed canopies above the remaining existing platforms would 
be demolished because they are too narrow, are not long enough to perform their historic function 
on the widened and lengthened platforms, and do not take into account the design requirements 
of multiple operating agencies, each with their own unique needs and train types and each with 
different design criteria for proximity and clearance of canopies. The newly proposed canopies over 
each individual platform would not convey the historic feeling and association currently 
experienced by visitors or travelers to LAUS. 

• Pedestrian Passageway (Tunnel), Ramps, Platform Railings, Solid Balustrades – The pedestrian 
passageway, passenger ramps, platform railings, and solid balustrades would be demolished to 
make space for the construction of the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded 
passageway. The concourse would include multiple egress routes, with public areas integrated into 
the design. The above-grade passenger concourse would be constructed and the existing 
pedestrian passageway below the rail yard would be demolished. The new expanded passageway 
would provide additional passenger travel-path convenience and options. New elevators, 
escalators, stairs, and ramps would be constructed to achieve compliance with CBC egress and 
ADA standards. The above-grade concourse with new expanded passageway would not convey the 
historic feeling and association currently experienced by visitors or travelers to LAUS.  

• Terminal Tower – The Terminal Tower would be moved and either reoriented at grade or raised 
vertically, depending on final design. The building will be demolished if moving the resource is 
infeasible, and will not be reconstructed. 

• Car Supply Building – The Car Supply Building and retaining walls would be demolished to raise 
the rail yard by up to 15 feet. 
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• Undercrossings – The Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Undercrossings would be 
demolished and replaced with new bridges to accommodate the elevated rail yard and the egress 
requirements from the platforms. 

• South Retaining Wall – The proposed run-through track structure over the El Monte Busway and 
US-101 would be designed to span above the existing south retaining wall, which would be largely 
obscured from public view, but may still be altered (likelyi.e., with the run-through tracks structure 
crossing through the wall) but would be reconstructed in-kind, where feasible, and visible from 
US-101. 

As described above, the portions of the LAUS property that would be demolished would include the 
following contributing features: platforms, butterfly shed canopies, ramps, railings, pedestrian passageway, 
solid balustrades off the passageway to the platforms, Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing, and Car Supply 
Building. Further, the Vignes Street Undercrossing (Figure 3.12-7) would also be demolished. The physical 
removal of these features would be a substantial change in significance of the historical resource, even 
though LAUS would retain enough integrity to remain listed in the NRHP/CRHR, due to the preservation 
of the historic main building (e.g., tile roof, stucco wall cladding, arched main entrance, decorated beams, 
and tile floors) and other features, such as the ticketing halls, arcades, clock tower, and patios. There would 
be substantial alterations to the south retaining wall and Terminal Tower. Terminal Tower will be 
demolished if moving the resource is infeasible, and the building will not be reconstructed. While not a 
qualifying characteristic, approximately 5 to 7 feet of the Bauchet Street wall at the location where it joins 
the Avila Street wall would be demolished and replaced by a new wall to provide adequate fire access. 

For LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing, this is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to mitigate this 
impact; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Figure 3.12-6. Los Angeles Union Station Historical Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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Figure 3.12-7. Vignes Street Undercrossing Historical Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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William Mead Homes 

The ADI (Figure 3.12-8) includes track improvements and a retaining wall/sound wall that would be located 
within the railroad ROW. A temporary construction easement is required outside of the railroad ROW to 
provide space for construction vehicles and equipment to construct the retaining wall/sound wall. 
Proposed activities within the temporary construction easement would include excavation to set wall 
footings and staging activities. No permanent encroachment or impacts on the William Mead Homes 
property, including recreation areas, sidewalks, or streets, would result from the proposed project. Although 
construction of a retaining wall and sound wall would introduce new visual elements, these features would 
be restricted to Metro’s existing ROW and situated at the rear of the property such that they would not be 
visible from the property frontage. Nonetheless, this is considered a significant impact. Through ongoing 
coordination with HACLA and the residents of William Mead Homes to identify appropriate aesthetic 
treatments, such as wall treatments, captured in Mitigation Measures AES-1 (described in 
Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level 
less than significant. 
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Figure 3.12-8. William Mead Homes Historical Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

The Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building would be demolished during the interim condition 
for construction of the loop track (Figure 3.12-9). This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation 
Measure HIST-3 (described in Section 3.12.6) is proposed to reduce this impact; however, the impact 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Figure 3.12-9. Friedman Bag Company Historical Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

The proposed project would include safety improvements at the North Main Street Bridge location 
(Figure 3.12-10). Safety improvements at the North Main Street Bridge include new sidewalk and curb 
ramps for ADA access; proposed Metrolink wire mesh fence, gates, and hand-railings to keep pedestrians 
within the sidewalk; modification of northwest and southwest wingwalls to accommodate pedestrian 
access; modification of the bridge roadway to add a new median (8 inches high, 8 feet wide, and 100 feet 
long); new pavement and restriping of the roadway to accommodate the new median, and other safety 
improvements. Work nearby, but not upon, the North Main Street Bridge, includes railroad gate and traffic 
signal improvements, the addition of a second median to the west of the railroad tracks on North Main 
Street, and reconfiguration of an existing utility manhole to grade.  

These safety improvements have potential to cause a significant impact on the North Main Street Bridge 
as a historical resource. The bridge’s wingwalls are an important character-defining feature, and there is no 
historic period precedent for a median upon its decking where the new median would be constructed. 
Mitigation Measure HIST-4 (described in Section 3.12.6) includes provisions that require the design of 
sidewalks, decking, and wingwalls to follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of 
Historic Properties and for the City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission to review the proposed 
modifications pursuant to Article 1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural Heritage Ordinance. Upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HIST-4, impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant. 
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Figure 3.12-10. North Main Street Bridge Historical Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts 

 

Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
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Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H extends throughout the parcel boundaries of LAUS and likely extends 
farther, as evidenced by recent discoveries made during the construction of the Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project that appear to extend the site farther, both south 
and east, from the LAUS parcel boundary and into the Caltrans ROW. If the discovered features in Caltrans 
ROW are found to contribute to the significance of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, the portions of the 
site that extend into the ROW would be considered a state-owned historical resource that needs to be 
treated in accordance with PRC 5024.  

Implementation of any phase of the project would result in disturbance, displacement, or damage to 
archaeological remains present in Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. This site has components that are 
NRHP/CRHR eligible under Criterion D/4 that have yielded, and are anticipated to yield, significant 
archaeological data related to the Prehistoric/Historic Native American Period (AD 1000 to 1848) and the 
American Period (1850 to 1966). Past archaeological projects that impacted the site indicate that significant 
components of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H would be directly impacted by construction of the 
proposed project. Features from the remains of Chinatown including privies and architectural elements, 
such as floors, foundations and a large number of items left by the residents who were forced to relocate 
may be encountered. Artifacts, features, and possibly human remains may be uncovered from the Native 
American component. Under any phase of the proposed project, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H may 
sustain direct impacts as the result of proposed construction activities in the ADI (e.g., excavations for 
utility relocations, retaining walls, bridge supports, and drainage improvements). Although a large 
percentage of this site has been covered in artificial fill, the proposed depth of construction activities ranges 
from 5 to 100 feet below the present ground surface. Many activities will penetrate below the maximum 
recorded level of artificial fill and will likely impact significant archaeological deposits. This is considered a 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6 (described in Section 
3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the proposed project would involve passenger train operations along the railroad 
corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. There are no anticipated corresponding impacts 
on any of the built environment historical resources as the result of long-term operations. 

Since operations occur at ground surface and intact archaeological resources are buried, there would be 
no anticipated corresponding impacts on archaeological historical resources throughout operations. 
Therefore, no impacts from long-term operations would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

The following are historical resources that are considered for their indirect impacts: 

LAUS – The above-grade passenger concourse with the new expanded passageway is incompatible with 
LAUS as a historical resource, resulting in indirect visual impacts. Additionally, at this early stage of project 
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design, the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse may include a modern design element 
over the rail yard, which is incompatible with the historic fabric and other character-defining features of 
LAUS. The elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse is and with a 90-foot maximum height 
above existing grade, it would be visible behind the historic concourse and outdoor courtyards, which are 
extant character-defining features of LAUS. Unlike the existing condition at LAUS, the elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse design would include lighting that would illuminate at night.  

Historically, LAUS and its landscape have been experienced primarily, though not completely, in a 
horizontal, at-grade capacity. A transit rider enters the complex from Alameda Street, either into the waiting 
room or the ticketing concourse, ultimately moving through enclosed, rectangular courtyards that are 
traditional features of Spanish Renaissance and Spanish Revival architecture. A visitor might sit and wait 
temporarily in any of these areas before continuing eastward through the existing passenger concourse and 
into the pedestrian passageway before ascending up ramps to their respective boarding platform. 

As originally designed, LAUS separated the circulation of inbound and outbound passengers through 
means such as a three part passenger concourse, which is now altered, and a taxi pickup that was once 
located off the south courtyard, among other features. Arrival and departure separation is no longer a LAUS 
circulation feature, and though horizontal circulation was a primary feature, axial circulation was not. As 
presented above, a vertical circulation element with the ascent or descent up or down ramps to board trains 
has always been historically present, and the introduction in the early 1990s of the Red and Purple Line 
subways set a precedent for pronounced vertical circulation, compromising the horizontal circulation many 
historically experienced within LAUS prior. The difference with the elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse is that its vertical and expanded circulation elements are prominently expressed in 
newly introduced and incompatible massing, height, volume, and form, where such elements did not 
pre-exist, and in a modern style.  

Though LAUS’s historic courtyards would not be directly impacted, both the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse and the grand canopy associated with the at-grade passenger concourse 
may be visible from within them. The at-grade passenger concourse features a grand canopy structure that 
would be 70 feet above the elevated rail yard platforms although lower than the proposed height of the 
elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse. Neither tThe new expanded passageway element 
of the above-grade passenger concourse nor the at-grade passenger concourse would not be visible from 
the historic courtyards, LAUS, or beyond. 

These indirect impacts on LAUS are considered significant. While Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through 
HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts at LAUS, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

William Mead Homes – Construction of a sound wall atop the retaining wall adjacent to the William Mead 
Homes complex would result in indirect impacts because of the introduction of visual elements associated 
with a sound wall where there was not previously a wall. However, these features would be restricted to 
Metro’s existing ROW and situated at the rear of the property such that they would not be visible from the 
property frontage. Nonetheless, this is considered a significant indirect impact for William Mead Homes. 
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Mitigation Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12.6) 
are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

LADWP Main Street Center – The proposed project would introduce a retaining wall within the railroad 
ROW and adjacent to the historical resource boundary, but no portion of the historical resource or any of 
the contributing buildings would be acquired. LADWP Main Street Center resource has a 
utilitarian/industrial character, and the visual impact associated with introduction of a new retaining wall 
and movement of existing railroad tracks closer to the contributing buildings on the property is considered 
less than significant. 

Mission Tower – The tracks that connect to LAUS that would be elevated for the proposed project would 
return to grade well before they reach Mission Tower. The visual change from existing condition would be 
minimal at Mission Tower, and the integrity of the characteristics that qualify it for the CRHR would not be 
diminished. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Terminal Annex – The rear of the building would not be destroyed, damaged, nor altered and no portion of 
the property would be acquired as a result of the proposed project. Potential vibration from work in parcels 
adjacent to the property is unlikely to disturb the current occupants and function of the building, because 
drilling, and not pile driving, is proposed at this location. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Macy Street School – For the proposed project, the setting at LAUS, west of the Macy Street School, would 
be changed, but it does not contribute to historic significance under Criterion 1 (association with events 
that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of history) for ethnic heritage or 
Criterion 2 (association with the lives of historically important persons) for association with Principal Sterry. 
Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Los Angeles Plaza Historic District – No direct impact on the Los Angeles Plaza Historic District would 
occur because it will not be physically disturbed or altered by the proposed project. The elevated portion of 
the above-grade passenger concourse would be a maximum height of 90 feet above existing grade. The 
appearance of this infrastructure element may result in an indirect visual impact, as it may be visible from 
portions of the plaza area. However, none of the characteristics that qualify Los Angeles Plaza Historic 
District for the CRHR would have their integrity diminished because the views east from the plaza have 
changed substantially since the end of the period of significance (1932). This view of the landscape has 
changed dramatically over the last 8 decades due to the construction of LAUS, modernization of Alameda 
and Los Angeles Streets, construction of US-101 and the El Monte Busway, high-rise condominium 
buildings, Gateway Plaza, and the MWD Headquarters. Therefore, impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Denny’s Restaurant - . The parking lot would be used as a temporary staging area for the proposed project, 
and the Denny’s building will not be physically disturbed or altered, and its setting would be unchanged 
after construction is completed. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H - During construction activities for any phase of the proposed project, 
even though the construction site would be fenced and off-limits to the general public, indirect impacts 
may still result from increased accessibility to archaeological resources (such as artifacts) by construction 
personnel that could lead to resource looting or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated 
artifacts and other specimens may be considered an indirect impact. This is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant.  

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is recorded within the ADI, and an additional nine archaeological sites 
have been recorded within 0.25 mile of the ADI. There is potential to encounter and cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of archaeological resource Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, as well 
as to previously unrecorded archaeological resources buried within the ADI during any phase of the 
proposed project with any ground-disturbing work.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Ground disturbance during construction for any phase of the proposed project has a high potential to 
impact recorded and unrecorded archaeological deposits in this highly sensitive ADI because project 
components, such as bridges (proposed to be demolished and replaced during the full build-out condition), 
would have deep excavations. The above-grade passenger concourse would have shallow excavations for 
foundations punctuated with deep support piles (of up to 100 feet deep ) to support the structure over the 
rail yard. A single multicomponent NRHP/CRHR-eligible resource, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, is 
recorded within the ADI, and there is also the potential to encounter previously unrecorded archaeological 
resources buried within the ADI. Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is situated throughout the entire 
LAUS footprint and likely extends further than the currently defined boundary. Ground-disturbing 
construction activities during any phase of work would occur in areas known to contain Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and in areas that may contain previously undiscovered prehistoric and historical 
archaeological features or sites. This is considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6 (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less 
than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the proposed project would involve passenger train operations along the railroad 
corridor and periodic maintenance on the railroad ROW. Since operations would occur at ground surface, 
and intact archaeological resources are buried, there would be no anticipated corresponding impacts of 
these operations to archaeological resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-B 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological resource 
pursuant to §15064.5 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.12 Cultural Resources 

 

 

 3.12-75 

Indirect Impacts 

During construction activities for any phase of the proposed project, even though the construction site 
would be fenced and off-limits to the general public, indirect impacts may still result from increased 
accessibility to archaeological resources (such as artifacts) by construction personnel that could lead to 
resource looting or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated artifacts and other specimens is 
considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12.6) is proposed to 
reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

There is a potential for direct impacts on paleontological resources during any phase of work as a result of 
construction activities that may result in the damage or destruction of fossils or the disturbance of the 
stratigraphic context in which they are located. Paleontological resource impacts would occur due to deep 
excavations beneath recent alluvium. Additionally, the above-grade passenger concourse with new 
expanded passageway (proposed to be built during the full-build-out condition) may result in significant 
impacts on paleontological resources if paleontologically sensitive sediments are encountered during 
excavation. 

Ground-disturbing construction activities for all phases of work in shallow layers (i.e., fill or recent alluvium) 
would not impact paleontological resources. However, deeper excavations for foundations and support 
piers to support the above-grade concourse and other proposed bridge structures (run-through tracks 
structure, Cesar Chavez and Vignes Street Bridges, etc.) are anticipated to extend up to 100 feet below the 
surface and have the potential to impact paleontologically sensitive deposits of older Quaternary alluvium 
(depth not reported in cross-section but typically 40 to 70 feet deep in the vicinity of LAUS [Appendix O of 
this EIR]) and underlying Puente Formation (reported at depths of approximately 90 to 100 feet in areas 
around the newly proposed concourse). This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measures 
PAL-1 through PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the proposed project would involve passenger train operations along the railroad 
corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations occur at ground surface and 
intact paleontological resources are deeply buried, there would be no anticipated corresponding impacts 
on these operations to paleontological resources. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Even though the construction site would be off-limits to the general public, indirect impacts during all 
phases of work may result from increased accessibility by construction personnel to fossils through 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-C 

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature 
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construction activities leading to potential resource looting or vandalism activities. Additionally, damage to 
improperly curated fossil specimens may occur. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation 
Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12.6) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less 
than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the proposed project during all phases of work 
would occur in areas with the potential to contain human remains. This is considered a significant impact. 
Mitigation Measure HR-1 (described in Section 3.12.6) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the proposed project would involve passenger train operations along the railroad 
corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations would occur at ground level and 
the discovery of human remains would occur only with ground-disturbing construction, there would be no 
anticipated corresponding impacts of these operations on human remains. Therefore, no impact would 
occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts on human remains during any phase of the proposed project are not anticipated. 
Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The boundary for Tribal Cultural Resource CA-LAN-1575/H is currently associated with the parcel 
boundaries of LAUS, although it is likely to extend further than its currently defined boundary. 
Ground-disturbing construction activities for any phases of the proposed project include components (i.e., 
utility work, storm drain modification work, concourse, and bridge support piles, etc.) that would have 
excavations in areas with the potential to contain Tribal Cultural Resource CA-LAN-1575/H as it relates to 
the descendants of groups that inhabited the area in the Native American period. This is considered a 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6, as well as TCR-1 (described 
in Section 3.12.6), are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.12-D 

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-E 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR as defined in §21074 
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Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the proposed project would involve passenger train operations along the railroad 
corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations would occur at ground surface, 
and the intact TCR is buried, there would be no anticipated corresponding impacts on these operations to 
TCRs. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Even though the construction site would be off-limits to the general public, during construction activities 
associated with any phase of the proposed project, indirect impacts may result from increased accessibility 
by construction personnel to the TCR (such as artifacts or sacred items) that could lead to resource looting 
or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated artifacts and other specimens is considered a 
significant impact. Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12.6) is proposed to reduce impacts 
to a level less than significant. 

 Mitigation Measures 

Historical Resources 

Per Section 15126.4(a)(4)(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, mitigation measures must be roughly proportional 
to the impacts of the project. As result, the mitigation measures for LAUS Historical Resources include 
four parts (HIST-1a to HIST-1d) because the historical resource is recognized as significant at multiple 
levels (City of Los Angeles Historic-Cultural Monument, California Historical Landmark, and listed in the 
NRHP/CRHR when it was found to have exceptional importance) and because multiple character-defining 
features would be demolished or altered as a result of the proposed project. In addition, due to the 
association of the historical resource Vignes Street Undercrossing with LAUS, the mitigation measures for 
the undercrossing are included under relevant LAUS mitigation measures (HIST-1a to HIST-1b). Similarly, 
the mitigation measures for William Mead Homes and Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 
(HIST-2 and HIST-3), and the North Main Street Bridge (HIST-4) are commensurate with the significance 
of each resource and the extent of impacts from implementation of the proposed project. Mitigation for 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is presented below (HIST-5 and HIST-6). The following measures are 
proposed to reduce significant impacts related to historical resources.  

HIST-1a LAUS City of Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission (CHC) Review and Consultation: 
Metro shall comply with the applicable Cultural Heritage Ordinance sections for LAUS as a 
Historic Cultural Monument by obtaining a Permit for Substantial Alteration and/or Permit for 
the Demolition or Relocation of a Site, Building, or Structure Designated a Monument. Per 
Article 1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural Heritage Ordinance, no person, owner or other 
entity shall demolish, alter, rehabilitate, develop, construct, restore, remove, or change the 
appearance of any Designated HCM without first having applied for and been granted a permit. 
The Director of Planning may refer a permit to the CHC when there is potential discrepancy 
between the proposal and the standards. The CHC may vote to object or not object to the 

3.12.6 
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issuance of a permit, for up to 180 days, with an additional 180-day extension to the objection 
period upon a vote of the City Council.  

HIST-1b LAUS HABS-Like Documentation: Historic Resource Recordation: Impacts resulting from the 
demolition or alteration of character-defining features of LAUS shall be minimized through 
archival documentation of as-built and as-found condition. Prior to initiation of construction 
work at LAUS, Metro shall ensure that documentation of the character-defining features 
proposed for demolition is completed in a manner similar to a HABS, Level I survey 
documentation. The further documentation of LAUS shall include large-format photographic 
recordation, detailed historic narrative report, and compilation of historic research. The 
documentation shall be completed by a qualified architectural historian or historian who meets 
the Secretary of the Interior’s professional qualification standards for history and/or 
architectural history. The archival documentation shall be donated to a suitable repository, 
such as the City of Los Angeles Public Library.  

At a minimum, but not limited to, the following character-defining features shall be included 
in this documentation:  

• Pedestrian passageway 

• Ramps 

• Railings 

• Platforms 

• Butterfly shed canopies 

• South retaining wall 

• Terminal Tower 

• Car Supply/Maintenance Building 

• Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing (this bridge, which was constructed as part of LAUS, does 
not require additional individual HABS documentation)  

HIST-1c LAUS Restoration of the Existing Passenger Concourse (west of pedestrian passageway): To 
ensure compatibility with the architecturally significant buildings that are part of LAUS and to 
mitigate the demolition or alteration of character-defining features at LAUS, the original 
passenger concourse shall be restored, where feasible, from an engineering and 
constructability standpoint, to its 1939 appearance in accordance with the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Restoration. The original passenger concourse is a distinct transitional 
space between the waiting hall and the pedestrian passageway, having a low and flat ceiling 
with chamfered, rectangular columns with flared capitals. The original passenger concourse 
presently contains multiple retail spaces, restrooms, Amtrak ticketing and baggage handling, 
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and the entrance to the subterranean Red and Purple subway lines. This includes possible 
redesign of the entrance to the Metro Red Line Subway to be more compatible with the historic 
LAUS design. Metro shall design and implement the restoration in consultation with and with 
approval from the City of Los Angeles CHC and OHR prior to finalizing design. 

HIST-1d LAUS Educational Exhibit: Because the passenger interface (i.e., the pedestrian passageway, 
ramps, railings, and butterfly shed canopies) between the trains and the architecturally 
significant buildings at LAUS would be demolished and replaced by a new design, an 
educational display would shall be created by Metro and installed at LAUS that could be viewed 
by the public and would demonstrate the history of LAUS and how it was used by past railroad 
passengers. Metro shall design and implement the educational display in consultation with the 
City of Los Angeles CHC and OHR prior to finalizing design.  

HIST-2 William Mead Homes Consultation: Mitigation Measure AES-1 (described in Section 
3.4, Aesthetics) requires coordination with HACLA on the aesthetic treatments for the 
proposed retaining wall and sound wall. Metro shall send copies of pertinent consultation 
documentation regarding proposed retaining wall and sound wall design and/or aesthetic 
treatments including plans, specifications, and other documentation to the City of Los Angeles 
OHR to keep them apprised of the consultation process.  

HIST-3 Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building-City of Los Angeles Office of Historical 
Resources Review and Consultation and HABS-Like Documentation: Prior to demolition, the 
character-defining features of the historical resource shall be photographed in a manner similar 
to HABS standards, submitted to OHR for review and approval, and the archival 
documentation shall be donated to a suitable repository, such as the City of Los Angeles Public 
Library.  

HIST-4  North Main Street Bridge City of Los Angeles CHC Review and Consultation: Metro shall 
ensure that prior to construction, work proposed on all elements and character-defining 
features of the North Main Street Bridge, including, but not limited to, its sidewalks, decking, 
and wingwalls, shall follow the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. The North Main Street Bridge is designated a LAHCM (#901). Pursuant to Article 
1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural Heritage Ordinance, no person, owner or other entity 
shall demolish, alter, rehabilitate, develop, construct, restore, remove, or change the 
appearance of the North Main Street Bridge without first having applied for and been granted 
a permit by the City of Los Angeles. The Director of Planning may refer a permit to the CHC 
when there is a potential discrepancy between the proposal and the standards. The 
commission may vote to object or not object to the issuance of a permit, for up to 180 days, 
with an additional 180-day extension to the objection period upon a vote of the City Council. 

HIST-5  Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: Preparation of a CRMMP: Prior to construction, Metro’s 
qualified archaeologist, herein defined as a person who meets the Secretary of Interior’s 
Professional Qualification Standards in Archaeology and experienced in analysis and evaluation 
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of the types of material anticipated to be encountered, shall develop a CRMMP that includes 
the treatment and management for known historical resources, determines thresholds of 
significance for each of the feature types that may be encountered, and the process for treating 
unanticipated discoveries. The CRMMP shall contain a robust research design, a data recovery 
plan, a monitoring plan for sensitive areas, and a plan for the analysis and long-term curation 
of archaeological materials recovered during construction. The CRMMP shall detail the 
discovery protocol if human remains and/or funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony are encountered and shall include a plan for reburial in an appropriate 
location. The CRMMP shall be consistent with the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation and the California OHP’s Archaeological 
Resources Management Reports: Recommended Contents and Format.  

Consulting Tribes under AB 52 for the project shall have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Draft CRMMP. Provisions within the CRMMP may include arrangements with 
tribal representatives, for example, to respectfully reinter tribal resources on site if practicable. 

Caltrans shall have the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft CRMMP.  

The CRMMP shall include, at a minimum, the following: 

• Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place: The CRMMP, per CEQA Guidelines 
15162.4(b)(3), shall attempt to avoid impacts on Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
and preserve in place any areas where significant components of Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H are known to exist, if feasible.  

• Development of a Preconstruction Site-Specific Sensitivity Model: Final design feature 
location and the respective level and depth of ground disturbance shall serve as the 
basis for impacts on known locations of previously recorded archaeological features. 
Comparison of final design feature location with “as-built plans,” especially as they 
relate to US-101 and with historic maps for the area, shall identify specific site features 
buried within the project study area, if any. Further, specific geotechnical boring results 
and past archaeological reports that identify depth of fill shall determine the level of 
sensitivity to encounter archaeological remains for each construction component. A 
three-dimensional model or other relatable graphic depiction shall be created to assist 
Metro with the interpretation of potential archaeological impacts.  

• Phasing of Feature Testing in Advance of Construction, Excavation, and Recovery: The 
CRMMP shall contain very specific methodology regarding testing of known features 
identified through the development of the sensitivity model. Due to the extreme 
constraints posed by the project area location (affecting public transportation through 
closure of roads, etc.), testing shall occur as part of the preconstruction activities. This 
CRMMP shall also contain specific methodology regarding feature evaluation, data 
recovery, and analysis for reporting.  
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• Archaeological Monitoring: The CRMMMPCRMMP shall identify monitoring locations 
and protocols based on the final design and potential impacts. Metro shall retain 
archaeological monitors who will be supervised by a qualified archaeologist who meets 
the Secretary of Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards in Archaeology and 
experienced in analysis and evaluation of the types of material anticipated to be 
encountered. All archaeological monitors shall be trained in the types of materials they 
may encounter. The CRMMP shall rely on an Occupational Safety and Health 
AdministrationOSHA-qualified determinations in regards to the safety of monitoring 
locations and the potential for contaminated soils or other hazards.  

• Native American Monitoring: The CRMMP shall identify Native American monitoring 
locations and protocols based on the final design and potential impacts. Metro shall 
retain Native American monitors, consistent with the requirements detailed in 
Mitigation Measure TCR-1. The CRMMP shall rely on OSHA-qualified determinations 
in regard to the safety of monitoring locations and the potential for contaminated soils 
or other hazards. 

• Worker Environmental Awareness Program Training (WEAP): A qualified archaeologist 
shall be retained to prepare a cultural resource-focused WEAP training that shall be 
given to all ground-disturbing construction personnel to minimize harm to 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H and any previously undiscovered archaeological 
resources. Topics to be included for WEAP training shall be identified in the CRMMP. 
All site workers shall be required to complete WEAP Training, with a focus on cultural 
resources, including education on the consequences of unauthorized collection of 
artifacts, and a review of discovery protocol. WEAP training shall also explain the 
requirements of mitigation measures that must be implemented during 
ground-disturbing construction activities in archaeologically sensitive areas.  

• Archaeological Reporting: All archaeological reports shall meet the requirements set 
forth for reporting in the CRMMP and be submitted to Metro. 

o Evaluation and Data Recovery Reports: Where archaeological evaluation and data 
recovery are required, the results shall be documented in an evaluation and data 
recovery report. This document shall summarize the evaluation efforts and data 
recovery results. For each site or feature that undergoes data recovery, the report 
shall be prepared in accordance with the guidelines established by the Secretary of 
the Interior’s Standards for Archaeological Documentation and the OHP’s 
Archaeological Resource Management Reports: Recommended Contents and 
Format. 

o Archaeological Monitoring Report: Metro’s qualified archaeologist shall prepare a 
yearly written report detailing monitoring activities performed at Archaeological 
Site CA-LAN-1575/H and at any other previously undiscovered archaeological site. 
A final monitoring report shall be written by Metro’s qualified archaeologist upon 
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completion of grading and excavation activities within cultural bearing soils. The 
yearly report shall include the results of the fieldwork for the time period and all 
appropriate laboratory and analytical studies that were performed in conjunction 
with excavations.  

• Curation of Archaeological Collections: Archaeological collections are comprised of 
several components, including but not limited to artifacts, environmental and dating 
samples, field documentation, laboratory documentation, photographic records, 
related historical documents, and reports. All artifacts, notes, photographs, and other 
materials recovered during the monitoring program related to Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H, and any historical resource encountered during construction shall be 
curated or reburied by Metro, following the specific guidelines presented in the 
CRMMP. 

HIST-6 Development of a Public Participation or Outreach Plan for P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H): Prior to construction, Metro shall develop a public outreach and educational 
plan that includes continued consultation and input from Native American Tribes consulting 
under AB 52; cultural resource professionals, including, but not limited to, qualified 
archaeologists, historians, and/or architectural historians; and other potential stakeholders, 
such as local historic societies. The plan may include visual/educational exhibits or murals 
within LAUS, the development of an educational telephone application, or other published or 
digital educational material that may be used to inform the public regarding the significance of 
Historic Chinatown or earlier use and sacredness of the area as it relates to Native Americans.  

AES-1  Aesthetic Treatments (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) 

Paleontological Resources 

The following mitigation measures are proposed to avoid, minimize, and/or reduce significant impacts 
related to paleontological resources.  

PAL-1 Prepare a Paleontological Mitigation Plan (PMP): It is anticipated that Quaternary older 
alluvium or Puente Formation, which have a high sensitivity level, would be impacted during 
construction. A PMP shall be prepared by Metro’s qualified Paleontologist using final 
excavation plans to determine where these geologic units would be impacted, and Metro shall 
implement the PMP prior to the start of any ground-disturbing construction activities. The PMP 
shall include site-specific impact mitigation recommendations and specific procedures for 
construction monitoring and fossil discovery.  

The PMP shall include a requirement for full-time paleontological monitoring if excavations 
would occur within native Quaternary older alluvium and/or Puente Formation, with the 
exception of pile-driving activities. While pile-driving activities for foundation construction may 
impact paleontologically sensitive sediments due to the need for foundations to be within firm 
strata, this activity is not conducive to paleontological monitoring, as fossils would be 
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destroyed by the construction process. Monitoring is not recommended for excavations that 
only impact artificial fill and Quaternary alluvium.  

The PMP shall detail a discovery protocol in the event potentially significant paleontological 
resources are encountered during construction. For example, the contractor shall halt surface 
disturbing activities in the immediate area (within a 25-foot radius of the discovery), and a 
qualified paleontologist shall make an immediate evaluation of the significance and 
appropriate treatment of the encountered paleontological resources in accordance with the 
PMP. If necessary, appropriate salvage measures and mitigation measures shall be developed 
in conformance with state guidelines and best practices. Construction activities may continue 
on other areas of the project site while evaluation and treatment of the discovered 
paleontological resources take place. Work may not resume in the discovery area until it has 
been authorized by a qualified paleontologist.  

PAL-2 WEAP Training: Metro’s qualified paleontologist shall prepare a paleontological 
resource-focused WEAP training that shall be given to all ground-disturbing construction 
personnel. All site workers shall be required to complete WEAP training with a focus on 
paleontological resources, including a review of what to do in the case of an unanticipated 
fossil discovery, as identified in the PMP.  

PAL-3 Curation: Significant fossils recovered during construction shall be curated by Metro in 
perpetuity at an accredited repository, such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County. These fossils shall be prepared, identified, and catalogued for curation (but not 
prepared for a level of exhibition of any salvaged specimens) by Metro’s qualified 
paleontologist. This includes removal of all or most of the enclosing sediment to reduce the 
specimen volume, increase surface area for the application of consolidants or preservatives, 
provide repairs and stabilization of fragile or damaged areas on a specimen, and allow 
identification of the fossils. All field notes, photographs, stratigraphic sections, and other data 
associated with the recovery of the specimens shall be deposited with the institution receiving 
the specimens.  

Human Remains 

The following mitigation measure are proposed to avoid, minimize, or reduce significant impacts related 
to human remains.  

HR-1 Human Remains: In the event that any human remains or related resources are discovered 
during construction, such resources shall be treated in accordance with applicable state and 
local regulations and guidelines for disclosure, recovery, relocation, and preservation, as 
appropriate. All construction affecting the discovery site shall immediately cease until the 
County Coroner is contacted (within 24 hours of the discovery of potential human remains, as 
required by CEQA Guidelines, Section 15064.5[e]), and the human remains are evaluated by 
the County Coroner for the nature of the remains and cause of death. The County Coroner 
must determine within 2 working days of being notified if the remains are subject to their 
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authority. PRC Section 5097.98 requires that the immediate vicinity where the discovery 
occurred be subject to no further disturbances and be adequately protected according to 
generally accepted cultural and archaeological standards, and that further activities take into 
account the possibility of multiple burials. If the remains are determined to be of Native 
American origin, the coroner shall contact the NAHC by phone within 24 hours, and the NAHC 
shall be asked to determine the most likely descendants who are to be notified or, if the remains 
are unidentifiable, to establish the procedures for burial within 48 hours of notification. All 
parties involved shall ensure that any such remains are treated in a respectful manner and that 
all applicable local, state, and federal laws are followed. This discovery protocol shall be 
included in the CRMMP.  

Tribal Cultural Resources 

The following mitigation measure are proposed to avoid, minimize, or reduce significant impacts related 
to TCRs.  

TCR-1 Native American Monitoring: To ensure TCRs are treated with culturally appropriate dignity, 
Metro shall retain a Native American monitor to be present at all phases of work with the 
potential to impact Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. A Native American monitor shall also 
be present at all phases of work with the potential to impact other previously undiscovered 
archaeological resources related to ethnohistoric or prehistoric archaeological deposits. The 
Native American monitor shall be selected from a tribal group with ancestral ties to this 
location, to be present alongside the archaeological monitor. The CRMMP shall guide Native 
American monitoring and shall include details on the potential discovery of previously 
undiscovered ethnographic and prehistoric archaeological deposits, human remains, and other 
sensitive resources.  

 CEQA Significance Conclusions  

A summary of the level of significance after implementation of mitigation is as follows: 

• For LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing, Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through 
HIST-1d are proposed; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

• For William Mead Homes, Mitigation Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and 
HIST-2 would reduce significant impacts to a level less than significant. 

• For the Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building, Mitigation Measure HIST-3 is 
proposed; however, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

• For the North Main Street Bridge, Mitigation Measure HIST-4 would reduce significant impacts to 
a level less than significant.  

• For Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and 
HIST-6 would reduce significant impacts to a level less than significant. 

.3.12.7 
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• For human remains, Mitigation Measure HR-1 would reduce significant impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

• For TCR, implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6, as well as TCR-1, would 
reduce significant impacts to a level less than significant.  

• For paleontological resources, implementation of Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 would 
reduce significant impacts to a level less than significant. 

  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.12 Cultural Resources 

 

 

 3.12-86 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK) 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
3.13 Public Services 

 

 

 3.13-1 

3.13 Public Services 

3.13.1 Introduction 

This section provides an evaluation of the Draft EIR project in relation to public services within the project 
study area. Information contained in this section is summarized from the Link US Community Impact 
Assessment prepared for the project (Appendix D of this EIR) in combination with published sources.  

3.13.2 Regulatory Framework 

Table 3.13-1 identifies and summarizes applicable laws, regulations, and plans relative to public services.  

Table 3.13-1. Applicable Laws, Regulations, and Plans for Public Services  

Law, Regulation, or Plan Description 

Local 

City of Los Angeles General Plan 
Framework Element 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Framework Element acknowledges that 
infrastructure improvements will be required to support the needs of the City’s 
growth and, at the same time, to replace existing facilities that have deteriorated 
due to age or have become obsolete. The Framework Element states that the 
costs for such improvements will be shared by new development and existing 
residents and businesses. The share of these costs by new development will be in 
proportion to the demands that it generates. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Open 
Space Element 

The City of Los Angeles General Plan Open Space Element identifies designated 
existing open space land in public and private ownership as well as areas 
designated for future open space use. The plan includes goals, objectives, 
policies, and programs regarding the regulation and use of open spaces. 

City of Los Angeles General Plan Service 
Systems Element 

According to the City’s Public Recreation Plan, which is part of the Service 
Systems Element of the General Plan, provides standard ratios for parks to 
population, including 2 acres per 1,000 residents for neighborhood parks and 
2 acres per 1,000 residents for community parks, or 4 acres per 1,000 residents of 
combined neighborhood and community parks, and a minimum 6 acres of 
regional recreational facilities for every 1,000 persons for long-range needs; a 
minimum of one acre of neighborhood and community parks for every 
1,000 persons to meet short- and intermediate-range standards and the overall 
provision of 1 acre of land per 1,000 persons for total recreational facilities. 

Source: Appendix D of this EIR 
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3.13.3 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 

Potential impacts on public services were evaluated by conducting an inventory of facilities located within 
or adjacent to the project study area, comparing existing facilities and service capacity against the 
project’s contribution to anticipated future demand increases, and determining which facilities are most 
likely to be impacted due to their distance to the construction area and ongoing operations. 

Parks and other public facilities were identified through review of available mapping, previous studies, 
and the City’s General Plan. The analysis includes an evaluation of potential physical deterioration of 
existing facilities and the need for new facilities.  

3.13.4 Existing Conditions 

Parks 

The City’s parks system includes more than 16,000 acres of parkland, offering recreational, social, and 
cultural programs at 444 park sites in the City’s neighborhoods. There are no parks or recreational 
facilities open to the public in the project study area. As depicted on Figure 3.13-1 and summarized in 
Table 3.13-2, several parks and recreational facilities are within a 0.5-mile buffer of the project study area.  

Table 3.13-2. Parks and Recreational Facilities within 0.5 mile of Project Study Area 

Park/Recreational 
Facility Name  Park/Recreational Facility Description 

City Hall Park Center City Hall Park Center is located at 200 Main Street in Los Angeles, approximately 0.31 mile west 
of the project study area. The park is approximately 1.65 acres, and is owned and operated by the 
City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The park is accessible from Main Street, 
First Street, and Spring Street. 

Grand Park Grand Park is located at 200 Grand Avenue in Los Angeles, approximately 0.32 mile west of the 
project study area. The park is approximately 8 acres and is owned by Los Angeles County. The 
Los Angeles Music Center has a contract to operate Grand Park until mid-2017. The park is 
accessible from Grand Avenue and Hill Street. 

Fort Moore Pioneer 
Memorial Park 

Fort Moore Pioneer Memorial Park is located at 430 Hill Street in Los Angeles, approximately 
0.25 mile west of the project study area. The park is approximately 1 acre, and is owned and 
operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The park is adjacent to 
the Ramon C. Corines School of Visual Arts. The park is accessible by foot from Hill Street. 

Los Angeles Plaza Park Los Angeles Plaza Park, also known as Father Serra Park, is located at 125 Paseo De La Plaza in 
Los Angeles, approximately 50 feet west of the project study area. The park is approximately 1 
acre and is owned and operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. 
The park is accessible from Los Angeles Street or Main Street. 

Ord and Yale Street 
Park 

Ord and Yale Street Park, also called the Alpine Recreation Center Expansion project or Vertical 
Park project, is an approximately 1 acre future planned park, approximately 0.27 mile west of the 
project study area. The future planned park site is owned by the City of Los Angeles Department 
of Recreation and Parks. The park is anticipated to be accessible from Cleveland Street. 
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Table 3.13-2. Parks and Recreational Facilities within 0.5 mile of Project Study Area 

Park/Recreational 
Facility Name  Park/Recreational Facility Description 

Alpine Recreation 
Center 

Alpine recreation center is located at 817 Yale Street in Los Angeles, approximately 0.40 mile 
northwest of the project study area. The recreation center is owned and operated by the City of 
Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The recreation center is accessible from 
Cleveland Street. 

Elysian Park Elysian Park is located at 835 Academy Road in Los Angeles, approximately 0.38 mile north of the 
project study area. The park is the second largest park in Los Angeles at 600 acres and is owned 
and operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The park is 
accessible from Solano Canyon Drive. 

Los Angeles State 
Historic Park 

Los Angeles State Historic Park is located at 1245 Spring Street in Los Angeles, approximately 
0.22 mile northwest of the project study area. The park is approximately 32 acres and is owned 
and operated by the California Department of Parks and Recreation. The park is accessible from 
Spring Street. 

Downey Recreation 
Center 

Downey Recreation Center is located at 1772 Spring Street in Los Angeles, approximately 0.17 
mile northeast of the project study area. The recreation center is approximately 9 acres and is 
owned and operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The 
recreation center is accessible from Avenue 18. 

LA River Bicycle Path The LA River Bicycle Path is a Class I bicycle and pedestrian path (completely separated from 
vehicle traffic) that runs along the concrete banks of the Los Angeles River. The section of the 
bicycle path along the eastern boundary of the project study area has not yet been constructed. 
The LA River Bicycle Path is owned and operated by the Los Angeles River Authority, which 
includes the City of Los Angeles, the County of Los Angeles, and the USACE. The bicycle path is 
accessible from any adjacent street located east of the Los Angeles River. 

Aliso Triangle Aliso Triangle, a small pocket park, is located at the intersection of Progress Place and Pleasant 
Avenue, approximately 0.10 mile east of the project study area. The park is approximately 0.2 acre 
and is owned and operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The 
park is accessible from Progress Place and Pleasant Avenue. 

Pecan Recreation 
Center 

Pecan Recreation Center is located at 127 Pecan Street in Los Angeles, approximately 0.42 mile 
east of the project study area. The recreation center is approximately 2 acres and is owned and 
operated by the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. The recreation center is 
accessible from Gless Street. 

William Mead Homes William Mead Homes is located at 1300 Cardinal Street in the northern portion of the project 
study area. The site is accessible from Main Street, Leroy Street, Elmyra Street, and Bolero Lane. 
William Mead Homes is public housing complex aimed at providing affordable housing for low 
income residents. The housing complex includes several communal recreational facilities on-site 
including a handball/racquetball facility and a baseball field. The facilities are closed to the 
general public and only accessible to William Mead Homes residents.  

Source: Appendix D of this EIR 

Notes: 
USACE=United States Army Corps of Engineers 
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Figure 3.13-1. Parks and Public Services within 0.5 mile of Project Study Area 
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Schools 

As depicted on Figure 3.13-1, there is one public school (Ann Street Elementary School) located within 
the project study area and one public school (Felicitas and Gonzalo Mendez Senior High School), located 
within 0.25 mile of the project study area. Ann Street Elementary School (located at 126 East Bloom 
Street, Los Angeles, California 90012) is adjacent to William Mead Homes and serves fourth through 
sixth grade students. This facility is managed by the Los Angeles Unified School District. Felicitas and 
Gonzalo Mendez Senior High School (located at 1200 Plaza Del Sol, Los Angeles, California 90033) is 
located 0.16 mile west of the minor track improvements near First Street and serves 9th through 
12th grade students. The facility is managed by the Los Angeles Unified School District.  

Law Enforcement 

Law enforcement services in the project study area are provided by the City of Los Angeles Police 
Department, Amtrak Police, and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. As depicted on 
Figure 3.13-1, a Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department office is located in the project study area to the 
east of LAUS; however, there are no police stations in the project study area. Los Angeles County Sheriff's 
Department provides general law enforcement services to Metro, along with 40 contract cities, 
90 unincorporated communities, 216 facilities/hospitals/clinics, 9 community colleges, and 47 Superior 
Courts of California in Los Angeles County (Appendix D of this EIR). The nearest police station is the 
Central Community Police Station at 251 Sixth Street, approximately 0.5 mile west of the project study 
area. However, officers routinely patrol LAUS and the terminal areas and additional security is provided 
by surveillance cameras at platforms and throughout LAUS which are monitored by security personnel. In 
addition, conductors aboard both regional/intercity trains act as security personnel for confirmation of 
paid tickets and removal of non-ticketed passengers. 

As of July 1, 2017, Metro amended its law enforcement structure to include a multi-agency policing model 
inclusive of Metro’s Transit Security Guards and contract security personnel. Metro’s law enforcement 
model includes the Los Angeles Police Department, Los Angeles County Sheriff’s Department and Long 
Beach Police Department. This multiagency approach would allow for higher visibility, enhanced 
response time, improved customer experience, and deployment of specifically trained officers to engage 
patrons with mental illness and/or homelessness. 

Fire Protection 

Fire protection services in the project study area are provided by the City of Los Angeles Fire Department 
(LAFD). As depicted on Figure 3.13-1, there is one fire station, LAFD Fire Station 4, located in the project 
study area at 450 Temple Street in the Little Tokyo/Olvera Street/Chinatown community.  

From January to June 2016, the average LAFD response times were 1 minute, 2 seconds for average call 
processing; 1 minute, 5 seconds for average turnout time (i.e., the time from station-acknowledged 
notification of the emergency until the time the response apparatus leaves the station); and 4 minutes, 
17 seconds for average travel time for incidents involving emergency medical services; and 4 minutes, 
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15 seconds average travel time for non-emergency medical services incidents (Appendix D of this EIR). 
The National Fire Protection Association has established national performance standards for response 
times, which is 1 minute, 20 seconds for turn out and 4 minutes for travel time (Appendix D of this EIR). 

3.13.5 Environmental Impacts 

Thresholds of Significance 

As defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, project impacts on public services would be 
considered significant if the project would: 

A. Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or physically 
altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered governmental facilities, the 
construction of which could cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain 
acceptable service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

iii. Schools 

iv. Parks 

v. Other Public Facilities 

Thresholds Requiring No Further Analysis 

The following thresholds were determined to result in no significant impact or are otherwise inapplicable 
to the actions associated with the project.  

A. Provision of or Need for New or Physically Altered Governmental Facilities  
iii. Schools – The project does not include residential development, and therefore, the 

project would not increase the population of the project study area. As no residential 
units are proposed, there would not be an increase in the number of school-age children 
in the area, and thus, no new demand for educational services would be generated. The 
schools located in the vicinity of the project study area would not be physically impacted 
or altered in a way that would cause relocation or need for new facilities. No impact is 
identified for this issue area.  

iv. Parks – As depicted on Figure 3.13-1, there are no parks or recreational facilities open to 
the public in the project study area. The parks or recreational facilities located outside of 
the project study area are not readily accessible from LAUS. It is not expected that parks 
or recreational facilities would be overburdened or subject to increased use that would 
accelerate physical deterioration of park facilities. The proposed project would not 
substantially induce population growth in the project study area and thereby would not 
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significantly increase the need for parks. Furthermore, no direct physical impacts on 
parks would occur from implementation of the project. No impact associated with the 
provision of new or physically altered parks would occur.  

The recreational facilities located within the William Mead Homes development are 
closed to the general public and only accessible to William Mead Homes residents. 
Therefore, the proposed project would not increase the demand at these facilities, 
necessitating the need for new or physically altered recreational facilities.  

v. Other Public Facilities – The project does not include housing and would not generate 
population growth that would affect other public facilities such as libraries. Operation of 
the project is not expected to substantially affect access to the public facilities, or disrupt 
the basic functions of the facilities in the project vicinity. No impact is identified for this 
issue area.  

Impact Analysis 

THRESHOLD 
3.13-A 

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or 
physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response times, 
or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Fire Protection and Law Enforcement 

One fire station, LAFD Fire Station 4, is located in the project study area at 450 Temple Street in the Little 
Tokyo/Olvera Street/Chinatown community. Depending on the nature of the response, fire response may 
come from this location or from two to four of the surrounding fire stations. Increased traffic congestion 
caused by construction vehicles and access disruptions, such as road closures or road construction, 
could affect emergency response times; however, these disruptions are expected to be temporary and 
intermittent. Similar impacts on law enforcement services could also occur with implementation of the 
project, thereby further affecting response times. The potential for an impact would occur during 
construction of the interim and full build-out conditions, primarily related to construction of the 
run-through track infrastructure south of US-101 and reconstruction of existing Vignes Street and Cesar 
Chavez Avenue Bridges. In the full build-out with HSR condition, there would be less potential for 
impacts on emergency response times because roadway construction would be complete prior to 
implementation of the planned HSR system. Therefore, this is considered a significant impact. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (discussed in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to reduce impacts to a 
level less than significant.  
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Direct Impacts – Operations 

Fire Protection and Law Enforcement  

The project is located in a portion of the city with higher than average LAFD service coverage and fire flow 
levels are more than adequate. The project engineering team is coordinating with the LAFD to ensure 
fire/life safety issues are adequately addressed as part of the design of the project. The LAFD, LASD, and 
City of Los Angeles Police Department already service the project study area, and because the project is 
not anticipated to cause a substantial demand for fire protection and law enforcement, the project is not 
anticipated to affect service ratios, response times, or other performance objectives throughout 
operation.  

As previously discussed, in 2031 and 2040, minimal project-related increases in delay are expected at 
intersections within the traffic study area. Internal roadway reconfiguration and associated modifications 
to fire lanes and access roads would not significantly affect emergency access, primarily because the West 
Plaza would be accessible to emergency service providers using the existing fire lane network. Emergency 
access would be maintained from Patsaouras Transit Plaza, which would provide emergency and fire lane 
access to the eastern side of the station. Any or all modifications made would be coordinated and 
approved by the Fire Marshal to ensure the safest access is provided for emergency service providers. 
Upon completion of construction, no changes would be made to the identified evacuation routes as 
identified by the City. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

The project would not directly generate population growth or require provision of new public services. 
Any new private development around LAUS would be subject to the City’s General Plan, which sets 
policies and goals for provision of public services such as schools, parks, fire, police, and other public 
facilities. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

3.13.6 Mitigation Measures 

Implementation of the following mitigation measure are proposed to reduce impacts related to public 
services.   

TR-1 Prepare a Construction Traffic Management Plan (described in Section 3.3, Transportation 
and Traffic) 

3.13.7 CEQA Significance Conclusions 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic), 
significant impacts would reduce to a level less than significant.  

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
4.0 Cumulative Impacts 

 

 

 4-1 

4.0 Cumulative Impacts 

This section provides an analysis of cumulative impacts associated with the proposed project, pursuant 
to the requirements of CEQA.  

4.1 Regulatory Framework 
CEQA requires an EIR to include an evaluation of a project’s contribution to cumulative impacts. 
Cumulative impacts are the project’s impacts combined with the impacts of the related past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable future projects. CEQA Guidelines (Section 15355) define a cumulative impact as 
“two or more individual effects which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or 
increase other environmental impacts.” The CEQA Guidelines [Section 15130(a)(1)] further state that “an 
EIR should not discuss impacts which do not result in part from the project.” 

Section 15130(a) of the CEQA Guidelines provides that “[A]n EIR shall discuss cumulative impacts of a 
project when the project’s incremental effect is cumulatively considerable...” Cumulatively considerable, 
as defined in Section 15065(a)(3), “means that the incremental effects of an individual project are 
significant when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of other current 
projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” 

4.2 Methods for Evaluating Cumulative Impacts 
There are several steps involved in analyzing cumulative impacts. The initial steps involve analyzing direct 
and indirect impacts, followed by the application of those results to cumulative impacts. These steps are 
generally outlined below: 

• Establish the geographic scope for the analysis used to analyze project-level and cumulative 
impacts and determine the appropriate scale for analysis, localized and/or regional. 

• Characterize the thresholds of significance that are relevant to the resource issue areas.  

• Identify the impacts associated with the project. If there are no direct or indirect impacts of the 
project on a resource or discipline area, then there cannot be any cumulative impacts. 

• Identify other actions affecting the resource issue areas of concern. This includes consideration of 
past, present, and probable future related projects. 

• Determine the magnitude and significance of cumulative impacts. Significance determinations 
are based on the methodology and thresholds of significance relevant to each resource issue area 
as presented in Sections 3.2 through 3.13.  

• For cumulative impacts that are considered significant, identify the project’s incremental 
contribution and determine if it is cumulatively considerable. 
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• Identify potential mitigation measures for potential cumulative impacts. Potential mitigation 
measures could include measures that would avoid, minimize, or mitigate cumulative impacts as 
well as direct and indirect project-related impacts. 

The CEQA Guidelines identify two basic methods for establishing the cumulative environment in which 
the project is to be considered: the use of a list of past, present, and probable future projects (the “list 
approach”) or the use of adopted projections from a general plan, other regional planning document, or 
certified EIR for such a planning document (the “plan approach”). For this EIR, a combined list and plan 
approach have been used to generate the most reliable future projections possible for assessing potential 
cumulative impacts at both the local and regional scale, and temporally over the duration of project 
construction and future operation. 

The project has several components, including a reconstructed throat and elevated rail yard, new 
above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway, and up to 10 new run-through tracks 
south of LAUS. To facilitate consideration of these proposed improvements and their corresponding 
potential direct and indirect impacts during construction and long-term operation, incremental 
cumulative impacts from other planned and approved projects were analyzed at a localized scale 
corresponding to the applicable geographic extents for each respective resource issue area (Table 4-1). 
The localized cumulative analysis applies the “list approach.” 

The regional cumulative analysis applies a “plan approach” by considering SCAG’s 2016 RTP/SCS 
Program EIR, which identifies the project and several other regional transportation investments that 
would “improve the Metrolink system and the LOSSAN rail corridor, thereby providing immediate, 
near-term benefits to the region while laying the groundwork for future integration with High Speed Rail.” 
These projects could result in cumulative operational impacts throughout the regional transit network. 
This approach is functionally equivalent to the extent that the project is adequately characterized, 
analyzed, and sufficient mitigation measures have been considered, where feasible, to avoid or reduce the 
anticipated significant direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts. Table 4-1 details the scale at which the 
cumulative analysis was conducted for each of the resource issue areas covered in 
Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation. 
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Table 4-1. Cumulative Analysis Area by Environmental Factors 

Resource Topic Cumulative Context 
Localized 
Impacts1 Regional Impacts2 

Land Use and Planning Project study area and SCAG regional 
planning area  

Yes Yes 

Transportation and Traffic Project study area and traffic analysis zones Yes Yes 

Aesthetics Project study area Yes No 

Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change 

SCAB, statewide, and global Yes Yes 

Noise and Vibration Project study area and SCAG regional 
planning area  

Yes Yes 

Biological Resources Biological study area Yes No 

Hydrology and Water Quality Project study area and Los Angeles River 
watershed 

Yes Yes 

Geology and Soils Project study area Yes No 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Project study area and Environmental 
Database Record study area 

Yes No 

Utilities/Service Systems and 
Energy Conservation 

Project study area and SCAG regional 
planning area  

Yes Yes 

Cultural Resources Area of Direct Impact and Area of Indirect 
Impact 

Yes No 

Public Services Project study area Yes No 

Notes: 
1 Localized cumulative impacts would be generally confined to the project study area (and project footprint for each build alternative). 

Cumulative impacts within the project study area would occur during construction and operation of the project. 
2 Regional cumulative impacts would be expressed regionally, beyond the project study area, and distributed throughout the larger SCAG 

region. Cumulative impacts experienced at the regional scale would be associated with future operations.  

SCAB=South Coast Air Basin; SCAG=Southern California Association of Governments 

4.3 Existing Conditions 
The cumulative context includes the geographic area, timeframe, and/or type of projects or planning 
activities that would contribute to the potential cumulative impact. As provided in Table 4-1, each 
environmental topic identifies a relevant geographic area for analysis of cumulative impacts. The 
geographic range considered for the cumulative analysis can vary based on the resource issue area. For 
example, the geographic range over which hydrologic or water quality impacts (e.g., watershed scale) 
occur would not necessarily be the same as the geographic range considered for transportation-related 
impacts (e.g., Traffic Analysis Zones). In instances where the cumulative analysis extends beyond the 
limits of the project study area (e.g., to consider impacts at a watershed scale), this fact is noted. 
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Table 4-2 presents the projects considered as part of the localized cumulative analysis within the project 
study area. State, regional, and local planning documents were reviewed and considered as part of the 
cumulative analysis in this EIR.  

The list of past, present, and probable future projects used for this cumulative analysis is restricted to 
major development, transportation, and infrastructure projects that overlap with the project study area. 
For the purposes of this cumulative analysis, the projects that may have a cumulative impact on 
resources considered in this EIR are referred to as the “cumulative projects.” These projects are identified 
in Table 4-2. The analysis of cumulative environmental impacts associated with the proposed project 
addresses the potential incremental contributions of the project to cumulative environment impacts in 
combination with these related projects. The list of projects in Table 4-2 is not intended to be an 
all-inclusive list of projects, but rather an identification of larger projects approved or planned in the 
Central City portion of Los Angeles that could contribute to cumulative impacts for one or more 
resources.  

At a regional scale, the adopted 2016 RTP/SCS identifies projects that may contribute to cumulative 
impacts throughout the SCAG region and provides a programmatic analysis of the potential 
environmental impacts in 2040. Since the project is identified as a key project in the RTP/SCS (a transit 
priority project), the Program EIR prepared for the RTP/SCS was considered to both characterize and 
analyze cumulative conditions within Los Angeles County and the broader SCAG region for 
2040. Furthermore, the project is a critical component of the SCORE Program, providing capacity 
enhancements to fulfill the program objectives. The project itself does not enable regional/intercity rail 
providers to meet their service goals primarily because other infrastructure improvements on the entire 
system (cumulative projects) are required to meet the forecasted service levels by 2040. In some resource 
issue areas evaluated in Section 3.1 through 3.13, the project-related direct impact analysis already 
addresses potential cumulative impacts (i.e., Traffic, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, and Noise 
and Vibration). 

4.4 Environmental Impacts 
The following section discusses the potential for the project to result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts together with the related projects and regional development (as provided in Table 4-2) for each 
of the resource issue areas evaluated in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation.  
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

1 ESOC ESOC is a planned facility located at 410 Center Street. The ESOC would serve as 
the headquarters for Metro’s emergency coordination, radio dispatch, and 
security operations. In the future, this facility could integrate Metro Rail and Bus 
Operations Centers. The facility would be approximately 100,000 square feet and 
four stories tall. 

410 Center Street 
Los Angeles, California 
90012 

Final design and 
construction, operations 
by 2021 

2 Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El 
Monte Busway Station 
Project 

The Metro Union Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station project 
consists of the construction of a new passenger boarding/alighting platform at 
the southern end of Patsaouras Transit Plaza on the El Monte Busway. The new 
Patsaouras Plaza Busway Station would provide a direct pedestrian connection 
between the El Monte Busway and LAUS. This project is fully funded and is 
currently in construction. 

LAUS Under construction  

3 Bus Maintenance and 
Compressed Natural Gas 
Facility 

The City of Los Angeles has designated 3.6 acres for a LADOT Bus Maintenance 
and Compressed Natural Gas Fueling Facility. It is scheduled to be a linear 
facility with a two-story maintenance garage to the west and an open tandem 
70-space bus parking lot to the east.  

454-462 and 506 
Commercial Street, and 
459-461 and 503-511 East 
Ducommun Street 

Final construction, 
opening late 2018 

4 CHSRA - Burbank to Los 
Angeles and Los Angeles to 
Anaheim Project Sections  

CHSRA is planning for the introduction of the HSR system from San Francisco to 
the Los Angeles basin by 2033. As discussed in Section 2.0, the planned HSR 
system is accommodated in this EIR. The Burbank to Los Angeles project Section 
would extend from LAUS to the north, and the Los Angeles to Anaheim project 
Section would extend from LAUS to the south. 

The cumulative analysis assumes the proposed project could accommodate up 
to four tracks and up to two platforms for the planned HSR system in the full 
build-out condition.  

FRA and CHSRA will conduct a full project-level environmental review for the 
planned HSR system, including the construction and operational environmental 
analysis for the entirety of the planned HSR system, including the associated 
infrastructure accommodated for within the Link US project study area. The Link 
US EIR evaluates the probable future cumulative environmental impacts of the 
planned HSR system’s use of the proposed facilities at LAUS, at a conceptual 
level. 

Various locations within 
Los Angeles County.  

Sometime between 2033 
and 2035 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

5 Metro Division 20 Portal 
Widening and Turnback 
Facility  

To accommodate increased service levels on the Metro Red/Purple Lines, Metro 
is planning critical facility improvements, including a widening of the heavy rail 
tunnel south of US-101 (Portal Widening) and a new turnback facility in the 
Division 20 rail yard. With these improvements, new tracks and switches will 
allow trains to turn around more quickly at LAUS. 

Division 20 rail yard Environmental, 
construction, design 

6 Regional Connector Transit 
Project - Little Tokyo/Arts 
District Station (at First 
Street/Central Avenue) 

Development of the 1.9-mile Metro Regional Connector Transit project, includes 
three new stations including one located on the southeast corner of First Street 
and Central Avenue. 

LAUS, First Street and 
Central Avenue 

Under construction, 
operations in 2021 

7 Los Angeles County Central 
Men’s Jail Expansion 
(subsequently renamed to 
Mental Health Treatment 
Center) 

In 2014, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors voted to approve, in 
concept, the demolition of the existing Los Angeles County Central Men’s Jail 
located at 441 Bauchet Street within the Link US project area, on the western side 
by the Los Angeles River. The existing facility is planned to be replaced with a 
new, two-tower, 4,860-bed jail. 

The Final EIR for the project was approved on June 19, 2018, and the project 
name was revised on February 12, 2019. The new Mental Health Treatment 
Center replaces the existing Men’s Central Jail at the same location on a 17.7-acre 
site owned by the County of Los Angeles. The project includes up to 2.4 million 
square feet of building space, addition of a new parking structure on a vacant site 
north of Vignes Street adjacent to the railroad ROW, and a bridge or tunnel 
pedestrian connection over the railroad ROW between the new parking structure 
and the new Mental Health Treatment Center. 

441 Bauchet Street Planning/Design; 
completion of 
construction in 20262028 

8 Metro Los Angeles River 
Path Project 

The Los Angeles River Master Plan governs the 32-mile stretch of the Los Angeles 
River starting from its origin in Canoga Park to South City of Los Angeles limits 
located at Washington Boulevard. Multiple multimodal connections are 
proposed along Center Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, and Vignes Street. The 
proposed 32-acre Cornfields State Park is located just north of LAUS on Spring 
Street.  

The Los Angeles River Path project will create 26 miles of continuous bicycle path 
between Elysian Valley and just north of Downtown Los Angeles.  

32-mile Los Angeles River. 
Reach 3 parallels the 
project study area.  

Planning Design; 
completion in 2025 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

9 Park 101  Park 101 is a planned project of the City of Los Angeles and seeks to create an 
urban park neighborhood. The project envisions the “capping” of US-101 in 
Downtown Los Angeles.  

LAUS and surrounding 
area near US-101 

Planning/Design 

10 Purple Line Extension 
(Sections 1, 2, and 3) 

The Purple Line Extension (Sections 1, 2, and 3) will extend the Metro Purple Line 
by approximately 9 miles from its current terminus at the Wilshire/Western 
Station.  

Beginning at the current 
Wilshire/Western Station 
and will end at 
Westwood/VA Hospital 

Section 1 planned 
revenue service - 2023. 

Section 2 planned 
revenue service - 2026.  

Section 3 planned 
revenue service - 2026. 

11 WSAB Transit Corridor  The WSAB Line is a 20-mile light rail transit system that would connect southeast 
Los Angeles County to Downtown Los Angeles. LAUS could serve as a terminal 
platform location for the WSAB Line project.  

20 miles from the City of 
Artesia 

Construction: Post-2022 

Operations: 

Southern segment 
(Artesia to 
Paramount) - 2028 and 

Northern segment (to 
LAUS) - 2041 

12 Connect US Action Plan and 
Eastside Access 
Improvements (formerly Los 
Angeles Union Station and 
First/Central Linkages Study) 

The Connect US Action Plan is centered on a community-driven process to 
identify implementable public improvements that can create connections and 
pathways between and through downtown neighborhoods. The Plan provides a 
community-prioritized list of improvement projects to strengthen bicycle and 
pedestrian (active transportation) connectivity between communities, 
destinations, and public transit. 

Center Street and 
Commercial Street 

Planning/Design 

13 Vibiana Lofts Mixed Use The project includes the construction of 237 apartments above 4,000 square feet 
of ground-floor commercial space. 

222 Main Street Construction complete 

14 Fifth and Olive The project includes the construction of 600 condominium units and 13,872 
square feet of restaurant use. 

427 Fifth Street February 2019 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

15 Mixed Use The project includes the construction of 247 condominium units and 10,675 
square feet for retail use. 

745 Spring Street Planning/Design 

16 Eighth/Hope/Grand project The project includes the construction of 225 condominium units, 200 hotel 
rooms, 30,000 square feet for retail use, and 320,000 square feet for restaurant 
use. 

609 Eighth Street Planning/Design  

17 Kawada Tower The project includes the construction of 330 condominium units and 12,000 
square feet for retail use. 

250 Hill Street Planning/Design  

18 Barlow Hospital 
Replacement and Master 
Plan 

The project includes construction of a replacement hospital, administration and 
support facility, and skilled nursing facility on a portion of the project site. The 
surrounding communities will also be redeveloped to augment and help fund the 
replacement hospital. The project will also include construction of 800 
condominium units, 15,000 square feet for retail use, and will add 56 hospital 
beds. 

2000 Stadium Way Planning/Design  

19 Wilshire Grand Project The project includes the construction of a mixed use tower, including 900 hotel 
rooms, 415,000 square feet for retail use, and 400,000 square feet for office use. 

900 Wilshire Boulevard Operational 

20 Grand Avenue The project includes the construction of a mixed used facility, including 412 
apartment units, 1,648 condominium units, 449,000 square feet for retail use, 
and 681,000 square feet for office use. 

237 Grand Avenue Under construction 

21 Los Angeles Civic Center 
Office 

The project includes the construction of 35,000 square feet for retail use, 712,500 
square feet for office use, and 2,500 square feet for other uses. 

150 Los Angeles Street Planning/Design  

22 Topaz Apartments The project includes construction of 160 apartment units, 18,000 square feet for 
retail use, 3,500 square feet for restaurant use, and 3,500 square feet for other 
uses. 

534 Main Street Operational 

23 Level Building The project includes the construction of 303 condominium units, 1,500 square 
feet for retail use, and 9,680 square feet for restaurant use. 

840 Olive Street Operational 

24 Camden Arts Mixed Use The project includes the construction of 240 apartments, 7,165 square feet for 1525 Industrial Street Planning/Design  
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

retail use, and 4,110 square feet for restaurant use. 

25 Perla on Broadway The project includes construction of 450 apartment units, 7,500 square feet for 
retail use, and 5,000 square feet for restaurant use. 

400 Broadway Under construction 

26 Mixed Use The project includes construction of 331 apartment units and 10,000 square feet 
for restaurant use.  

801 Olive Street Operational 

27 Mixed Use The project includes the construction of 589 apartment units for 1,178 residents 
and 4,500 square feet for retail use. 

820 Olive Street Operational 

28 Mixed Use The project includes the construction of 247 residential units and 8,000 square 
feet for retail use. 

700 Cesar Chavez Avenue Planning/Design  

29 Fourth and Traction The project includes the construction of 25,000 square feet for retail use, 20,000 
square feet for restaurant use, and 78,600 square feet for office use, 
accommodating 404 employees. 

963 Fourth Street Operational 

30 La Plaza Cultural Village 
Project 

The project includes construction of 345 apartment units, 44,000 square feet for 
retail use, and 11,000 square feet for restaurant use. 

527 Spring Street Forecast completion 2019 

31 Equity Residential Mixed Use 
Project 

The project includes construction of 428 apartment units and 6,700 square feet 
for restaurant use.  

340 Hill Street Construction prep 

32 520 Mateo The project includes construction of 350 apartment units, 14,000 square feet for 
retail use, and 14,000 square feet for restaurant use. 

520 Mateo Street Construction prep 

33 Sapphire Mixed Use The project includes construction of 362 apartment units, 18,959 square feet for 
retail use, 4,980 square feet for restaurant use, and 1,866 square feet for other 
uses. Case # ENV-2015-3033-EIR. 

1111 Sixth Street includes 
1324-1342 Fifth Street, 
1101-1135 Sixth Street, 
and 517-521 Bixel Street  

Planning/Design  

34 Eighth and Spring Towers The project includes construction of approximately 362 apartment units and 
7,200 square feet for other uses. 

732 Spring Street Completed 

35 Alexan South Broadway The project includes construction of 300 apartment units, 3,500 square feet for 850 Hill Street Preconstruction 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
4.0 Cumulative Impacts 

 

 

 4-10 

Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

retail use, and 3,500 square feet for restaurant use.  

36 Medallion Phase 2 The project includes construction of 471 apartment units, 5,190 square feet for 
retail use, and 27,780 for restaurant use. 

300 Main Street Planning/Design 

37 Embassy Tower The project includes construction of 420 condominium units and 38,500 square 
feet for retail use.  

848 Grand Avenue Planning/Design 

38 Amacon Project The project includes construction of 208 apartments and 5,029 condominiums. 1133 Hope Street Construction 

39 Fifth and Olive (Formerly 
Park Fifth) 

The project includes construction of 615 apartment units and 16,309 square feet 
for restaurant use. 

437 Hill Street Construction 

40 Stanford Regency Project The project includes up to 181,620 square feet of retail.  810 Pico Street Planning/Design 

41 Bixel and Lucas The project includes construction of 648 apartment units and 39,996 square feet 
for retail use. 

1102 Sixth Street Under construction  

42 G12 Mixed-use The project includes construction of 640 apartment units and 45,000 square feet 
for retail use. 

1200 Grand Avenue Operational 

43 The City Market (mixed-use) The project includes construction of 877 apartment units, 68 condominium 
units, 224,862 square feet for retail use, and 294,641 square feet for office use. 

1057 San Pedro Street Project is expected to be 
built out over a 25-year 
period (through 2040) 

44 1001 Olive Street Project The project includes construction of 225 apartment units and 5,000 square feet 
for other uses. 

1001 Olive Street Completed 

45 950 Third Street The project includes construction of 635 apartment units and 30,062 square feet 
for retail use. 

950 Third Street Phase 1 complete 

46 Hill Street Mixed-Use The project includes construction of 239 apartment units and 5,400 square feet 
for retail use. 

920 Hill Street Preconstruction 

47 Broadway Mixed-use The project includes construction of 201 apartment units and 6,000 square feet 
for retail use.  

955 Broadway Preconstruction 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

48 Flower (1212) Mixed-use The project includes construction of 2 towers with 730 condominium units, 
10,500 square feet for retail use, and 70,465 square feet for office use. 

1212 Flower Street Opening in 2019 
(tentative) 

49 Olympic and Olive 
Mixed-use Project 

The project includes construction of 263 apartment units and 14,500 square feet 
for office use. 

1001-1027 Olive Street Operational 

50 Mixed-use Project (Herald 
Examiner) 

The project includes construction of 391 apartment units, 49,000 square feet for 
retail use, and 39,725 square feet for office use. 

1111 Broadway Operational 

51 DTLA South Park Site 1 The project includes construction of 666 apartment units and 20,690 square feet 
for other uses. 

1120 Grand Avenue 
(includes 1114-1154 
Grand Avenue, 309-321 
12th Street) 

Operational 

52 DTLA South Park Site 4 The project includes construction of 362 apartment units and 4,000 square feet 
for retail use.  

1230 Olive Street Operational 

53 Mixed-use The project includes construction of 40,000 square feet for retail use and 243,000 
square feet for office use. 

2030-2060 Seventh Street  Under construction 

54 Bixel Tower The project includes construction of 425 apartment units, 126 hotel rooms, and 
4,874 square feet for retail use. 

675 Bixel Street/ 
1111 Seventh Street 

Under construction 

55 LUXE Hotel Mixed-use 
Project 

The project includes construction of 650 condominium units, 300 hotel rooms, 
40,000 square feet for retail use, and 40,000 square feet for restaurant use. 

1020 Figueroa Street 
(includes 716-730 Olympic 
Boulevard,  
1016-1060 Figueroa Street, 
607-613 11th Street, and  
1041-1061 Flower Street) 

Opening for Phase 1 in 
2020. Opening for Phase 
2 in 2023. 

56 Apex II Mixed-use The project includes construction of 629 condominium units and 27,000 square 
feet for retail uses.  

900 Figueroa Street 
(includes  
901 Flower Street, 
700 Ninth Street) 

Opening post-2020 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

57 Metrolink 2015-2035 
Strategic Plan Operations 

The Metrolink Strategic Plan serves as an operations and service blueprint with 
goals and recommendations for additional train movements in the region. 

All Metrolink Routes Operations in 2035 

58 Los Angeles State Historic 
Park Upgrade 

Renovation of a 34-acre park. 1245 Spring Street Completed 

59 Sixth Street Viaduct Replacement of 3,500-foot-long viaduct. Sixth Street (at Los 
Angeles River Bridge) 

Under construction; open 
in 2020 

60 Metro Cesar Chavez Bus 
Stops Improvements 

Improvements include transit and bicycle amenities improvements at five or six 
locations to help improve the ridership experience and strengthen connections to 
other modes of transit throughout the area.  

Cesar Chavez Avenue 
between Alameda Street 
and Vignes Street  

Under construction, 
anticipated completion 
date late 2019 

61 LAUS Forecourt and 
Esplanade Project 

Project is located in front of LAUS and on adjacent streets. The proposed 
improvements create a useable civic plaza, and provide enhanced pedestrian and 
bicycle connections via the following:  

• New curb-side drop-off zone(s) on the east side of Alameda Street, 
replacing one northbound vehicle travel lane;  

• On the west side of Alameda Street, wider sidewalks in place of one 
southbound vehicle lane; 

• Closure of the northern lane of Los Angeles Street between Alameda 
Street and El Pueblo crosswalk;  

• Reconfigured driveway into LAUS, including a consolidated, expanded 
crosswalk between LAUS and El Pueblo Historic Cultural Monument;  

• Restricted left-hand turns from Los Angeles Street onto Alameda Street;  

• Two-way bicycle path within the extended El Pueblo Plaza 

LAUS Construction to begin in 
2020 
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Table 4-2. Link US Cumulative Projects 

Project Title Project Description Location Stage/Schedule 

62 College Station Development of a mixed-use transit-oriented development containing 770 
residential apartment units and commercial space on a 4.92-acre parcel. 
Residential square footage would total approximately 590,849 square feet and 
commercial square footage, which could include a market, restaurants, and retail 
space, would total approximately 51,390 square feet, for a total of approximately 
642,239 square feet.  

129 College Street Opening date anticipated 
in 2023 

Notes: 
CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; DTLA=Downtown Los Angeles; EIR=environmental impact report; ESOC=Emergency and Security Operations Center; FRA=Federal Railroad 
Administration; HSR=High-Speed Rail; LADOT=City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; Link US=Link Union Station; Metro=Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority; ROW=right-of-way; VA=Veterans Administration; WSAB=West Santa Ana Branch 
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4.4.1 Land Use and Planning 

Division of Established Communities  

The proposed project would not result in the division of an established community; therefore, it would 
not contribute to cumulative impacts relating to the division of established communities. 

Conflict with Applicable Land Use Plan, Policy, or Regulation  

As discussed in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning, the proposed project conflicts with plans that 
promote neighborhood sustainability, connectivity, and non-motorized connections from LAUS to the 
Los Angeles River. Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is 
proposed to improve connectivity between neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and 
walking in the project study area. Mitigation Measure LU-1 would reduce impacts associated with 
conflicts with existing plans to a level less than significant. 

It is unlikely that the proposed project and other cumulative projects would result in significant 
cumulative impacts related to conflicts with applicable land use plans, policies, or regulations. Any other 
related project would be required to comply with the same regional and local land use plans and policies 
as the proposed project, thereby ensuring consistency with those land use regulations. Therefore, impacts 
would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.4.2 Transportation and Traffic 

For the purpose of the traffic analysis prepared for the proposed project, the 2016 SCAG RTP/SCS model 
was used as the basis for ambient traffic growth in Downtown Los Angeles per the MOU approved by 
LADOT. The City of Los Angeles sub-area model is built upon the latest version of the SCAG 
2016 RTP/SCS regional traffic model. The model includes all traffic analysis zones in the City of Los 
Angeles. The City of Los Angeles provided a cumulative project list comprised of projects within a 3-mile 
radius of the project that are approved or in the process of approval for use in the traffic analysis 
prepared for the proposed project. 

The following steps were taken to develop the 2031 and 2040 traffic forecasts using the SCAG model 
data: 

1. The list of cumulative projects was compared against the land use assumptions in the SCAG 
model. 

2. It was determined that the majority of the cumulative projects were in the SCAG model land use 
assumptions. 
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3. Based on projected growth in the study area, and direction from LADOT1, a 0.2 percent per year 
growth rate was applied to the existing conditions traffic volume to generate ambient traffic 
growth and to estimate AM and PM peak hour trips for 2040 (cumulative year). 

4. Three specific projects that required trip generation estimates were identified and added to the 
cumulative traffic forecasts for 2031 and 2040. 

The trip generation rates and estimates for the three specific projects are included in Table 4-3.  

Table 4-3. Cumulative Projects Trip Generation Estimates 

Cumulative 
Projecta Location Description 

Estimated Trip Generation 

Daily 
Vehicular Trips 

AM Peak Hour 
Trips 

PM Peak Hour 
Trips 

In Out Total In Out Total 

7 
441 Bauchet 
Street 

Los Angeles County 
Men's Central Jail 

— 64 75 139 69 208 277 

66 
129 College 
Street 

College Station 
— 169 290 459 307 201 508 

4 
800 Alameda 
Street 

High-Speed Railb 32% of 40,960 = 
13,107 

1,305 870 2,175 870 1,305 2,175 

Source: Appendix E of this EIR 

Notes: 
a Refer to Table 4-2 for a description of these projects. 
b Trip generation from the planned HSR system is based on data shared by the CHSRA. 

Traffic Delay during Construction (2031) 

Construction of the proposed project would require temporary roadway closures and possible detours, 
which would disrupt the flow of traffic, thereby temporarily reducing LOS and volume to capacity (V/C) at 
roadway intersections. In addition, construction detours and closures could temporarily disrupt bus stops 
and routes, thereby impacting bus schedules. Construction activities could also result in temporary 
detours or blockages to bicycle routes and pedestrian walkways. For example, the local street 
reconstruction south of US-101 would require the full closure of existing Commercial Street, between 
Garey and Vignes Streets, for an extended period to construct the new Commercial Street alignment. 
Access to southbound US-101-from Commercial Street may be either partially or fully restricted for 
extended periods during construction of the US-101 viaduct over the existing on- and off-ramps. Given 
that traffic would be temporarily diverted to other intersections, the LOS of these other intersections 
would be affected.  

                                                

1 This information was confirmed at a meeting with LADOT on May 25, 2016. 

11 11 II 11 
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During construction, the proposed project would generate additional construction traffic consisting of 
truck haul trips on local roads, including Alameda Street, Commercial Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue, 
Vignes Street, and US-101. In the 2031 plus project construction condition, the following three 
intersections would experience reductions in LOS during construction (Table 3.3-10): 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E - AM peak hour, LOS D – PM peak 
hour) 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street WB (LOS C - PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (LOS E - PM peak hour) 

Construction-related impacts on the local transportation network would be compounded if other 
cumulative projects are constructed at the same time as the project. Concurrent construction activities 
would contribute incrementally to the local roadway network and could result in multiple roadway 
closures at the same time if not properly coordinated. These cumulative impacts are considered 
significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation 
and Traffic), in conjunction with maximizing opportunities for coordinated detours with other cumulative 
projects, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Traffic Delay during Operations (2031 and 2040) 

In the 2031 with project condition, significant impacts would occur at two intersections due to 
project-related increase in traffic delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines (Table 3.3-4 and 
Table 3.3-12): 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E – AM peak hour, LOS E – PM peak 
hour) 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour)  

In the 2040 with project condition, significant impacts would occur at two intersections due to 
project-related operational traffic delays that would exceed LADOT guidelines. 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS D – AM and PM peak hour)  

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour)  

The project-related increase in delay at Intersections #2 and #4 would exceed LADOT guidelines. Based 
on these results, this cumulative impact is considered significant.  

In recognition of cumulative impacts associated with project-related operational traffic delays, in addition 
to the potential conflicts with applicable plans, policies, and regulations related to neighborhood 
connectivity and active transportation in the project study area (Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning), 
Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is proposed to further reduce 
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the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles, while maximizing multimodal connectivity and access 
for transit riders via the planning, design, and construction of new multimodal active transportation 
infrastructure in the project study area. Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to mitigate impacts associated with project-related 
increased delays at Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street. Even with the proposed 
mitigation, Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street is projected to exceed LADOT guidelines 
in 2040. For this reason, the incremental contribution of the proposed project would remain cumulatively 
considerable.  

Transportation Safety and Design Hazards 

Once constructed, the proposed infrastructure would not result in sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections. The design and construction of project-related roadway and bridge improvements, 
including within the US-101 viaduct and realignment of Commercial Street, would be coordinated with 
local agencies, including the City’s Bureau of Engineering and Department of Transportation, Caltrans, 
Metrolink, and CHSRA, as applicable. All project features would be engineered to comply with applicable 
agency standards and specifications to maximize the safe movements for both motorized and 
non-motorized forms of transportation. The incremental impact of the proposed project on 
transportation safety would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Emergency Access 

Construction-related impacts on the local transportation network would be compounded if other 
cumulative projects are constructed at the same time as the project. Concurrent construction activities 
would contribute incrementally to the local roadway network and could interfere with emergency response 
and access if not properly coordinated. These cumulative impacts are considered significant. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to address traffic 
detours, temporary emergency response routes, and includes provisions for coordination with police and 
fire departments regarding changes in emergency access routes prior to construction. Other cumulative 
projects would also be subject to the same provisions and requirements. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TR-1, in conjunction with maximizing opportunities for coordinated detours, the 
proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Public Transit and Alternative Transportation  

The proposed project could result in temporary disruptions to regional/intercity rail service during 
construction. Construction of the proposed project, in addition to other cumulative projects such as the 
planned HSR system, Metro Division 20 Portal Widening and Turnback Facility, Purple Line Extension 
(Sections 1, 2, and 3), and the WSAB Line Transit Corridor, could result in cumulatively considerable 
impacts associated with disruptions to regional/intercity rail service. Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described 
in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) requires rail operating agreements and/or memorandums be 
established to outline how construction sequencing and operational protocols would be incorporated into 
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applicable construction documents (plans and specifications), and how on-time performance objectives 
would be maintained to the maximum extent feasible during construction. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TR-3, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts 
associated with disruptions to regional/intercity rail service would not be cumulatively considerable. 

New run-through track structures would impede upon, or preclude, future implementation of active 
transportation improvements that would enhance neighborhood connectivity and/or provide connections 
from LAUS to the Los Angeles River. Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and 
Planning) is proposed to improve connectivity between neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate 
cycling and walking the in the project study area. With implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, the 
proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

4.4.3 Aesthetics 

Changes in Visual Character 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary alteration of the existing visual setting 
but would not compromise visual quality as a result of earthmoving or other activities (e.g., 
staging/stockpiling, the presence of construction equipment, or temporary traffic barricades). Some 
residents and businesses in the project study area would have direct sight lines to construction activities 
throughout the duration of construction, which, in some instances, could last longer than 12 months 
(e.g., in staging areas).  

As discussed in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, longer-term direct and indirect visual impacts of the proposed 
project would result from construction of new physical facilities, including, but not limited to, run-through 
structures south of US-101, the retaining wall/sound wall along the William Mead Homes complex, and 
the new above-grade passenger concourse. The new concourse would be visible from almost all key 
viewer groups due to the portion of the structure that would be elevated above the rail yard (maximum 
height of 90 feet above existing grade).  

In the context of surrounding structures, with regard to visual impacts, PRC Section 21099(d)(1) states 
that aesthetic impacts will not be considered a significant impact on an infill site within Transit Priority 
Areas. Based on these considerations, the proposed project, in conjunction with localized incremental 
aesthetic impacts of future development in the project study area, would not result in cumulatively 
considerable impacts.  

From a regional perspective, as regional/intercity rail traffic increases in the future, additional sound 
mitigation features may be required for other regional transit projects inside and outside of the project 
study area, which may incrementally contribute to the construction of additional retaining/sound walls in 
the landscape. This visual change could be considered visually disruptive to individuals in multiple 
locations because views could be obstructed, and walls often provide an attractive source for graffiti. As 
discussed in the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR, proposed alignments or facilities identified in the 
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RTP project list could result in similar aesthetics impacts if these projects require large cut-and-fill slopes 
or retaining/sound walls. Project-related indirect, visual impacts would be cumulatively considerable. 
With implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics), the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. It is 
anticipated that other cumulative projects would be required to implement similar mitigation, minimizing 
these impacts and no cumulatively considerable impacts would result. Furthermore, other projects would 
also be required to individually meet applicable building code requirements as well as the requirements of 
local policies for aesthetics.  

Light and Glare 

The proposed project is located in an urban setting with substantial existing sources of light and glare 
associated with surrounding commercial, industrial, and residential uses. The project would result in the 
creation of new sources of lighting and glare associated with the new above-grade passenger concourse, 
new platforms, safety lighting, and other amenities. Cumulative impacts related to light and glare would 
be considered significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure AES-3 (described in 
Section 3.4, Aesthetics), the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would 
not be cumulatively considerable. Other cumulative projects would be required to individually meet 
applicable building code requirements as well as the requirements of local policies for light, glare, and 
aesthetics.  

4.4.4 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Air Quality Emissions during Construction  

The air quality cumulative impact assessment considered local development projects, as well as general 
growth within the project area; however, as with most development, the greatest source of emissions is 
from vehicular traffic that can travel well outside of the local area. From an air quality standpoint, the 
cumulative impact analysis would extend beyond any local projects and, when wind patterns are 
considered, would cover an even larger area. Accordingly, the cumulative analysis for a project’s air 
quality analysis must be regional by nature. 

Construction and operation of the proposed project and cumulative projects would degrade local air 
quality, as well as air quality of the SCAB. Air quality would be temporarily degraded during construction 
activities that occur separately or simultaneously. The greatest potential for a cumulative impact on 
regional air quality would be the incremental addition of pollutants from increased traffic from residential, 
commercial, and industrial development and the use of heavy equipment and trucks associated with 
construction of the proposed project and cumulative projects. Construction impacts related to cumulative 
projects would be cumulatively considerable within the SCAB if their combined construction emissions 
would exceed the SCAQMD daily emission thresholds during construction. Any project located within the 
SCAB would be required to comply with SCAQMD rules and regulations to reduce potential emissions 
during construction. Other projects would be required to implement fugitive dust control measures and 
use construction equipment with engine designations of U.S. EPA Tier 4. 
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Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) 
are proposed to reduce project-related construction emissions. However, even following mitigation, 
construction emissions associated with the proposed project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s 
thresholds and would remain significant and unavoidable. Based on these considerations, cumulative 
impacts are considered significant. The proposed project’s contribution to these impacts would be 
cumulatively considerable. 

As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, although particulate matter 
emissions can contribute to localized health effects, it is not feasible to conduct an analysis of the effects 
of criteria pollutants on a local level. Rather, potential human health impacts associated with criteria air 
pollutants are evaluated on a regional level based on the NAAQS established by the U.S. EPA. Even if a 
model were developed to accurately ascertain local increases in concentrations of criteria pollutants, it 
would remain impossible to correlate that increase in concentration to a specific health impact. Such 
models are designed to determine regional, population-wide health impacts, and are not accurate when 
applied at the local level.  

Air Quality Emissions during Operations 

By providing increased station capacity for regional/intercity rail and accommodating the planned HSR 
system, the proposed project would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly 
alter regional on-road motor vehicle travel. The proposed project would also indirectly contribute to other 
air quality benefits for the region, including a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT. The 
increased emissions from rail operations would be offset by reductions in VMT in 2026, 2031, and 
2040. For this reason, it is reasonable to conclude that the proposed project would not exceed 
SCAQMD’s thresholds and would more than likely contribute to net reductions.  

Throughout operations, cumulative projects could further improve cumulative air quality conditions. 
Other cumulative projects would enhance transit connectivity, provide expanded regional/intercity rail 
service (i.e., SCORE Program), provide new HSR service, as well as enhanced pedestrian, and bicycle 
access throughout the project study area. Some of these improvements would also encourage the use of 
alternative modes of transportation.  

As discussed in the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR, the projects identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS (including 
the proposed project) would not result in cumulatively considerable emissions. With respect to emissions 
that may contribute to regional impacts, although the proposed project results in increased regional 
criteria pollutant and GHG emissions, the analysis does not take into consideration the associated 
regional VMT reductions that can be expected from the increased ridership. As identified in 
Table 3.3.4-1 of the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR, under the plan conditions (which include region-wide 
transit and rail improvements), the regional criteria pollutant emissions are substantially lower than 
under the existing conditions. Therefore, based on these considerations, in combination with other 
projects, cumulative impacts related to emissions of criteria air pollutants would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Project-related temporary, short-term construction and long-term operations could expose nearby 
sensitive receptors to TACs. TAC emissions associated with temporary, short-term construction activities 
and stationary sources are site-specific. Peak cancer risks during construction exceed the SCAQMD’s 
threshold of 10 in 1 million at William Mead Homes and the Mozaic Apartments and are considered 
significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change), the anticipated cancer risk associated with construction of the 
project would be reduced below the SCAQMD’s 10 in 1 million threshold. As such, the exposure of 
project-related TAC emission impacts on sensitive receptors during construction is considered less than 
significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2, the incremental contribution of 
the proposed project on TAC emissions during construction would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Implementation of the proposed project would alter the flow of train movements within the project study 
area. In addition, the number of train movements through LAUS would increase through 2040. Future 
operations would involve additional trains and associated idling in close proximity of nearby sensitive 
receptors, thereby exposing these nearby receptors to TACs from diesel emissions. The project-related 
increase in cancer risk would exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million; however, when 
compared to the existing (2016) conditions, the cancer risks would be substantially lower at all of the 
receptor locations. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and 
Global Climate Change) would reduce diesel pollutant concentrations in the project area and achieve 
reductions of diesel pollutant concentrations by 51 percent in 2031 and 56 percent in 2040. Therefore, 
the incremental contribution of operations of the proposed project to health risks would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

Greenhouse Gases 

As discussed above, although the proposed project results in increased regional criteria pollutant and 
GHG emissions, the cumulative impact analysis does not take into consideration the associated regional 
VMT reductions and associated indirect beneficial impacts that can be expected from the increased 
ridership. By adding tracks, grade separations, and upgrading signal systems across the entire Metrolink 
system (all cumulative projects associated with the SCORE Program), trains would operate more 
frequently and reliably, making regional travel by train easier and creating an even more appealing 
alternative to driving. Between 2026 and 2078, the estimated contribution to the VMT and GHG 
reductions are 898 million miles and 13.5 million MT of CO2e, respectively. The project-related capacity 
enhancements and improvements at LAUS are critical to achieving 26 percent, or 3.5 million MT of 
CO2e, of the GHG emission reduction. These reductions would easily offset the project-related annual 
GHG emissions of 11,230 to 11,925 MT of CO2e. 

Although not required for the project’s climate change impacts, Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and 
AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) would reduce the construction 
and operational GHG emissions of the proposed project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce the 
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off-road GHG emissions by 30 percent. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce the locomotive 
emissions by 51 percent in 2031 and by 56 percent in 2040.  

Further, and from a regional perspective, by providing increased station capacity for regional/intercity rail, 
Metro rail and bus, and accommodation of the planned HSR system, the proposed project would 
indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road motor vehicle 
travel. Therefore, the project is a key component to achieving the 2016 RTP/SCS GHG reduction goals for 
the SCAG region, in addition to statewide GHG reduction targets. The 2016 RTP/SCS would achieve 
GHG emission reductions of up to 35 percent for Los Angeles County in 2040 and up to 24 percent for 
the SCAG region as a whole. In this context, the reductions in GHGs in 2040 as facilitated by the 
proposed project is considered beneficial. .  

4.4.5 Noise and Vibration 

Construction and Operation 

Cumulative projects considered in this analysis include local development and transportation projects, as 
well as general growth within the SCAG region. The noise and vibration analysis in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration, includes an assessment of estimated train movements at LAUS and in the project study area to 
support forecasted population growth; therefore, the direct impact analysis already considers the 
cumulative noise levels and associated impacts of regional/intercity rail and HSR operational noise and 
vibration (2040 condition). 

Cumulative noise and vibration impacts were considered by SCAG as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS Program 
EIR (SCAG 2016). The cumulative regional noise and vibration impacts identified in that EIR include 
those typically associated with improvements along transportation corridors (e.g., railroads, highways, 
and transit). The most prevalent noise sources identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS would be associated with 
roadway vehicle traffic, rail/transit, and aviation activity. Several impacts were identified within 500 feet of 
major transportation sources of noise, including rail lines used by regional/intercity rail and HSR. 
Construction and operation of cumulative projects, including other infrastructure improvements outside 
of the project study area required to implement system-wide efficiencies and changes in regional/intercity 
operations from implementation of the SCORE Program, would add noise to the current noise 
environment and would also reduce noise if all improvements are fully implemented. For example, if rail 
projects such as Link US are built, some trips that people would otherwise make by car or airplane would 
be offset by using regional/intercity trains. It is anticipated that all transportation sectors would gradually 
increase in noise as a result of the land use changes and transportation projects identified in the 
2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR. 

Construction of other projects in the project study area (Table 4-2) could occur concurrently with 
construction of the proposed project, which could result in cumulatively considerable increases in noise 
and vibration at noise-sensitive receptors. The greatest potential for a cumulative impact on the local 
noise environment would be the incremental addition of new regional/intercity rail service, combined 
with HSR operations. As discussed in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, moderate and severe impacts 
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would occur at William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. Combined with other cumulative projects, 
cumulative noise impacts are considered significant. The incremental contribution of the proposed 
project to cumulative impacts is considered cumulatively considerable. Program-level mitigation 
measures are identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR, demonstrating that some form of mitigation 
is possible and should be considered when moderate impacts occur consistent with FTA and FRA 
guidance. In the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR, noise walls near highways are identified as a potential 
mitigation measure to reduce transportation-related noise.  

Construction impacts may overlap with other projects identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR; 
however, it is unlikely that the additional projects identified in the 2016 RTP/SCS Program EIR would be 
located in relatively close proximity (e.g., within 0.5 mile) of the proposed project, which is approximately 
the distance construction would need to be to result in a perceptible increase in noise over that resulting 
solely from project construction.  

Implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-1, NV-2, and NV-3 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration) would achieve reductions of noise and vibration impacts. Although construction-related noise 
impacts would be reduced through implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3, impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. Despite the combination of project construction with other 
projects, even if the projects follow the application of the proposed mitigation, the noise impacts would 
be cumulatively considerable, especially if other cumulative projects include nighttime construction.  

As part of the proposed project, safety infrastructure improvements are proposed at Main Street because 
Metro is working with the City of Los Angeles to implement a future quiet zone for trains crossing at the 
Main Street public at-grade crossing. Potential noise reductions that may occur to sensitive receptors 
analyzed in this report were estimated with the assumption that a quiet zone were implemented. Based 
on the results, noise levels are predicted to change only negligibly mainly due to the distance of the Main 
Street public at-grade crossing to sensitive receptors evaluated and because trains are assumed to keep 
using horns at the two private at-grade crossings in the throat segment adjacent to William Mead 
Homes. The horns being used at Main Street would not contribute to substantial noise reductions, 
although a quiet zone at Main Street would help to reduce some noise levels to sensitive receptors at 
William Mead Homes. Reduced horn noise at any receptor within William Mead Homes may also result 
in reduced sleep disturbance. The noise reductions resulting from the City’s implementation of a quiet 
zone would result in a cumulative benefit. 

An additional cumulative noise benefit could also be realized from implementation of the City of Los 
Angeles window replacement program for the William Mead Homes buildings located in close proximity 
to the rail lines. This retrofit project would include acoustical treatments of the buildings, such as sound 
attenuating windows. Approval of this program is ongoing. As with the quiet zone, the ultimate outcome 
of this effort is unknown. To be conservative, adjustments to noise levels (and the associated noise 
reduction benefits) were not considered as part of the quantitative project-level noise predictions for 
2026, 2031, or 2040.  
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4.4.6 Biological Resources 

Special-Status Species 

The urban nature of the project study area provides minimal habitat value. The Los Angeles River 
adjacent to the project study area is concrete-lined and does not provide habitat value for sensitive plants 
or wildlife. The project study area provides marginally suitable roosting habitat for sensitive bat species, 
including bridges and planted (ornamental) trees such as palm trees. This habitat could support sensitive 
bat species or maternity roosting colonies of non-sensitive bat species. The project study area also 
includes western sycamore trees, which are considered protected trees under the City of Los Angeles Tree 
Ordinance. In addition, the project study area includes native and non-native trees and other vegetation 
that provides suitable nesting habitat for birds protected under the MBTA.  

Implementation of the proposed project would involve the removal of trees and other vegetation that 
provide suitable bat roosting and migratory bird habitat as part of construction. Mitigation Measure 
BIO-1 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) would avoid impacts on bridge-roosting bats 
through the provision of passive exclusion and use of alternative roosting structures. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would avoid impacts on tree-nesting bats through the removal of trees outside 
of the bat maternity season. Similarly, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 would avoid direct impacts on nesting 
birds by requiring removal of vegetation outside of the breeding season, as feasible, or a combination of 
preconstruction surveys, establishment of nest buffers, and the use of exclusion devices for bridge- and 
crevice-nesting birds.  

Similarly, other cumulative projects may result in the removal of suitable bat roosting habitat and 
migratory bird habitat as part of construction. Implementation of Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and 
BIO-2 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) would avoid or minimize short-term, temporary 
construction-related direct and indirect impacts on bat species and MBTA species. Long-term, permanent 
impacts on bat species and MBTA species are not anticipated because the loss of suitable roosting and 
nesting habitat within the highly urbanized project study area would be minimal. In addition, the 
proposed project would include landscaping of trees, including palm trees, that have the potential to 
provide roosting habitat for bats and nesting habitat for MBTA species. The loss of this habitat, in 
combination with other cumulative projects, is not anticipated to be substantial relative to available 
foraging and roosting habitat throughout the range for these species, which encompasses a variety of 
habitats located throughout California.  

Therefore, the proposed project, in combination with other cumulative projects, is not anticipated to 
result in cumulatively considerable impacts on sensitive bat species, maternity colonies of non-sensitive 
bat species, or MBTA species.  

Wildlife Movement 

The proposed project would not result in significant impacts on wildlife movement. Project construction 
would not obstruct local north-south wildlife movement that may be occurring via the Los Angeles River, 
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or local east-west movements that may be occurring via the Arroyo Seco. Therefore, the proposed project 
would not contribute to cumulative impacts related to wildlife movement.  

Conflict with Local Policies or Ordinances Protecting Biological Resources 

The proposed project may require the removal or disturbance of one or more native tree species (western 
sycamore or other species observed during reconnaissance surveys) that are considered a Protected Tree 
under the City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. Native trees protected by the City of Los Angeles Tree 
Ordinance would not be removed without a permit, per Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (described in Section 
3.7, Biological Resources). In addition, removal of protected trees would require a mitigation plan 
approved by the City detailing the replacement of any removed protected trees. Similarly, other 
cumulative projects would be subject to the requirements of the City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance prior 
to removal of a protected tree. Therefore, the incremental contribution of the proposed project to 
cumulative impacts on protected trees would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.4.7 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Groundwater Levels 

The proposed project would have no impact on the aquifer volume or lowering of the local groundwater 
table level. Therefore, the proposed project would not contribute to cumulative impacts on groundwater 
levels. 

Construction-Related Water Quality 

Construction activities during implementation of the proposed project would involve extensive grading. 
Substantial construction-related alteration of on-site drainage patterns could result in soil erosion and 
stormwater discharges of suspended solids, increased turbidity, and potential mobilization of other 
pollutants from project-related construction sites. This contaminated runoff could enter the Los Angeles 
River. In response to these concerns, Metro’s contractor would be required to prepare and implement a 
SWPPP consistent with the existing statewide NPDES General Construction Permit. Implementation of 
these regulatory requirements would reduce the potential significant water quality and erosion impacts 
from construction activities.  

Although there are no assurances that other cumulative projects listed would incorporate the same 
degree or methods of treatment as the project, each related project would be required to comply with its 
NPDES General Construction Permit and local stormwater ordinances, at a minimum. In this context and 
with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water 
Quality), the incremental contribution of construction of the proposed project to cumulative impacts on 
water quality would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Drainage, Water Quality, and Hydromodification 

Local hydrology, drainage, and groundwater conditions are often affected by multiple activities within the 
watershed. Generally, the limits of the City and project study area contain mainly developed areas 
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including paved roads, existing structures, and other impervious surfaces (e.g., parking lots). Existing 
stormwater drainage and conveyance infrastructure is in place that connects with larger flood control 
facilities (e.g., the Los Angeles River) and storm drain infrastructure in US-101. Stormwater drainage and 
flood control facilities are operated and maintained by a combination of entities including the USACE, 
Caltrans, and the City. 

The proposed project, combined with cumulative projects, could result in increased urban pollutants in 
dry weather and stormwater runoff from proposed drainage facilities. Similar to the proposed project, 
each project disturbing more than 1 acre is required to comply with NPDES permitting requirements and 
include BMPs to avoid impacts on water quality and local hydrology. Smaller projects are required to 
comply with local City’s LID Ordinance adopted to comply with the municipal separate storm sewer 
systems (MS4) Permit. Each project must consider impaired receiving waters and annual TMDL loads for 
receiving waters. The TMDL program is designed to identify all constituents that adversely affect the 
beneficial uses of water bodies and then identify appropriate reductions in pollutant loads or 
concentrations from all sources so that the receiving waters can maintain/attain the beneficial uses in the 
Basin Plan. Thus, by complying with TMDLs, the proposed project’s contribution to overall water quality 
improvement in the watershed, in context of the regulatory program, is designed to account for 
cumulative impacts. In this context, with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HWQ-1, HWQ-65, and HWQ-7 6 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality), the 
incremental contribution of the proposed project to cumulative impacts on water quality would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

The proposed project includes permanent BMPs that would reduce the pollutant concentrations from 
runoff from the proposed structures, platforms, and rail tracks. In addition, the proposed cisterns and 
other post-construction BMPs would capture increased discharge attributed to increased impervious 
surfaces so as not to exceed the existing local storm drain systems. The main reason for the increase in 
impervious surfaces is to prevent infiltration of runoff so that legacy hazardous contaminants in the 
underlying soil are not mobilized. By increasing the impervious surface area as a result of the proposed 
project, the groundwater basin would be protected from infiltration, thereby preventing further 
degradation of groundwater resources. As discussed in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality, with 
the implementation of the proposed drainage features, combined with Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2 through HWQ-5 4 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality), potential drainage 
and water quality impacts throughout operation would be reduced to a level less than significant. Projects 
contemplated in the 2016 RTP/SCS, including the planned HSR system, would be subject to similar 
measures and related performance standards. In this context, with the implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HWQ-2 through HWQ-54, the incremental contribution of the proposed project to cumulative 
impacts on drainage and water quality impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

During operation, the proposed project would result in acquisition of parcels with current manufacturing 
and industrial processes permitted by the IGP. These processes include treating stormwater discharges 
that include pollutants. Upon implementation of the proposed project, significant impacts would occur if 
these processes are not continued, because industrial stormwater may not be treated and could 
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negatively impact the storm drain system. Mitigation Measure HWQ-8 7 (described in Section 
3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) requires Metro to update the applicable Waste Discharger 
Identification numbers of the impacted parcels and keep these parcels compliant with the IGP. In this 
context, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HWQ-87, the incremental contribution of 
proposed project operations to cumulative impacts on water quality would not be cumulatively 
considerable.  

In considering other cumulative projects, regional programs and BMPs, such as TMDL programs and the 
MS4 Permit Program, have been designed in anticipation of future urbanization within the region. These 
regional control measures contemplate cumulative watershed impacts of proposed development, 
including the cumulative projects considered. The proposed project would be required to comply with the 
regulations in effect at the time the grading permits are issued. Compliance with these regional programs 
and the CGP and IGP constitutes compliance with programs intended to address cumulative water 
quality impacts. Therefore, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

4.4.8 Geology and Soils 

Ground Shaking and Liquefaction 

Geologic hazards based on the local geologic characteristics of the project study area are typically 
site-specific and addressed on a project-by-project basis, rather than on a cumulative basis. Although the 
project study area is not underlain by or immediately adjacent to any mapped known active or potentially 
active faults, it is underlain by northerly dipping blind thrust faults at depth, as discussed in Section 
3.9, Geology and Soils. The proposed project could be subject to seismic ground shaking from an 
earthquake occurring along one of several major active or potentially active faults in Southern California 
and related secondary impacts (e.g., liquefaction). Potential project impacts associated with liquefaction 
are considered significant. 

With the implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils), 
potential geology and soils impacts of the proposed project resulting from liquefaction would be 
minimized. Other cumulative projects would be subject to the same risks of ground shaking along one or 
more faults in close proximity to the project study area. These projects would be subject to similar 
mitigation requirements per federal, state, and local requirements. In this context, with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to 
cumulative impacts related to ground shaking and liquefaction would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Soil Erosion 

As discussed in Section 4.4.7, Metro’s contractor would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP 
consistent with the existing statewide NPDES General Construction Permit. Implementation of these 
regulatory requirements would reduce the potential for substantial erosion impacts resulting from 
construction activities. 
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Although there are no assurances that other cumulative projects listed would incorporate the same 
degree or methods of treatment as the project, each related project would be required to comply with its 
NPDES General Construction Permit, at a minimum, and applicable long-term BMP requirements. In this 
context and with the implementation of applicable mitigation, the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts related to erosion would not be cumulatively considerable.  

Expansive Soils 

The soils within the project study area are considered to have a low expansion potential based on the 
results from the preliminary geotechnical investigation, although as part of Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils), a supplemental geotechnical investigation would 
occur during final design to confirm these findings. In addition, the project infrastructure would be 
constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices to minimize the adverse impacts of 
expansive soils throughout operation. Other cumulative projects would be required to investigate 
geologic conditions prior to development and overall presence of expansive soils on site, as well as be 
required to construct facilities in accordance with standard engineering practices. Therefore, the 
proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related to expansive soils would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  

4.4.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Routine Transport, Use, or Disposal of Hazardous Materials  

Health and safety impacts associated with the past or current uses of a project site are generally 
addressed on a project-by-project basis, rather than on a cumulative basis.  

The proposed project and related projects would all involve the storage, use, disposal, and transport of 
hazardous materials to varying degrees during construction and operation. Significant impacts from the 
proposed project would be negligible because the storage, use, disposal, and transport of hazardous 
materials are extensively regulated by federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and policies. In this 
context, it is reasonably foreseeable that the proposed project and other cumulative projects would 
implement and comply with these existing hazardous materials laws, regulations, and policies. With the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials), the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts associated with the 
storage, use disposal, and transport of hazardous materials, contaminated soil, and groundwater would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment  

Implementation of the proposed project would require construction-related disturbances on properties 
parcels proposed for acquisition with known potential for hazardous materials exposure, as discussed in 
Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials.  
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Any hazardous wastes or materials encountered through ground-disturbing activities would be handled 
and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local regulatory requirements. All future projects in 
the project study area would be subject to the same federal, state, and local regulations. These 
regulations require an individual site evaluation and, if hazardous materials are encountered, cleanup by 
the responsible party prior to construction. Further, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.  

The proposed project would also require the demolition of a limited number of existing structures that 
may contain asbestos and/or lead-based paint. Other projects involving the removal of existing structures 
would also be subject to this hazard. Any significant impacts would be mitigated on a project-specific 
basis pending final engineering design. With the implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.9, Hazards and Hazardous Materials), the proposed project’s incremental 
contribution to cumulative impacts associated with the release of hazardous materials would not be 
cumulatively considerable.  

Emergency Evacuation Plan 

Construction-related impacts on the local transportation network would be compounded if other 
cumulative projects are constructed at the same time as the project. Concurrent construction activities 
would contribute incrementally to the local roadway network and could interfere with emergency response 
and access if not properly coordinated. These cumulative impacts would be significant. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to address traffic 
detours, temporary emergency response routes, and includes provisions for coordination with police and 
fire departments regarding changes in emergency access routes prior to construction. Other cumulative 
projects are anticipated to be subject to similar provisions during construction. With implementation of 
Mitigation Measure TR-1, in conjunction with maximizing opportunities for coordinated detours, the 
proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts related to emergency response would 
not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.4.10 Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Wastewater, Water, Stormwater, and Solid Waste Facilities 

As discussed in Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation, the proposed project 
would continue to be serviced by existing providers and facilities for wastewater, water, stormwater, and 
solid waste. The proposed project would not require the construction of new wastewater, water, or 
stormwater facilities. Prior to construction, other cumulative project applicants would be required to 
coordinate with utility providers on a project-by-project basis to determine the demand and capacity of 
facilities. The appropriate service providers are responsible for ensuring adequate provision of public 
utilities within their jurisdictional boundaries. Therefore, impacts on utilities/service systems would not 
be cumulatively considerable.  
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Energy Conservation 

Construction of the proposed project would result in temporary increases in demand for energy in the 
form of fuel used for construction vehicles and other equipment used during site clearing, grading, and 
construction, as addressed in Section 3.11, Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation. To 
minimize energy consumption, the construction contractor would implement standard BMPs in 
accordance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy. Starting in 2018, Metro’s Green Construction Policy 
requires the use of bulk renewable diesel fuel on its construction projects. Renewable diesel is a 
petroleum-free substitute fuel for diesel engines. It is produced from 100 percent renewable and 
sustainable materials and is more efficient and cleaner burning than conventional petroleum (Metro 
2018a). Metro’s Green Construction Policy also requires the following BMPs (Metro 2018b): 

• Maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications 

• Restrict idling of construction equipment and on-road heavy-duty trucks to a maximum of 
5 minutes when not in use 

• Use electrical power in lieu of diesel power, where available 

Standard BMPs would be implemented by the contractor so that non-renewable energy would not be 
consumed in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner. In this context, impacts related to an 
increase in the demand for energy would not be cumulatively considerable.  

The proposed project would accommodate current and anticipated ridership demands for multimodal 
transportation options in the region. It would have a direct and indirect beneficial impact on energy 
resources by providing improved local transit service and regional transit connectivity, which would 
encourage more individuals to use public transit services, thereby reducing both the number of personal 
vehicles on the roads requiring gasoline and associated fuel consumption. As discussed in Section 
3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the proposed project would indirectly contribute to 
reductions in regional VMT. Additionally, the City may propose to increase land use densities and update 
land use plans and development regulations surrounding LAUS to advance transit-oriented development 
within high quality transit zones, as planned for in the 2016 RTP/SCS. By supporting and helping to 
improve public transit, the proposed project is expected to have an incremental beneficial impact when 
compared to existing conditions with regards to energy resources and related consumption.  

As stated in the Metro’s 2015 Energy and Resource Report, Metro is committed to the incorporation of 
energy conserving building features that qualify for LEED® certification. LEED® certification would also be 
pursued for the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway. Given the planning 
period available, energy providers have sufficient information to include the proposed project in their 
demand forecasts. In the context of other cumulative projects being considered, all development projects 
would be required to comply with the energy efficiency standards as identified in CCR Title 24. Based on 
these factors, the proposed project, in conjunction with other probable future projects, would facilitate 
improved transit service and reduced VMT offered by the combined projects, resulting in a beneficial 
impact.  
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4.4.11 Cultural Resources 

Historical Resources 

As provided in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, implementation of the proposed project may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the following historical resources:  

• LAUS 

• Vignes Street Undercrossing 

• William Mead Homes 

• Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing – The rail yard would be elevated by approximately 15 feet to 
facilitate the extension of run-through tracks over US-101. In conjunction with implementing the 
proposed project, multiple character-defining features of LAUS would be demolished or severely altered, 
including the passenger tunnel, railings, platforms, butterfly canopies, south retaining wall, Terminal 
Tower, Car Supply Building and retaining walls, Cesar Chavez Undercrossing, and the Vignes Street 
Undercrossing. Beyond the proposed project, numerous projects were completed in the past (e.g., the 
Metro Redline Subway project) that have made modifications to some of the same key character defining 
features of LAUS described above.  

In 1987, the El Monte Busway project included shortening the rail yard and reconstruction of the south 
retaining wall in-kind, thereby altering the south side of the LAUS property. In 1991, the cut-and-cover 
construction of the Metro Red Line caused substantial alterations to the rail yard and passenger 
passageway, but it was reconstructed in-kind through consultation with SHPO. In 1995, construction of 
the Gateway Center office tower altered the eastern portion of the site plan and introduced a modern 
office building into the setting. The 2014, LAUS Historic Structures Report, prepared by Architectural 
Resources Group on behalf of Metro, identified three additional past projects on the LAUS site which 
altered the original site plan and diminished its integrity of setting. In 1996-1998, the Metropolitan Water 
District building was constructed immediately south of LAUS and rises eleven stories. In 2004, the 
First 5 Los Angeles office building was constructed southwest of LAUS on the corner of Alameda Street 
and Arcadia Street and rises three stories. In 2006, the Mozaic Apartment complex was constructed 
immediately north of LAUS and rises five stories.  

More currently, Metro just recently approved the Esplanade and Forecourt Improvements project, which 
includes alterations to the site immediately west of LAUS, replacement of a surface parking lot with a civic 
plaza with a small structure to serve transit riders, and improvements to egress along Alameda Street. 
Notwithstanding these collective improvements, these past activities have not changed the NRHP status 
of LAUS.  
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When considered together, the past, current, and proposed cumulative projects would result in a 
cumulatively considerable impact on the historical features of LAUS. The settings to the south, 
southwest, and north have already been altered. The current and proposed cumulative projects at LAUS 
would alter the settings to the west and east and would further alter the setting to the south such that the 
entire site plan immediately surrounding LAUS would have been altered, and its integrity of setting 
substantially diminished. The current and proposed projects also impact the integrity of design through 
the loss of surface parking in front of the LAUS building, and the construction of run-through tracks to the 
rear and extending to the south of LAUS. Beyond the existing alterations to LAUS and the direct impacts 
resulting from the proposed project, indirect visual impacts on character defining features of LAUS, 
including demolition and replacement of the Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Undercrossings, 
would also occur. 

The elevated portion of the new above-grade passenger concourse would be visible behind the historic 
LAUS building as viewed from Alameda Street, Father Serra Park, and the Los Angeles Plaza Historic 
District, as well as viewed from historic courtyards that are contributing elements to LAUS as a historical 
resource. The preliminary design of the above-grade passenger concourse features a 90-foot maximum 
height and may include modern design elements over the rail yard, which is incompatible with the 
historic fabric and other character defining features of LAUS. Although the proposed project incorporates 
a new expanded passageway in the same location as the present historic pedestrian passageway that is 
at-grade and offers a similar pattern of east to west circulation from the historic concourse through to the 
new expanded passageway, this new expanded passageway would consist of non-historic dimensions, 
design, and materials and would have new vertical and expanded horizontal circulation elements. Unlike 
the existing condition at LAUS, the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse design 
would illuminate at night (at a yet to be determined specific Kelvin and Lux). These indirect impacts are 
considered significant.  

Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are 
proposed to mitigate these direct and indirect impacts; however, project-related impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable and the incremental contribution of the proposed project to cumulative 
impacts on LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing would be cumulatively considerable. 
Development associated with present and future projects such as the Esplanade and Forecourt 
Improvements project, Connect US, and other new mixed use projects may also have significant impacts 
on LAUS. Therefore, when considering the impacts of the past alterations to the LAUS’s 1939 site plan 
and setting in conjunction with the impacts of the proposed project in combination with past, present, 
and probable projects, cumulative impacts on LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing are 
considered significant. 

William Mead Homes – The proposed project would result in a retaining wall/sound wall within the 
railroad ROW (adjacent to the William Mead Homes property), with some temporary ground disturbing 
construction and staging activities conducted on the William Mead Homes parcel, adjacent to the 
existing railroad ROW. Although the construction of a retaining wall/sound wall would introduce new 
visual elements, these features would be restricted to the existing ROW and situated at the rear of the 
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property such that they would not be visible from the property frontage. Nonetheless, this is considered a 
significant impact. Mitigation Measure AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and Mitigation 
Measure HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to mitigate this impact to a 
level less than significant.  

Other cumulative projects with a direct impact on William Mead Homes include the City of Los Angeles 
window replacement program. However, this project is being implemented in consultation with the 
SHPO in regards to the type of windows that can be used to replace the existing historic windows, and 
since this consultation mitigates the significant impacts, no residual impact would result. Because all of 
the project-specific impacts would be mitigated, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building – The Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division 
Building would be demolished by the proposed project. Mitigation Measure HIST-3 (described in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to mitigate this impact; however, impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable after implementation of mitigation because the building would be demolished. There are 
no other known projects (present or future) that would impact these buildings; therefore, impacts would 
not be cumulatively considerable.  

North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) – The North Main Street Bridge is proposed to have safety 
modifications made to the bridge that are considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
HIST-4 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to mitigate these impacts to a level 
less than significant. A recent unknown project included seismic retrofits of the bridge but did so in 
compliance with the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties. The 
retrofitting involved uniform concrete jacketing around structural elements of the bridge to improve 
seismic safety, as well as the restoration of original bridge elements (railing, lamp posts, etc.) that were 
removed in the 1970s. The significant structural elements of the bridge are still extant beneath the 
concrete jacketing, and non-original elements including railing and lamp posts that detracted from the 
bridge’s significance have been removed and restored with new features that are more in keeping with the 
bridge’s original design. Because all of the project-specific impacts would be mitigated and the bridge 
would retain sufficient integrity to convey its significance as an early example of three-hinge bridge 
engineering, impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. 

Archaeological Resources  

Implementation of the proposed project has the potential to affect archaeological resources within the 
area of direct impact as part of construction, including site CA-LAN-1575/H and previously unidentified 
archaeological resources, as detailed below.  

CA-LAN-1575/H – Past completed projects have affected portions of CA-LAN-1575/H, including the 
construction associated with the MWD Headquarters building, the Metro Red Line Subway, and the 
Union Station Village Apartments and Catellus Corporation Head Start Building projects. The boundary 
of CA-LAN-1575/H is currently identified within the parcel containing LAUS, but likely extends beyond its 
mapped boundary. The Patsaouras Plaza Busway Station project is currently being constructed and 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
4.0 Cumulative Impacts 

 

 

 4-35 

includes ground disturbance in the area where Site CA-LAN-1575/H has been recently discovered. This 
construction work is underway, utilizing a programmatic agreement that mitigates impacts on this 
archaeological resource for the Patsaouras Plaza Busway Station Project. Future projects that may 
encounter the archaeological site include Metro’s Esplanade and Forecourt Improvements project, which 
includes the replacement of a surface parking lot with a civic plaza immediately west of LAUS and a small 
structure to serve transit riders, and improvements to egress along Alameda Street. Given the large size 
of the resource (over 1.2 million square feet), these past and present activities have not changed the 
NRHP status of CA-LAN-1575/H. Implementation of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 and HIST-6 (described 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) would reduce construction-related direct impacts on 
CA-LAN-1575/H to a level less than significant. Therefore, in combination with other cumulative projects, 
the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Previously Unidentified Archaeological Resources – Although previously undiscovered cultural resources 
may underlie the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) would reduce potential impacts. It is unknown whether the related project sites contain 
archaeological resources, or whether the related projects would implement appropriate mitigation to 
reduce impacts on any resources that might be present. Furthermore, even after mitigation is 
implemented by the related projects, it may not be possible to avoid the historic resource, and a 
substantial adverse change in the significance of the archaeological resource (such as damaging or 
destroying the qualities that make it significant) could result. Therefore, this cumulative impact is 
considered significant. 

Paleontological Resources  

As discussed in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, excavations for foundations and support piers to 
support the new above-grade passenger concourse and other proposed bridge structures (e.g., 
run-through tracks structure, Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Bridges, etc.) are anticipated to 
extend up to 100 feet below the surface and have the potential to impact paleontologically sensitive 
deposits. This is considered a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through 
PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) would reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. Probable future projects with potentially significant impacts on paleontological resources 
would be required to comply with state and local regulations and ordinances protecting paleontological 
resources through implementation of similar project-specific mitigation measures during construction. In 
this context, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3, the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources would not be 
cumulatively considerable. 

Human Remains 

Ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the proposed project have the potential to 
impact human remains. Mitigation Measure HR-1 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) would 
reduce this impact to a level less than significant. Probable future projects with potentially significant 
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impacts on human remains would be required to comply with state and local regulations and ordinances 
protecting human remains through implementation of similar project-specific mitigation measures 
during construction. In this context, with the implementation of Mitigation Measure HR-1, the proposed 
project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on human remains would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 

Tribal Cultural Resources  

As discussed in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, ground-disturbing construction activities have the 
potential to unearth areas with the potential to contain Tribal Cultural Resource CA-LAN-1575/H as it 
relates to the descendants of groups that inhabited the area during the Native American period. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5, HIST-6, and TCR-1 would reduce impacts to a level less 
than significant. Probable future projects with potentially significant impacts on tribal cultural resources 
would be required to implement similar project-specific mitigation measures during construction. 
Furthermore, probable future projects would be required to comply with AB 52. In this context, with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5, HIST-6, and TCR-1 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources), the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts on tribal cultural 
resources would not be cumulatively considerable. 

4.4.12 Public Services 

Fire Protection and Law Enforcement 

Increased traffic congestion caused by construction vehicles and access disruptions, such as road 
closures or road construction, could affect emergency response times. Construction-related impacts on 
the local transportation network would be compounded if other cumulative projects are constructed at 
the same time as the project. Concurrent construction activities would contribute incrementally to the 
local roadway network and could result in multiple roadway closures at the same time if not properly 
coordinated. Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would 
minimize these temporary disruptions. In this context, with the implementation of Mitigation Measures 
TR-1, the proposed project’s incremental contribution to cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively 
considerable. 
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5.0 Alternatives 

5.1 Introduction 
The identification and analysis of alternatives is a fundamental concept under CEQA. CEQA requires 
consideration of alternative development scenarios and an analysis of the potential impacts associated with 
those alternatives. Through comparison of these alternatives to the proposed project, the advantages of 
each can be weighed and analyzed. Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR 
“describe a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project, but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the 
significant impacts of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives.”  

Additionally, Sections 15126.6(e) and (f) of the CEQA Guidelines state: 

• The specific alternative of “no project” shall also be evaluated along with its impact. If the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project” alternative, the EIR shall also identify an 
environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives. 

• The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR 
to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be 
limited to ones that would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project. 
Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines 
could feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project. The range of feasible alternatives 
shall be selected and discussed in a manner to foster meaningful public participation and informed 
decision-making.  

Pursuant to the CEQA Guidelines stated above, a range of alternatives to the Draft EIR proposed project 
are evaluated in this EIR. The discussion in the section provides: 

• A description of the alternative(s) 

• An analysis of whether the alternatives meet the objectives of the proposed project 

• A comparative analysis of the alternatives and the Draft EIR proposed project. The focus of this 
analysis is to determine if alternatives are capable of avoiding or reducing the significant 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. Per Section 15126.6(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, 
significant impacts of an alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than those of the proposed 
project).  
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5.2 Criteria for Alternative Analysis 
In developing the alternatives to be addressed in this EIR, the potential alternatives were evaluated in terms 
of their ability to meet the basic project objectives, while reducing or avoiding the environmental impacts 
of the proposed project identified in Section 3.0, Environmental Analysis, Impacts, and Mitigation, of the 
EIR. As discussed in Section 2.0, Project Description, the project’s objectives are as follows: 

• Reduce train movement constraints resulting from ‘‘stub-end’’ operation by providing run-through 
service consistent with the 2018 California State Rail Plan and SCORE Program 

• Provide an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced 
safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities 

• Design track and platform infrastructure at LAUS necessary to accommodate the planned HSR 
system consistent with California Proposition 1A (High-Speed Rail Act), passed in 2008 

• Maintain rail/transit service and minimize disruption to commuters during construction, to the 
maximum extent feasible 

• Avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive environmental resources to the maximum extent feasible, 
including but not limited to historical resources  

• Contribute to a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT 

5.3 Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Consideration 
In addition to specifying that the EIR evaluate “a range of reasonable alternatives” to the project, Section 
15126.6(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR identify any alternatives that were considered but 
were rejected as infeasible. 

5.3.1 Alternative Site  

Section 15126.6(f)(2) of the CEQA Guidelines addresses alternative locations for a project. The key question 
and first step in the analysis is whether any of the significant impacts of the proposed project would be 
avoided or substantially lessened by putting the proposed project in another location. Only locations that 
would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant impacts of the project need to be considered for 
inclusion in the EIR. Further, CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1) states that among the factors that 
may be taken into account when addressing the feasibility of alternative locations are whether the project 
proponent can reasonably acquire, control or otherwise have access to the alternative site (or the site is 
already owned by the proponent). 

An alternative site location was rejected because multiple planning documents identify the proposed 
improvements at LAUS.  

The project is identified in the 2017 Federal Transportation Improvement Program. The 2016 RTP/SCS 
identifies improvements at LAUS as a critical first step in the implementation of regional transportation 
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solutions. From a regional perspective, the proposed project would expand existing transportation options, 
foster multimodal connectivity throughout the region, and accommodate the planned HSR system. LAUS 
is identified as a high-quality transit area and transit priority area within the 2016 RTP/SCS, and Link US is 
specifically identified as the number one future transit improvement for the region. 

The 2018 California State Rail Plan identified run-through service at LAUS as a 2027 regional goal for the 
Los Angeles Urban Mobility Corridor. Specifically, it states “Provide run-through service at LAUS as part of 
the Link Union Station program, allowing for the restructuring of intercity and regional services passing 
through LAUS, covering local and express stations throughout the region on at least a half-hourly basis 
(local stops) and hourly basis (express stops).” 

Furthermore, in April 2018, California State Transportation Agency awarded an $875 million grant under 
the Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program to SCRRA for implementation of the SCORE Program. The 
grant includes $398 million to implement the first phase of run-through service at LAUS for 
regional/intercity rail trains via early action/interim improvements (also referred to as the Interim Condition 
or Phase A of the Link US project). 

Based on the discussion above, an alternative location would not meet the following project objectives:  

• Reduce train movement constraints resulting from ‘‘stub-end’’ operation by providing run-through 
service consistent with the 2018 California State Rail Plan and SCORE Program 

• Provide an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced 
safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities 

• Design track and platform infrastructure at LAUS necessary to accommodate the planned HSR 
system consistent with California Proposition 1A (High-Speed Rail Act), passed in 2008 

5.4 Evaluation of Alternatives 

5.4.1 No Project/No Build Alternative 

The CEQA Guidelines require analysis of the no project alternative (PRC Section 15126). According to 
Section 15126.6(e), “the specific alternative of ‘no project’ shall also be evaluated along with its impacts. 
The ‘no project’ analysis shall discuss the existing conditions at the time the NOP is published, at the time 
environmental analysis is commenced, as well as what would be reasonably expected to occur in the 
foreseeable future if the project were not approved, based on current plans and consistent with available 
infrastructure and community services.”  

For the purposes of this EIR, the no project alternative is evaluated in this section as the no project/no 
build alternative and assumes that the project would not be implemented. LAUS would not be transformed 
from a stub-end tracks station into a run-through tracks station and the 28-foot wide pedestrian passageway 
would continue to serve as the primary east-west connection for passengers at LAUS. Due to the constraints 
of the current stub-end configuration, train movements through LAUS are assumed to be similar to existing 
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conditions. Operational capacity at LAUS would not be enhanced to meet the demands of the broader rail 
system, thereby further constraining Metro’s ability to accommodate forecasted travel demands at LAUS. 

Land Use and Planning 

There would be no impact on existing or planned land uses because baseline conditions would remain the 
same. Land use development would continue to occur in the project study area pursuant to the City’s 
General Plan and zoning regulations. Compared to the proposed project, a significant impact would be 
avoided because infrastructure that could preclude non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los 
Angeles River would not be in place.  

Transportation and Traffic  

No major changes to the roadway network would occur with the exception of background traffic associated 
with projects or improvements proposed in the 2016 RTP/SCS and others evaluated in the Link US Traffic 
Impact Study. There would be no construction activities associated with this alternative or short-term 
increases in construction-related vehicle trips. Compared to the proposed project, significant impacts 
associated with construction- and operational-related traffic delays at intersections in the traffic study area 
would be avoided because construction activities would not occur and the existing intersections south of 
LAUS would be unaffected. 

Aesthetics 

Changes to existing aesthetic conditions in any of the Visual Assessment Units would not occur, aside from 
changes resulting from land development within the project study area. This alternative does not include 
infrastructure elements that would present a dominant feature substantially larger than any of the current 
surroundings within the William Mead Homes community, or that would present a new source of 
substantial light or glare in the area. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid 
significant impacts related to aesthetics.  

Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

The existing stub-end rail configuration at LAUS would remain, and there would be no increase in 
operational capacity at LAUS to meet the demands of the broader regional and intercity rail system. A 
continuation of existing conditions would result in generation of similar pollutant emission levels and 
exposure to the same sensitive receptors based on current levels of train movements. No increase in 
emissions of criteria air pollutants would occur because train movements are anticipated to remain similar 
to existing conditions. No conflict with the AQMP would occur, and no new GHG emissions would be 
generated. This alternative would not expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
during construction. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid significant impacts 
related to air quality and global climate change.  

As described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the proposed project is a key 
component to achieving the 2016 RTP/SCS GHG reduction goals for the SCAG region. This alternative 
would contribute to GHG emission reductions for Los Angeles County in 2040 or for the SCAG region as 
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a whole. In this context, the reductions in GHGs in 2040, and beneficial impacts as facilitated by the project, 
would not be realized. The no project/no build alternative would not realize the beneficial impacts of 
reducing GHG emissions by indirectly reducing the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly altering 
regional on-road motor vehicle travel. 

Noise and Vibration 

No construction-related impacts on noise and vibration sensitive land uses would occur. No increase in 
operational-related noise or vibration levels would result, because train movements at LAUS are assumed 
to be at or near capacity. Moderate and severe noise impacts on sensitive receptors (William Mead Homes 
and Mozaic Apartments) would not occur; therefore, this alternative would not require the construction of 
a sound wall at William Mead Homes. Compared to the proposed project, significant impacts related to 
noise both would be avoided because construction-related noise would not occur and train movements are 
anticipated to remain similar to the current condition. 

Biological Resources 

Existing conditions in the biological study area would remain. Compared to the proposed project, this 
alternative would avoid significant impacts related to biological resources because potential impacts on 
MBTA-covered species, bat maternity colonies, and protected trees would not occur. 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Groundwater would not be affected during construction. No new stormwater drainage improvements, or 
water quality measures would be implemented. Therefore, existing drainage patterns and runoff quantities 
would remain the same and no impacts would occur. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative 
would avoid significant impacts related to hydrology and water quality because construction-related 
impacts on water quality would not occur, new impervious surfaces would not be introduced, and no 
changes to existing permitting documentation would be required. 

Geology and Soils 

Changes to geologic conditions in the project study area would not occur as a result of grading or 
construction of new facilities; therefore liquefaction hazards, soil erosion, lateral spreading, or hazardous 
conditions resulting from expansive soils would not occur. Compared to the proposed project, this 
alternative would avoid significant impacts related to geology and soils. 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

No construction-related ground disturbance or demolition of existing structures would occur. Compared 
to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid impacts on identified RECs, because no excavation 
activities would occur. No ACMs or LBP would be released into the environment because no existing 
structures would be demolished. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid significant 
impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials.  
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Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

No development would occur; therefore, there would not be an increased demand on utilities and service 
systems, an unnecessary consumption of energy resources, or a conflict with initiatives for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency. Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid impacts on 
utilities/service systems. 

Cultural Resources 

No construction-related ground disturbance or demolition of existing structures would occur; therefore, 
cultural resources within the project footprint would not be disturbed. Compared to the proposed project, 
this alternative would avoid impacts on the following historical resources: LAUS, Vignes Street 
Undercrossing, Friedman Bag Company – Textile Division Building, North Main Street Bridge, and 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. This alternative would also avoid the indirect visual impact associated 
with the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse and its incompatibility with the historic 
fabric and other character defining features of LAUS. In addition, this alternative would avoid potential 
impacts on archaeological resources, paleontological resources, human remains, and tribal cultural 
resources.  

Public Services 

No development would occur; therefore, there would not be an increased demand for public services. 
Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would avoid impacts on public services related to 
emergency response times.  

Conclusion - No Project/No Build Alternative 

All of the impacts associated with the proposed project would be avoided. However, this alternative would 
not meet any of the project objectives.  

5.4.2 Build Alternative 

Introduction 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe a range of alternatives to the 
project which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives, but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant impacts of the project. The build alternative is evaluated as a project alternative 
because it would meet all of the project objectives and would reduce noise impacts identified for the 
proposed project.  

As previously mentioned in Section 5.1, CEQA does not require the alternatives to be evaluated at the same 
level of detail as the proposed project. However, based on the comments received during the NOP scoping 
period, public outreach, public meetings, and from stakeholders, a detailed analysis of the build alternative 
is included in this EIR.  
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Alternative Description 

The build alternative is a design alternative to the proposed project. A detailed description of the proposed 
project is included in Section 2.0, Project Description. The primary differences between the proposed 
project and the build alternative are related to the lead tracks north of LAUS and the new passenger 
concourse. Compared to the proposed project, the build alternative includes the following: 

• Dedicated Lead Tracks North of LAUS – The build alternative includes reconstruction of the throat, 
with two new lead tracks that would be located outside of the existing railroad ROW, facilitating a 
dedicated track alignment, with a total of seven lead tracks. Reconfiguration of Bolero Lane and 
Leroy Street would also be required. 

• At-Grade Passenger Concourse – The build alternative includes an at-grade passenger concourse 
below the rail yard.  

All other infrastructure elements are similar to the proposed project. The components of the build 
alternative are described north to south below.  

• Throat and Elevated Rail Yard – The build alternative accommodates future HSR trains on 
dedicated lead tracks in the throat segment. The build alternative includes the addition of two new 
lead tracks for a total of seven lead tracks in the throat segment (with future HSR trains and some 
express/intercity services using the two western dedicated lead tracks and most regional/intercity 
trains using the five eastern lead tracks). The rail yard would be elevated approximately 15 feet. 
New passenger platforms with a grand canopy covering the elevated rail yard would be constructed, 
with an underlying assumption that the platform infrastructure and associated VCEs (stairs, 
escalators, and elevators) would be modified at a later date to accommodate the planned HSR 
system. The existing railroad bridges in the throat segment at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue would also be reconstructed under the build alternative. North of CP Chavez, the build 
alternative also includes safety improvements at the Main Street public at-grade crossing on the 
west bank of the Los Angeles River (medians, restriping, signals, and pedestrian and vehicular gate 
systems) to facilitate future implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. 

• At-Grade Passenger Concourse – The build alternative includes a new at-grade passenger 
concourse that would include space dedicated for passenger circulation, waiting areas, ancillary 
support functions (back-of-house uses, baggage handling, etc.), transit-serving retail, 
office/commercial uses, and open spaces and terraces. The at-grade passenger concourse would 
also create an opportunity for an outdoor, community-oriented space and enhanced ADA 
accessibility. The at-grade passenger concourse would be constructed below the elevated rail yard. 
Amtrak ticketing and baggage check-in services would occur at a centralized location where new 
carousels would be constructed at the concourse level. The at-grade passenger concourse also 
includes new plazas east and west of the elevated rail yard (East and West Plazas), and a grand 
canopy that would extend up to 70 feet above the elevated rail yard. New VCEs would also be 
constructed throughout the concourse to enhance passenger movements throughout LAUS while 
meeting ADA and NFPA platform egress code requirements. 
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• Run-Through Tracks – The build alternative includes up to 10 new run-through tracks (including a 
new loop track) in the run-through segment. All infrastructure south of LAUS is the same as 
described above for the proposed project.  

The build alternative would also require modifications to US-101 and local streets (including potential street 
closures and geometric modifications); railroad signal, positive train control, and communications-related 
improvements; modifications to the Gold Line light rail platform and tracks; modifications to the main line 
tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River; modifications to Keller Yard and BNSF West Bank Yard 
(First Street Yard); modifications to the Amtrak lead track; new access roadways to the railroad ROW; 
additional ROW; new utilities; utility relocations, replacements, and abandonments; and new drainage 
facilities/water quality improvements. 

The project footprint and the infrastructure improvements associated with the build alternative are 
presented on Figure 5-1 through Figure 5-5.  
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Figure 5-1. Build Alternative Project Footprint (Throat Segment) (Map 1 of 5) 
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Figure 5-2. Build Alternative Project Footprint (Throat, Concourse, and Run-Through Segments) (Map 2 of 5) 
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Figure 5-3. Build Alternative Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 3 of 5) 
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Figure 5-4. Build Alternative Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 4 of 5) 
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Figure 5-5. Build Alternative Project Footprint (Run-Through Segment) (Map 5 of 5) 
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Track Improvements 

Throat Segment 

The build alternative would include reconstruction of the throat with a total of seven lead tracks, with the 
two westernmost tracks separated from the rest of the five tracks by a fence. The two westernmost tracks 
would be dedicated for future HSR trains and would extend outside of the existing railroad ROW. Similar 
to the proposed project, the two westernmost tracks north of the rail yard would be constructed with a 
minimum 650-foot radius with turnouts compatible for future implementation of the planned HSR system 
on a dedicated track alignment. Retaining wall(s) would also be required and would extend outside the 
existing railroad ROW to contain the newly-constructed dedicated tracks.  

• In the interim condition, only special track work would occur in the throat segment to facilitate 
implementation of run-through service with up to two run-through tracks.  

• In the full build-out condition, the throat would be reconstructed with seven new lead tracks. The 
two western compatible lead tracks would be utilized by regional/intercity rail trains. Retaining 
wall(s) would also be required and would extend outside the existing railroad ROW to support the 
newly-constructed dedicated tracks. 

• In the full build-out with HSR condition, regional/intercity rail trains would operate on the five 
eastern lead tracks in the throat (to access Platforms 4 through 7), and HSR trains would operate 
on the two western electrified tracks within a dedicated track alignment (to access Platforms 2 and 
3) (Figure 5-6). In the full build-out with HSR condition, if after the initiation of HSR service it is 
desired for regional/intercity rail trains to utilize HSR tracks a connection could be constructed 
between the two alignments.  

Similar to the proposed project, the throat would be raised by a maximum of 15 feet at an approximate 
0.7 percent maximum grade, and the Garden Tracks would be removed. Figure 5-6 depicts a cross-section 
of the full build-out with HSR condition with the two western dedicated tracks in the throat segment.  
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Figure 5-6. Cross-Section of Dedicated Lead Tracks for Regional/Intercity Rail and the Planned High-Speed 
Rail System – Segment 1: Throat Segment at William Mead Homes 
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Structural Improvements 

All structural improvements (with exception of the concourse area) discussed for the proposed project 
would be similar to the build alternative. With dedicated lead tracks north of LAUS, the retaining wall to 
support dedicated lead tracks would encroach outside of the existing railroad ROW under the build 
alternative. 

Rail Signal Improvements 

The build alternative requires similar railroad signal, communication, and PTC systems as the proposed 
project. 

Utility Improvements 

The build alternative requires the similar utility improvements as the proposed project.  

Drainage and Water Quality Improvements 

The build alternative requires similar drainage and water quality improvements as the proposed project.  

Circulation and Streetscape Improvements 

All of the circulation and streetscape improvements discussed for the proposed project, including potential 
street closures, the realignment of Commercial Street, and the realignment and lowering of the existing 
Commercial Street/Center Street intersection, would also be required for the build alternative. A major 
difference with the build alternative is the reconfiguration of Bolero Lane as a result of dedicated tracks 
encroaching outside of the railroad ROW.  

To accommodate future HSR tracks within a dedicated track alignment, as well as a retaining wall adjacent 
to William Mead Homes, Bolero Lane must be modified, which may also result in associated modifications 
to neighboring City streets, including Leroy Street and Bloom Street. Bolero Lane has a residential street 
classification with 24 on-street parallel parking spaces (including one handicap space); and provides access 
to a residential parking lot with 31 additional spaces (including two handicap spaces) for William Mead 
Homes.  

The following factors were assessed to determine minimum width required to restore the functionality of 
Bolero Lane: 

• The need to maintain access for emergency vehicles along the street if a vehicle is stopped in either 
direction of travel – 20 feet is typically required to accommodate emergency vehicles around a 
stopped vehicle 

• The need to restore one lane of travel in either direction (10-foot minimum width) 

• The need to restore on-street parking for residents (8-foot-wide spaces on either side) 

• The need to accommodate sidewalks for pedestrians behind the curbs 
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Two design options were considered to reconfigure Bolero Lane in a manner that would meet these 
objectives, and to also accommodate potential replacement parking for the impacted parking spaces that 
currently exist along Bolero Lane and within the residential parking lot. Each of the concepts being 
considered are variations of the City’s Local Street Standard, which is consistent with the street 
classification, and would likely require an application for variance with the City of Los Angeles.  

The two design options under consideration to modify Bolero Lane are described in Table 5-1 and shown 
on Figure 5-7 and Figure 5-8. 

Table 5-1. Bolero Lane Design Option Characteristics  

Design 
Option 

Ultimate Width 
Lost Setback 
Width (from 
Building to 

Curb) 

On-Street 
Parking 

Accommodated 

Total Parking Spaces Roadway 
(curb to 

curb) Sidewalk Removed Replaced Net (+/-) 

A 28 feet 6 feet 
(North Side 

Only) 

Varies 8.1 
feet - 10.2 feet 

Yes, North Side 
Only 

24 14 - 10 
spaces 

B 36 feet 6 feet Varies 15.6 
feet - 19.9 feet 

Yes, Both Sides 25 36 +11 
spaces 

 

11 11 
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Figure 5-7. Bolero Lane Design Option A: 28-foot-wide Roadway Width 
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Figure 5-8. Bolero Lane Design Option B: 36-foot-wide Roadway Width 
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Impact Analysis 

Land Use and Planning 

THRESHOLD 
3.2-A 

Physically divide an established community  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is located in an urbanized environment with a heavy 
presence of existing transportation infrastructure, and commercial and industrial land uses. As described 
in the Community Impact Report, residential communities located in the project study area include William 
Mead Homes (Segment 1), Mozaic Apartments (Segment 2), and One Santa Fe Apartments (Segment 3). 
The build alternative would be constructed mostly within the existing railroad ROW, and none of these 
residential communities, or any other established community, would be physically divided. Therefore, 
similar to the proposed project, no impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would be located in an urbanized environment with a 
heavy presence of existing transportation infrastructure, including the existing railroad ROW in 
Segment 1, the rail yard and LAUS facilities in Segment 2, and the US-101, BNSF West Bank Yard, and 
other rail-related infrastructure in Segment 3. In Segment 2, all proposed infrastructure would occur within 
the general limits of LAUS on agency-owned property. The two areas where infrastructure is proposed 
outside of existing transportation ROWs include Bolero Lane, near William Mead Homes, and Commercial 
Street, east of Garey Street.  

• William Mead Homes Area - Bolero Lane would be modified that would also require modifications 
to neighboring City streets including Leroy Street and Bloom Street near the rear (easternmost 
extent) of William Mead Homes. Multiple geometric modifications to Bolero Lane were considered 
in a manner that would meet fire access requirements, maintain pedestrian connectivity along 
adjacent sidewalks, and accommodate potential replacement parking for residents. This 
established community would not be divided because long-term vehicular and pedestrian/bicycle 
access would be maintained within the community. The lead tracks proposed along the eastern 
extent of the complex may result in modifications to existing facilities at the complex; however, 
upon implementation of the build alternative, no portion of this complex or surrounding 
community would be divided.  

• Commercial Street Area – South of US-101 in Segment 3, run-through track infrastructure would 
be constructed in the interim condition outside of existing transportation ROWs where vacant 
properties and commercial and manufacturing/industrial land uses are currently present. 
Run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS would require realignment of Commercial Street 
closer to US-101, where vacant property and staging areas currently exist. Realignment of 
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Commercial Street is proposed to avoid large columns within the center of Commercial Street, and 
enhance opportunities for future redevelopment on parcels south of LAUS with adequate vehicular 
access and connectivity consistent with applicable community plans. Design elements integrated 
into the realignment of Commercial Street would optimize public safety and fulfill complete streets 
initiatives for the affected portion of Commercial Street in Segment 3. Due to the existence of 
vacant properties adjacent to US-101, and because the proposed reconfiguration of Commercial 
Street is proposed in a manner that would maintain access and connectivity opportunities for 
future community development, the build alternative would not physically divide established 
communities.  

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not divide established communities. Impacts 
are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, after construction of run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS is 
complete, future redevelopment south of LAUS in Segment 3 would not be precluded. Unused space and 
staging areas could be converted to future development lots (with access thereto) in the interim and full 
build-out conditions. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, no indirect impacts would occur under the 
build alternative. 

THRESHOLD 
3.2-B 

Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of an agency with 
jurisdiction over the project (including, but not limited to the general plan, specific 
plan, local coastal program, or zoning ordinance) adopted for the purpose of 
avoiding or mitigating an environmental effect 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Metro is authorized by the State of California to develop its property under its enabling legislation 
(AB 152) and Public Utilities Code 30631a. Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build 
alternative would be conducted in accordance with all applicable policies and regulations of agencies with 
jurisdiction or discretion over project facilities and/or site conditions. The build alternative would be 
constructed in accordance with Metro’s Green Construction Policy and is consistent with the 
2016 RTP/SCS that encourages sustainable design of public facilities, integrated expansion of new land 
uses with enhanced transportation options, and enhanced multimodal connectivity throughout the region. 
Similar to the proposed project, impacts are considered less than significant.  
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Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is generally consistent with the plans and policies that 
encourage sustainable design of public facilities, expansion of existing transportation options, and 
increased rail service in Southern California. In addition to supporting Metrolink’s implementation of the 
SCORE Program, the build alternative would implement the goals and objectives of multiple planning 
documents that guide future growth around LAUS and rail operations in Southern California, including the 
following: 

• California Transportation Plan 2040 (Caltrans 2016) 

• 2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016) 

• 2018 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) 

• 2018 Business Plan (CHSRA 2018) 

• Alameda District Specific Plan (City of Los Angeles 1996) 

As described in the 2016 RTP/SCS, the Link US project would improve rail service and safety for Metrolink 
and the LOSSAN rail corridor, and it would also provide interconnectivity to the planned HSR system, 
making it an attractive alternative to congested highways. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies improvements at 
LAUS as a critical first step in the implementation of regional transportation solutions. From a regional 
perspective, the project would expand existing transportation options, foster multimodal connectivity 
throughout the region, and accommodate the planned HSR system. LAUS is identified as a high-quality 
transit area and transit priority area within the 2016 RTP/SCS, and the project is specifically identified as 
the number one future transit improvement for the region. 

At the local level, the build alternative would achieve Purpose B of the ADSP by providing continued and 
expanded development of the site as a major transit hub for the region and a mixed-use development 
providing retail, tourism, and related uses. Likewise, the build alternative would be consistent with Goal 10 
of the CCNCP by developing a public transit system that improves mobility with convenient alternatives to 
automobile travel. The build alternative may require the City of Los Angeles to implement certain 
discretionary actions and entitlements in accordance with adopted plans and policies to reflect the 
proposed modifications to the circulation network south of LAUS appropriately in the City of Los Angeles 
Mobility Plan 2035.  

Due to the similarities to the proposed project, project-related infrastructure for the build alternative south 
of LAUS may conflict with the same plans and policies relative to active transportation and connections 
from LAUS to the Los Angeles River (discussed in the Community Impact Assessment [Appendix D of this 
EIR]).  
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Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative does not include a non-motorized route from LAUS 
to the Los Angeles River, and proposed infrastructure would conflict with the vision of a neighborhood 
gateway portal to the Los Angeles River, as identified in the Los Angeles River Revitalization Master Plan. 
For this same reason, the build alternative would conflict with the RIO Overlay District guidelines, and two 
of the four recommendations and associated actions of the LAUS Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment, 
as summarized below: 

• Recommendation 2 (Neighborhood Connectivity) – The build alternative does not include 
pedestrian accommodations, cycling facilities, or linkages for pedestrians and cyclists in or around 
LAUS. 

• Recommendation 3 (River Connections) – Although parcels south of LAUS would be acquired to 
facilitate construction of the run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS, the build alternative 
does not provide a pedestrian linkage between the east side of LAUS to the Los Angeles River.  

Furthermore, the build alternative would conflict with the City of Los Angeles Mobility 
Plan 2035, Policy 2.12 that includes recommendations to: 

• Include walkway and bikeway facilities when installing a new bridge or exclusive transit ROW 

• Provide safe connections between areas that are not directly accessible because of barriers such as 
rail lines and freeways 

Based on these considerations, the build alternative conflicts with plans that promote neighborhood 
sustainability, connectivity, and non-motorized connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. In this regard, the build alternative 
would also result in a significant impact due to the operational traffic delays anticipated at two intersections 
south of LAUS. LADOT Traffic Impact Study Guidelines (LADOT 2016) require mitigation programs for 
impacts that are expected to be significant under CEQA to primarily aim to minimize the demand for trips 
by single-occupant vehicles by encouraging, promoting, and supporting the use of other sustainable modes 
of travel like public transit, walking, and bicycling. Consistent with LADOT Guidelines, Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 (described in the Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) would improve connectivity between 
neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking in the project study area. Upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Once constructed, the build alternative could encourage planned residential and commercial infill 
development by providing an economic driver for such development. Indirect impacts on surrounding land 
uses (induced growth) could also be beneficial by encouraging sustainable neighborhood development 
principles and other initiatives that would advance more efficient land use patterns and increased real estate 
values consistent with regional transportation and urban planning goals for the City of Los Angeles and the 
region as a whole. As with the proposed project, no indirect impact would occur.  
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Transportation 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

For the build alternative, construction activities are estimated to generate 1,535 daily trips (in passenger 
car equivalent), which is 892 daily trips more than the proposed project. Construction of the at-grade 
passenger concourse would generate a greater amount of vehicular trips during construction. Similar to 
the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would result in significant delays at the 
following three intersections during construction: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (AM peak hour) 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street EB (PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (PM peak hour) 

Implementation of the build alternative would result in significant delays at an additional two intersections 
during construction: 

• Intersection # 1: Alameda Street and Commercial Street (PM peak hour); 

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue (AM peak hour) 

Compared to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would result in significant 
delays at two more intersections in the 2031 plus project construction condition. Overall, implementation 
of this alternative would result in a greater impact related to transportation and traffic compared to the 
proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 
3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would reduce this impact to a level less than significant. 

Similar to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the build alternative would generate 
additional construction traffic on US-101 and would result in temporary closure of portions of 
US-101 during the night (10:00 PM to 6:00 AM) in one direction at a time during construction of the bridge 
superstructure. These night closures are expected to last up to 20-consecutive days. The southbound ramps 
at Commercial Street may either be partially or fully restricted for extended periods during construction of 
the US-101 viaduct over the existing on- and off ramps. As with the proposed project, the build alternative 
would not increase the traffic demand by more than 2 percent of the capacity (Link US Traffic Impact Study 
[Appendix E of this EIR, Table 8-7]); therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. However, as 
discussed below under Threshold 3.3-D, due to the required closures and potential for other hazardous 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-A 

Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy establishing measures of 
effectiveness for the performance of the circulation system, taking into account all 
modes of transportation including mass transit and non-motorized travel and 
relevant components of the circulation system, including but not limited to 
intersections, streets, highways and freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and 
mass transit 
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situations associated with the freeway closures along the US-101, Mitigation Measure TR-1 is proposed to 
maintain capacity along the US-101 during construction to the maximum extent practicable. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 would reduce impacts to a level less than significant. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Study Intersections –2031 with Project 

Similar to the proposed project, in 2031, implementation of the build alternative would result in significant 
traffic delays at two intersections that would exceed LADOT guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS E – AM peak hour, LOS E – PM peak 
hour) 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour)  

These impacts related to traffic delays are similar to the proposed project, and would be considered 
significant. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and 
Planning) is proposed to further reduce the demand for trips by single-occupant vehicles, while maximizing 
multimodal connectivity and access for transit riders via the planning, design, and construction of new 
multimodal active transportation infrastructure in the traffic study area. In addition, Mitigation Measure 
TR-2 would reduce impacts associated with project-related increased delays at Intersection #4: Center 
Street and Commercial Street to a level less than significant. However, there are no feasible mitigation 
measures to minimize the impacts at Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street, and the 
increased project-related operational traffic delays would continue to exceed LADOT guidelines in 2031. As 
with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure LU-1 is proposed to reduce the impact; however, traffic 
delays at Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street would remain significant and unavoidable 
under the build alternative. 

Study Intersections – 2040 with Project 

Similar to the proposed project, in 2040, implementation of the build alternative would result in significant 
traffic delays at two intersections that would exceed LADOT guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (LOS D – AM and PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (LOS F – AM and PM peak hour)  

These impacts related to traffic delays would be considered significant. The build alternative would result 
in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-2 would 
reduce impacts associated with project-related increased delays at Intersection #4: Center Street and 
Commercial Street to a level less than significant. However, there are no feasible mitigation measures to 
minimize the impacts at Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street, and the increased 
project-related operational traffic delays would continue to exceed LADOT guidelines in 2040. As with the 
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proposed project, Mitigation Measure LU-1 is proposed to reduce the impact; however, traffic delays at 
Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street would remain significant and unavoidable under the 
build alternative. 

US-101 Main Line –2031 with Project 

Similar to the proposed project, based on future operating conditions on the US-101 main line in 
2031, traffic generated by the build alternative would not have an impact on US-101 operating conditions 
during the peak hours in 2031, and no impact would occur.  

US-101 Main Line –2040 with Project 

Similar to the proposed project, based on future operating conditions on the US-101 main line in 
2040, traffic generated by the build alternative would not have an impact on US-101 operating conditions 
during the peak hours in 2040, and no impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would support statewide and regional mandates for a 
more efficient and robust transit system in Southern California, thereby supporting multiple plans, 
ordinances, and policies with measures for enhanced rail operational capacity at LAUS. No impact would 
occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction activities for the build alternative would result in temporary 
construction-related roadway hazards in the traffic study area. Existing roadways and intersections may be 
subject to temporary detours and lane blockages at multiple locations throughout the traffic study area. 
The US-101 main line and on- and off-ramps at Commercial Street would be also be subject to temporary 
lane width reductions. Additionally, short-radius curves and/or short sight distances may occur during 
construction. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. This is 
considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not create sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections in the traffic study area. The design and construction of project-related roadway and bridge 
improvements, including the realignment of Commercial Street, run-through track infrastructure over the 
US-101, and new roadways east of Center Street are being designed and coordinated with local agencies, 
including the City’s Bureau of Engineering and Department of Transportation, Caltrans, Metrolink, and 
CHSRA, as applicable. All project features, including new roadway intersections and pedestrian 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-D 

Substantially increase hazards because of a design feature (e.g., sharp curves or 
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment) 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
5.0 Alternatives 

 

 

 5-34 

connections, would be designed and constructed to comply with applicable agency standards and 
specifications to maximize safety for both motorized and non-motorized forms of transportation. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not fundamentally change the existing uses at 
LAUS or the roadway system in the traffic study area, and no long-term, indirect transportation-related 
impacts within the surrounding area would result. Therefore, no indirect impacts would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would be located within Area H of the Los Angeles 
Central Evacuation Map, of which Cesar Chavez Avenue and Alameda Street are designated as disaster 
routes, and US-101 is designated as a disaster route freeway (County of Los Angeles Department of Public 
Works 2008a). 

Similar to the proposed project, modifications to the Vignes Street Bridge and the Cesar Chavez Avenue 
Bridge would result in temporary closure of one lane in each direction for both roadways, although a 
minimum of one lane would be maintained throughout the duration of construction. A full closure would 
occur along Commercial Street between the US-101 ramp at Garey Street and Center Street to construct 
the run-through track infrastructure south of US-101. Closures would require traffic detouring. Given that 
traffic would be diverted to local roadways, the LOS of these adjacent intersections would be affected. As 
previously indicated above, significant delays significant delays anticipated at five intersections during 
construction would affect traffic along Commercial, Alameda, and Vignes Streets. Compared to the 
proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would result in significant delays at an additional 
two intersections. 

Construction activities in the vicinity of these affected intersections, especially US-101 and Alameda Street, 
could interfere with emergency response and access. Although construction would require some temporary 
roadway closures, not all of the roadway closures would occur at the same time, and other roadways would 
be available for evacuation. Notwithstanding these circumstances, this is considered a significant impact. 
As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and 
Traffic) would reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As previously discussed, in the 2031 and 2040 with project conditions, minimal project-related increase 
delays are expected within the traffic study area. Planned internal roadway reconfiguration and associated 
modifications to fire lanes and access roads would not significantly affect emergency access, primarily 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-E 

Result in inadequate emergency access 
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because the West Plaza would be accessible to emergency service providers using the existing fire lane 
network. Emergency access would be maintained from Patsaouras Transit Plaza, which would provide 
emergency and fire lane access to the eastern side of LAUS. Planned internal roadway reconfigurations and 
associated modifications would be coordinated and approved by the Fire Marshal to ensure the safest 
access is provided for emergency service providers. Upon completion of construction, no changes would 
be made to the identified evacuation routes as identified by the City. This is considered a less than 
significant impact.  

New vertical circulation elements in the new passenger concourse (stairways, escalators, and elevators) 
would improve passenger egress and ADA accessibility throughout LAUS. In addition, the new passenger 
concourse is designed to meet all applicable NFPA codes and requirements for passenger egress and 
emergency evacuations. The build alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project. 
Based on these considerations, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, no indirect impacts related to emergency routes and limited access to the 
surrounding area would occur under the build alternative. Therefore, no indirect impacts would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Public Transit 

The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. At this preliminary stage of 
engineering design, detailed construction phasing plans that correspond to means and methods to 
maintain on-time performance for rail operators at LAUS are not available; although it is anticipated 
construction of the lead tracks, the elevated rail yard, and associated platform improvements would cause 
potential schedule delays and increased dwell times at LAUS, and potentially other station locations, 
because not all lead tracks, rail yard tracks, and platforms would be in service at one time. Decreased 
performance for rail operators at LAUS and temporary disruptions to commuters daily travel patterns may 
occur. Passengers may also be affected by construction of the new passenger concourse due to detours 
and temporary accessibility disruptions to Gold Line, Red Line, and Purple Line platforms. This is 
considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would reduce this impact to a level less than significant.  

LADOT’s Dash Route D, which uses Center Street, would also be affected by construction of the build 
alternative. During construction of the run-through track structures south of LAUS, a full closure of 
Commercial Street between US-101 ramp/Garey Street and Center Street would be required. As a result, 
the build alternative has the potential to affect the bus schedule for this route through a combination of 

THRESHOLD 
3.3-F 

Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs regarding public transit, bicycle, 
or pedestrian facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or safety of such 
facilities 
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detours, temporary road closures, and changes in scheduling. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. This is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would reduce impacts on 
bus service operators during construction to a level less than significant.  

Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Similar to the proposed project, access to and from the existing Amtrak and Metrolink boarding platforms 
would be modified to facilitate construction of the build alternative. Appropriate safety provisions would be 
required to be in place to minimize disruptions to pedestrian ingress and egress through LAUS, including 
sequencing construction within the rail yard (and passenger concourse) and maintaining safe and 
accessible access to platforms for the Gold Line and regional/intercity trains. Pedestrian and bicycle access 
to and from LAUS would also be temporarily affected, and bicyclists could be subject to hazardous 
conditions near work zones during the construction of bridge improvements (e.g., Cesar Chavez Avenue 
and Vignes Street) and modifications to local streets (including potential street closures and vacations). 
The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. This is considered a significant 
impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 would reduce impacts on bicyclists and 
pedestrians during construction to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Public Transit  

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is consistent with the plans and policies relative to 
expansion of existing transportation options and increased rail service in Southern California:  

• SCORE Program 

• California Transportation Plan 2040 (Caltrans 2016) 

• 2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016) 

• 2018 California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) 

• 2018 Business Plan (CHSRA 2018) 

As described in the 2016 RTP/SCS, Link US would improve rail service and safety for Metrolink and the 
LOSSAN rail corridor, and it would also provide interconnectivity to the planned HSR system, making it an 
attractive alternative to congested highways. The 2016 RTP/SCS identifies improvements at LAUS as a 
critical first step in the implementation of regional transportation solutions. From a regional perspective, 
the build alternative would expand existing transportation options, foster multi-modal connectivity 
throughout the region, and accommodate the planned HSR system. LAUS is identified as a high-quality 
transit area and transit priority area within the 2016 RTP/SCS, and the project is specifically identified as 
the number one future transit improvement for the region. As with the proposed project, impacts are 
considered beneficial under the build alternative. 
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Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

Center Street – Similar to the proposed project, roadway improvements on Center Street from Ducommun 
Street to US-101 would be constructed for the build alternative consistent with the Connect US Action Plan 
and would include the same elements as the proposed project: 

• 6-foot-wide cycle tracks with 3-foot buffers in both directions  

• 15-foot sidewalks with street trees and landscaping to enhance pedestrian accessibility 

Commercial Street – Commercial Street would be realigned to the north, away from the run-through track 
embankment south of LAUS. Columns supporting the US-101 viaduct would be located within the median 
and sidewalks of the realigned portion of Commercial Street at the location of the crossing. The realigned 
portion of Commercial Street would accommodate 5-foot-wide Class II bicycle lanes and 13-foot-wide 
sidewalks and intersect with Center Street just south of US-101.  

Vignes Street – As part of the reconstruction of the Vignes Street Bridge, the existing street section would 
be maintained at the current width, although the bridge span would be increased from its existing length 
of 75 feet to 100 feet to provide the horizontal clearance for future roadway improvements in accordance 
with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035. The Vignes Street Bridge structure would be constructed with sufficient 
width to accommodate the following, per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035: 

• ROW width: 100 feet 

• Roadway width: 70 feet 

Cesar Chavez Avenue – The Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridge would be replaced as part of the throat 
reconstruction in Phase A. The existing street section would be maintained at the current width, although 
the bridge span would be increased from its existing length of 75 feet to 100 feet to provide the horizontal 
clearance for future roadway improvements in accordance with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and the City’s 
vision for future comprehensive treatments. The Cesar Chavez Avenue bridge structure would be 
constructed with sufficient width to accommodate the following per the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 and DTLA 
Community Plan updates currently in process: 

• ROW width: 100 feet 

• Roadway width: 70 feet 

Although Metro is committed to not precluding future active transportation infrastructure to be 
implemented by the City of Los Angeles, and achieving compatibility with other planned or completed 
projects, including the Connect US Action Plan and the Los Angeles River Path Project, the build alternative 
would conflict with the City’s Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 2.12. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Based on these considerations, this is considered a significant impact. As 
with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) 
would improve connectivity between neighborhoods surrounding LAUS and facilitate cycling and walking 
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the in the project study area. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, impacts would be reduced 
to a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would accommodate a substantial increase in rail 
operational capacity for the region, reducing train idling (dwell) time and improving on-time performance 
for trains using LAUS. The build alternative would also indirectly contribute to other cumulative benefits 
for the region, including a regional reduction of GHG emissions and VMT, as demonstrated by the 
operational analysis provided in the 2016 RTP/SCS (Program EIR Table 3.3.4-4) (SCAG 2016). 

As discussed above, the build alternative also includes design elements consistent with Metro’s Connect 
US Plan, which is intended to encourage people to walk and bicycle between LAUS, First Street/Central 
Street Station, and the surrounding neighborhoods. Therefore, no indirect impacts would occur. 

Aesthetics 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction of the build alternative, vehicle and equipment use 
would be visible from surrounding land uses, including William Mead Homes, the Mozaic Apartments, 
and Father Serra Park (minimal views). Vehicles and equipment would be contained within the project 
footprint; however, some construction areas would be directly adjacent to residential buildings. Under the 
build alternative, construction activities would extend outside of the railroad ROW closer to some of the 
apartment buildings at William Mead Homes than the proposed project. Construction activities would also 
extend into the road during replacement of the Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridges. The build 
alternative would result in impacts greater than the proposed project. However, due to the temporary 
nature of construction activities, impacts would be less than significant. 

Direct and Indirect Impacts – Operations 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 (William Mead Homes) 

Similar to the proposed project, although the visual quality of Visual Assessment Unit #1 is low, the build 
alternative would introduce new, noticeable infrastructure elements and attributes to the visual landscape 
that would contribute to a substantial degradation to existing visual character. These attributes include:  

• Form (visual mass and shape) 

• Dominance (position, size, or contrast) 

• Scale (apparent size as it relates to the surroundings) 

THRESHOLD 
3.4-C 

Substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or its 
surroundings 
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Views from Key View #1a and Key View #1b would consist of a retaining wall supporting new lead tracks 
that would run alongside William Mead Homes. A sound wall is also required to reduce operational noise 
levels below applicable thresholds. The retaining wall and sound wall would present new linear 
infrastructure elements that would be a dominant feature substantially larger than any of the current 
surroundings within the residential community. Compared to the proposed project, the retaining wall and 
sound wall for the build alternative would be located closer to the William Mead Homes buildings to 
facilitate a dedicated track alignment through the throat segment. Encroachment outside of the existing 
railroad ROW would require reconfiguration of Bolero Lane, parking modifications, removal of an existing 
tree, and other civil improvements, including relocation of existing overhead power lines. The physical 
encroachment outside of the railroad ROW, combined with the scale of the retaining wall, would result in a 
moderate change to visual character and quality. Viewer response would be high; therefore, impacts would be 
moderately high. Construction of a sound wall would further increase the scale of visual change, resulting 
in a moderately high change to visual quality. Viewer response would be high; therefore, visual impacts 
would be high. Impacts of the build alternative would be greater than the proposed project due to the 
position of the wall on the property. This is considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measure 
AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Figure 5-9 through Figure 5-12 depict Key Views #1a and #1b in the existing and post-project conditions 
upon implementation of the build alternative with a new retaining wall and a new sound wall adjacent to 
the William Mead Homes complex. The visual simulations for Key Views #1a and #1b were prepared to 
illustrate the potential visual impacts resulting from a new retaining wall and sound wall at these locations. 
The retaining wall and sound wall depicted are conceptual, and do not include any aesthetic treatments 
because these details are anticipated to be finalized during final design. 
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Figure 5-9. Key View #1a – Existing Condition (Retaining Wall) 

 

Figure 5-10. Key View #1a – Post Project Condition (Retaining Wall and Sound Wall) 
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Figure 5-11. Key View #1b – Existing Condition (Retaining Wall) 

 

Figure 5-12. Key View #1b –Post-Project Condition (Retaining Wall and Sound Wall) 
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Visual Assessment Unit #2 (Vignes Street Corridor) 

Similar to the proposed project, views from Key Views #2a and #2b would consist of a new railroad bridge 
façade on the crossing over Vignes Street, and retaining walls to support new lead tracks in the throat 
segment. The new bridge would increase the scale of vertical elements in the visual landscape; however, 
within much of the corridor, the change would not substantially affect existing views in the full build-out 
condition due to the presence of existing infrastructure. Commuters on Vignes Street would have more 
proximal views as they approach the bridge.  

The bridge would be placed in the same location as the existing bridge. The change in the height of the 
bridge over Vignes Street would result in a low change to visual character. Viewer response would be low 
for business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be low for these viewer groups. 
Viewer response would be moderate for commuters; therefore, impacts would be moderately low for this 
viewer group. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Visual Assessment Unit #3 (Cesar Chavez Avenue Corridor/Mozaic Apartments) 

Similar to the proposed project, views from Key Views #3a and #3b in the full build-out condition for the 
build alternative would consist of a new railroad bridge façade on the crossing over Cesar Chavez Avenue, 
retaining walls to support the new lead tracks and elevated rail yard, and platform canopies. The new bridge 
would support tracks that would be elevated 10 to 15 feet higher than the existing top of rail at this location. 
Some of the canopies would be visible from viewers along Cesar Chavez Avenue and residents of the 
Mozaic Apartments.  

The new bridge would be replaced in the same location as the existing bridge, although the new canopies 
would introduce a more modern element into the railroad ROW. Similar to the proposed project, the new 
bridge and retaining walls to support elevated tracks for the build alternative would increase the scale of 
vertical and horizontal infrastructure elements in the visual landscape; however, the change would not 
substantially affect existing views. Commuters on Cesar Chavez Avenue would have more proximal views 
as they approach the bridge.  

Similar to the proposed project, the change in the height and span of the bridge over Cesar Chavez Avenue, 
along with the introduction of new retaining walls, would result in a low change to visual character. Viewer 
response would be low for business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be low for 
these viewer groups. Viewer response would be moderate for commuters; therefore, impacts would be 
moderately low for this viewer group. Impacts of the build alternative would be similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Visual Assessment Unit #4 (Alameda Street Corridor/Father Serra Park) 

Compared to the proposed project, a reduced magnitude of impact from Key Views #4a and #4b would 
result from implementation of the at-grade passenger concourse with a grand canopy. No direct impact 
would occur because no changes to the visual quality of LAUS would occur due to the preservation of the 
historic main building (e.g., tile roof, stucco wall cladding, arched main entrance, decorated beams, and 
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tile floors) and other features, such as the ticketing halls, arcades, clock tower, and patios. For this reason, 
visual simulations for Key View #4a and #4b are not depicted for the build alternative.  

Visual Assessment Unit #5 (Commercial Street/US-101 Corridor) 

Views from Key Views #5a, #5b, and #5c would consist of new run-through structures south of LAUS, 
including the common viaduct/deck that would be constructed over US-101 in the interim condition. Unlike 
the proposed project, views of the at-grade passenger concourse elements would not be visible from south 
of LAUS, with exception of the grand canopy over the elevated rail yard.  

Similar to the proposed project, the run-through track structures would be highly visible south of LAUS 
following construction of this infrastructure in the interim condition. The viaduct over US-101 would be 
constructed of materials similar to those used in the Alameda Street overhead crossing and the Gold Line 
viaduct, but it would be a more prominent structure than the existing Gold Line viaduct over US-101. The 
build alternative would result in a substantial addition of new transportation infrastructure elements to the 
existing visual environment south of LAUS, but the proposed improvements would be in context with the 
existing transportation infrastructure in this assessment unit, as it is primarily a transportation corridor 
with multiple highway and railroad-oriented uses. The scale of the highway corridor and surrounding 
development is linear and large; therefore, the addition of the run-through track viaduct structure and 
embankment would not significantly impact the low visual character of this visual assessment unit. Impacts 
of the build alternative in Visual Assessment Unit #5 would be similar to the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, the changes in views and scale from the run-through track structures would 
be moderately-high, although, in context with the surrounding transportation infrastructure and industrial 
land uses, the build alternative would result in a low change to visual character and quality (resource 
change). As there are no residential land uses or other sensitive land uses at this location, viewer response 
would vary from moderately-high for business owners/employees experiencing new, large structures, while 
the visual response of visitors and commuters on US-101 (northbound and southbound travelers) would 
be low as there would be minimal disruption to their visual expectations.  

Travelers along northbound and southbound US-101 would be subject to the greatest duration of views of 
the US-101 viaduct structure, primarily because they would be travelling toward and under the viaduct, and 
in some cases slowly during heavy traffic. Views are anticipated to be no different than any other overhead 
crossings within Caltrans ROW. Although travelers along US-101 may be subject to a visual change with 
introduction of new run-through track infrastructure, the aesthetics of the proposed abutments and bents 
to support the US-101 viaduct would be designed consistent with other overhead crossings within Caltrans 
ROW, and this portion of US-101 is not a protected scenic highway.  

For the proposed project, US-101 travelers would have limited views of the elevated portion of the new 
passenger concourse (northbound travelers especially), because the portion of US-101 south of LAUS is 
depressed, views of the new passenger concourse would be perpendicular to the direction travelers would 
be facing, and the existing retaining wall at the south end of LAUS is the primary visible feature in this area. 
Upon implementation of the proposed project, the rail yard would be elevated up to 15-feet higher than the 
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existing condition, the southern retaining wall would be expanded, and the above-grade passenger 
concourse would be constructed in the center of the rail yard, located on average 550 feet – and no closer 
than 360 feet – north of the US-101 ROW, further reducing the visibility of the concourse to travelers along 
US-101. Therefore, impacts would be moderate for business persons and low for visitors and commuters. 
Based on these considerations, this impact is considered less than significant. For the build alternative, 
views of the grand canopy may be visible, but at a reduced scale compared to the above-grade passenger 
concourse, due to the height. Impacts of the build alternative would be less than the proposed project. 

Visual Assessment Unit #6 

Within Visual Assessment Unit #6, the build alternative would include the construction of a new at-grade 
passenger concourse. Similar to the proposed project, as part of the new passenger concourse, new vertical 
circulation elements and standard amenities, including benches, variable message signs, new lighting, 
closed-circuit television security cameras, ticket vending machines, passenger waiting areas, and trash 
receptacles, would be distributed throughout the concourse. Similar to existing conditions, the rail yard 
would be within an exterior environment, although it would be elevated approximately 15 feet. 

Under the build alternative, the new at-grade passenger concourse would replace the existing pedestrian 
passageway, ramps, and railings leading to the platforms and would introduce new modern concourse 
amenities with larger open aisles for enhanced ingress/egress throughout. The existing pedestrian 
passageway would be demolished. The scale and modern architectural style of the at-grade passenger 
concourse would result in changes to the character of the visual assessment unit; however, similar to the 
proposed project, the design of the passenger concourse would be compatible with the surrounding visual 
landscape in Downtown Los Angeles, would include sustainable design features consistent with the vision 
for LAUS, and would improve upon the existing aesthetics in the existing rail yard, ramp areas, and 
pedestrian passageway.  

Similar to the proposed project, because the design of the concourse would be compatible with the existing 
setting, and would be expected to improve the existing aesthetics, the build alternative would result in a 
moderately-high and beneficial change to visual character and quality (resource change). Viewer response 
would be moderately-high for business owners/employees and visitors; therefore, impacts would be 
moderately-high for these viewer groups. Viewer response would be moderate for commuters, so impacts 
would be moderately-high for this viewer group. The impacts on business owners/employees, visitors, and 
commuters are anticipated to be beneficial. Impacts of the build alternative in Visual Assessment 
Unit #6 would be similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Views of New Passenger Concourse within Visual Assessment Unit #6  

Architectural representations of the new at-grade passenger concourse depicting the interior and exterior 
views from within Visual Assessment Unit #6 were prepared. Figure 5-13 depicts the viewpoint locations 
that were selected to depict the concourse.  
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Figure 5-14 through Figure 5-19 depict views of and within the West Plaza, East Plaza, ingress/egress areas, 
waiting areas, vertical circulation elements, and platforms areas (Views A through F). The renderings are 
provided to illustrate the extent of architectural expansion and renovation proposed for LAUS.  
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Figure 5-13. Viewpoint Locations of the New At-Grade Passenger Concourse 
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Figure 5-14. View A – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of West Plaza Looking North) 

 

Figure 5-15. View B – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Interior View of Vertical Circulation Elements Looking North)  

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 
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Figure 5-16. View C – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Interior View of Core Retail Space and Waiting Areas Looking East) 

 

Figure 5-17. View D – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of Platforms and Historic LAUS Looking West)  

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 
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Figure 5-18. View E – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Interior View of East Plaza Looking East) 

 

Figure 5-19. View F – At-Grade Passenger Concourse  
(Exterior View of East Plaza Looking West) 

 

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 

 

Conceptual Rendering, Subject to Change 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction of the build alternative, activities could occur during 
nighttime hours where temporary lighting is used at discrete locations for certain construction activities. 
The project study area is currently an urban area with multiple sources and types of lighting typically 
associated with a large, metropolitan city. The use of construction lighting during nighttime hours would 
not change the character of the area; however, depending on the placement of the temporary construction 
lighting, residences that are located in proximity to temporarily lighted areas may be affected. As a result, 
residents could be exposed to higher levels of lighting during the nighttime hours for a temporary duration 
throughout project construction. The build alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project. 
This impact would be significant. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure AES-2 (described in 
Section 3.4, Aesthetics) would reduce construction-related light and glare impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would result in an increased number of trains and 
signals in the throat segment, which would result in an increase in lighting as trains move through the area; 
however, some of this lighting may be blocked by the sound wall required as part of Mitigation Measure 
NV-1 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration). Any new light poles that may be required for safety 
purposes are also anticipated to be blocked by the sound wall. 

Visual Assessment Unit #1 is within a developed urban area, and there are a limited amount of 
light-sensitive land uses (residences in Segments 1 and 2 of the project study area). The additional lighting 
within an existing railroad ROW in an area heavily utilized by transportation uses would be minor, and 
impacts related to lighting would not be expected to substantially affect the surrounding area. The build 
alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Visual Assessment Unit #2  

Similar to the proposed project, views within Visual Assessment Unit #2 would be limited primarily to the 
new bridge that would support new lead tracks over Vignes Street in the full build-out condition of the build 
alternative. The bridge would be elevated over Vignes Street; however, there would be no additional light 
or glare from the key views in the throat segment (Key Views #2a and #2b). The build alternative would 
have impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.4-D 

Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would adversely affect daytime 
or nighttime views in the area 
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Visual Assessment Unit #3  

Similar to the proposed project, views within Visual Assessment Unit #3 would primarily consist of the 
new bridge that would support new lead tracks over Cesar Chavez Avenue in the full build-out condition. 
The bridge would be elevated, and lights would be incorporated into the design for safety purposes. 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would result in an increased number of trains through 
LAUS, which would increase the light from locomotives and trains as they move through the area. On each 
of the seven elevated platforms, new lighting would be incorporated into the design for safety purposes, 
which may result in added light for some of the units in the Mozaic Apartments, if not properly designed 
and installed. The new platform canopies also have the potential to result in additional daytime glare. 
Currently, there is a large amount of illumination in this visual assessment unit from the existing station, 
and the amount of lighting added by the build alternative would not represent a noticeable or significant 
increase over existing levels. Compared to the proposed project, operations-related light and glare impacts 
for Visual Assessment Unit #3 would be reduced under the build alternative, because the at-grade 
passenger concourse would be constructed below the rail yard. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Visual Assessment Unit #4 

Similar to the proposed project, views of proposed infrastructure within Visual Assessment Unit #4 would 
be very limited in the full build-out condition and would generate a low level of nighttime changes due to 
illumination. The new at-grade passenger concourse would be illuminated similar to a modern office 
building rather than a highly illuminated event venue. The light levels would not be significant for users 
along Alameda Street or those observing from Father Serra Park site across Alameda Street to the west. 
Due to the reduced scale of the at-grade passenger concourse, the build alternative would have fewer visual 
impacts than the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Visual Assessment Unit #5 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would include the construction of run-through track 
structures over US-101, along Commercial Street, and additional viaduct structures east of Center Street. 
The run-through track structure could introduce potential shadows on US-101 and Commercial Street given 
the time of year and time of day (interim and full build-out conditions); however, there are no residential 
land uses or other sensitive land uses that would be impacted by shadows from the run-through track 
structures at this location. Lighting would be installed within the soffit of the US-101 viaduct for safety 
purposes and would be designed in accordance with American National Standards Institute/Illuminating 
Engineering Society of North America Recommended Practice for Tunnel Lighting (Illuminating 
Engineering Society 2011). The additional tracks would result in an increased number of trains, which would 
increase lighting as lighted trains move through the area. There is currently a large amount of lighting in 
this visual assessment unit from transportation, commercial, and industrial uses, and the amount of 
lighting added by the run-through track infrastructure would not be substantially noticeable. The build 
alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project and is not expected to result in additional 
daytime glare in this visual assessment unit. 
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Because Visual Assessment Unit #5 is within a developed urban area, and because additional lighting 
would be minor, impacts related to lighting would not be expected to substantially affect the surrounding 
area. The build alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less 
than significant.  

Visual Assessment Unit #6 

Views within Visual Assessment Unit #6 are limited primarily to the passenger concourse, rail yard tracks, 
and, to a lesser degree, the run-through structures. Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative 
would include the reconstruction and raising of the rail yard. The passenger concourse would include new 
lighting that would be on multiple levels throughout. The lighting from the passenger concourse would 
likely be visible from a distance, with this impact greater for the proposed project than the build alternative; 
however, there is a large amount of existing lighting in this visual assessment unit from transportation, 
commercial, and industrial uses, and the amount of lighting added by the tracks would not be substantially 
noticeable.  

The increased number of trains would result in an increase in lighting as illuminated trains move through 
the area. Similar to the proposed project, additional platform lighting would also be required for the build 
alternative. The additional platform features, including platform canopies, could also result in additional 
daytime glare. The existing station currently has a large amount of lighting spilling out into this visual 
assessment unit, and the amount of lighting added by the project would not be substantially different. The 
build alternative would have impacts similar to the proposed project.  

Although Visual Assessment Unit #6 is within a developed urban area, impacts related to lighting would 
not be expected to substantially affect the surrounding area, but, because the tracks and platforms would 
be elevated higher than under existing conditions, residents nearest to the rail yard would be potentially 
exposed to noticeably higher levels of light (perception due to the elevation change). The build alternative 
would have impacts similar to the proposed project. These impacts would be considered significant. 
Mitigation Measure AES-3 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) would reduce operations-related light and 
glare-related impacts to a level less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not result in any indirect impacts from lighting 
or glare; therefore, there would be no impact. 
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Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the build alternative would be 
temporary in nature. With implementation of best available control measures identified in the SCAQMD 
Rule 403 for fugitive dust emissions from earth-moving and grading activities, construction activities in all 
construction phases would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the regional AQMP. Therefore, 
no impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Air Quality Management Plan 

As identified in the analysis below for Threshold 3.5-B and Threshold 3.5-C, by providing increased station 
capacity for regional/intercity rail and accommodating the planned HSR system, similar to the proposed 
project, the build alternative would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter 
regional on-road motor vehicle travel. As discussed below, the build alternative would also indirectly 
contribute to other cumulative benefits for the region, including a regional reduction of GHG and vehicle 
miles traveled. Therefore, the increased emissions from rail operations would be offset by reductions in 
VMT in 2026, 2031, and 2040. For this reason, it is reasonable to conclude that the build alternative would 
not exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds and would more than likely contribute to net reductions. In addition, 
upon implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change), the net increase in daily emissions would be reduced to below the SCAQMD thresholds. 
Therefore, as with the proposed project, the build alternative is consistent with the objectives of the AQMPs 
and would not affect implementation of the AQMPs. 

Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (2016) Consistency 

Link US is included in the 2016 RTP/SCS as a financially constrained project. The proposed project is 
consistent with the applicable goals established as part of the 2016 RTP/SCS. The build alternative would 
result in impacts similar to the proposed project. A less than significant impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not result in indirect impacts that would conflict 
with or obstruct implementation of the applicable AQMP. 

  

THRESHOLD 
3.5-A 

Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative has the potential to create air quality 
impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, construction worker vehicle trips, material 
delivery trips, and heavy-duty haul truck trips generated from construction activities during each 
construction phase. In addition, earthwork activities would result in fugitive dust emissions and paving 
operations would release ROGs from off-gassing. Construction emissions can vary substantially from day 
to day, depending on the level of activity, the specific type of operation, and, for dust, the prevailing weather 
conditions.  

Equipment Exhaust and Related Construction Activities. The construction equipment hours, haul truck trips, 
and employee commute trips required to build the build alternative were estimated April 2018. The 
construction emissions were calculated using the equipment list and U.S. EPA and SCAQMD emission 
rates. Under the build alternative, project-related construction activities are estimated to generate 
1,535 daily trips (in passenger car equivalent), which is an increase of 892 daily trips compared to the 
proposed project. Therefore, compared to the proposed project, total exhaust emissions generated during 
the entire construction period are higher under the build alternative.  

The total exhaust emissions generated during the entire construction period are shown in Table 5-2 for the 
build alternative. As shown in Table 5-2, the daily construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s 
NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 thresholds. As described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the 
proposed project would also exceed the SCAQMD’s NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 thresholds. Therefore, this 
impact is similar to the proposed project.  

The annual construction emissions generated during the average construction year are listed in 
Table 5-3 for the build alternative. As stated above, compared to the proposed project, construction-related 
daily trips are higher under the build alternative. Therefore, compared to the proposed project, annual 
construction emissions generated during the average construction year are higher under the build 
alternative.  

THRESHOLDS 
3.5-B AND 

3.5-C 

B.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or 
projected air quality violation 

C.  Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for 
which the project region is nonattainment under an applicable federal or state 
ambient air quality standard (including release emissions which exceed 
quantitative thresholds for O3 precursors) 
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Table 5-2. Construction Emissions – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse 

Emission Source CO ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Off-Road Equipment 
(pounds) 

313,419 48,753 318,352 21,206 16,012 95,487,445 

On-Road Equipment 
(pounds) 

20,577 1,671 77,800 8,339 3,376 33,557,056 

Fugitive Dust 
(pounds) 

— — — 450,000 94,500 — 

Total(pounds) 333,996 50,424 396,151 479,545 113,888 129,044,501 

Average Day 
(pounds/day) 

222.7 33.6 264.1 319.7 75.9 86,029.7 

SCAQMD 
Thresholds 

550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No Yes Yes Yes — 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

 

Table 5-3. Annual Construction Emissions – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse  

Emission Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG 
(tons) 

NOX 

(tons) 
PM10 

(tons) 
PM2.5 

(tons) 
CO2e 
(tons) 

Off-Road Equipment  156.7 24.4 159.2 10.6 8.0 47,743.7 

On-Road Equipment  10.3 0.8 38.9 4.2 1.7 16,778.5 

Fugitive Dust — — — 225.0 47.3 — 

Total  167.0 25.2 198.1 239.8 56.9 64,522.3 

Average Year 27.8 4.2 33.0 40.0 9.5 10,753.7 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 

PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 
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As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality 
and Global Climate Change) are proposed to reduce construction emission-related impacts. 
Table 5-4 identifies the mitigated construction emission levels for the peak day for the build alternative. 
Table 5-5 identifies the annual mitigated construction emissions levels for the build alternative. Similar to 
the proposed project, construction emissions resulting from the build alternative would exceed the 
localized SCAQMD PM10 significance thresholds; therefore, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. This impact is similar to the proposed project. 

Table 5-4. Daily Construction Emissions After Mitigation – Build Alternative with At-Grade Concourse 

Source CO ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 CO2e 

Off-Road 
Equipment 
(pounds) 

70,192 19,008 49,296 6,763 3,370 58,849,564 

On-Road 
Equipment 
(pounds) 

20,577 1,671 77,800 8,339 3,376 33,557,056 

Fugitive Dust 
(pounds) 

— — — 225,000 47,250 — 

Total (pounds) 90,769 20,679 127,096 240,102 53,996 92,406,620 

Average Day 
(pounds/day) 

60.5 13.8 84.7 160.1 36.0 61,604.4 

SCAQMD 
Thresholds 

550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No No Yes No — 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOX=oxides of nitrogen;  
PM2.5=particles of 2.5 micrometers and smaller; PM10=particles of 10 micrometers and smaller; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South 
Coast Air Quality Management District 
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Table 5-5. Annual Construction Emissions After Mitigation – Build Alternative with At-Grade 
Concourse 

Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG 
(tons) 

NOX 

(tons) 
PM10 

(tons) 
PM2.5 

(tons) 
CO2e 
(tons) 

Off-Road Equipment  35.1 9.5 24.6 3.4 1.7 29,424.8 

On-Road Equipment  10.3 0.8 38.9 4.2 1.7 16,778.5 

Fugitive Dust — — — 112.5 23.6 — 

Total  45.4 10.3 63.5 7.6 3.4 46,203.3 

Average Year 7.6 1.7 10.6 1.3 0.6 7,700.5 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particles of 2.5 micrometers and smaller; 
PM10=particles of 10 micrometers and smaller; ROG=reactive organic gas 

 

LST Analysis. Table 5-6 shows the construction-related emissions of CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 compared 
to the LSTs for Central Los Angeles area at a distance of 25 meter (m) for the build alternative. As required 
by the SCAQMD’s LST Methodology, only the on-site construction emissions are included in Table 5-6. As 
identified in Table 3.5-11 of Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the proposed project would 
exceed the LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5. Compared to the proposed project, calculated emission rates for the 
build alternative would exceed the LSTs for NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 (Table 5-6).  

Based on the results of the construction air quality analysis, impacts would be significant. Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 would reduce the exhaust and fugitive dust emissions (CO, NOX, ROG, PM10, 
and PM2.5) generated on-site during construction.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-1 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) 
requires compliance with the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (fugitive dust control measures) and would 
reduce on-site fugitive dust emissions by 50 percent.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) 
requires all on-site construction equipment to meet or exceed U.S. EPA’s Tier 4 Final emission 
standards and for all off-road construction equipment to be fueled using 100 percent renewable 
diesel. This measure would reduce the on-site exhaust emissions by up to 95 percent when 
compared with the average construction fleet for the SCAB.  
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Table 5-6. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions, Localized Significance – Build Alternative 
with At-Grade Passenger Concourse 

Project Segment 

Emissions  

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 314,447.4 322,241.9 471,622.5 110,681.2 

Daily (pounds) 209.6 214.8 314.4 73.8 

SCAQMD Thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceeds Daily SCAQMD Threshold? No Yes Yes Yes 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 

Table 5-7 identifies the on-site construction emissions after implementing Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and 
AQ-2 for the build alternative. As shown, after implementation of mitigation, the calculated emissions rates 
for the on-site construction activities associated with the build alternative would continue to exceed the 
LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5.  

Similar to the proposed project, after implementation of proposed mitigation, construction-related 
emissions resulting from the build alternative would continue to exceed the localized SCAQMD significance 
thresholds; therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. As discussed in the Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Impact Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR), particulate matter 
emissions can contribute to localized health impacts. Specific impacts include, but are not limited to, 
irritated eyes and respiratory tracts, decreased lung capacity, and increased cancer and mortality. While it 
is common practice to analyze the correlation between an individual facility’s TAC emissions and expected 
localized human health impacts, a similar analysis is not feasible for criteria pollutants. Instead, potential 
human health impacts associated with criteria air pollutants are evaluated on a regional level based on the 
NAAQS established by the U.S. EPA. Available modeling tools are not equipped to provide a meaningful 
analysis of the correlation between an individual project’s air emissions and specific human health impacts.  

Attempting to identify a change in background pollutant concentrations that can be attributed to a single 
project would be a theoretical exercise. A single project’s emissions constitute only a miniscule portion of 
the immense volume of air contained in a regional air basin. Additionally, background concentrations of 
regional pollutants are not temporally or geographically uniform throughout an air basin, and are constantly 
fluctuating based on meteorology and other environmental factors. An analysis attempting to take “tons 
per year” regional mass emissions data and translate that into precise pollutant concentrations, and 
project-specific health impacts, would not be practical or meaningful. 

For the same reason, even if a model were developed to accurately ascertain local increases in 
concentrations of criteria pollutants, it would remain impossible to correlate that increase in concentration 
to a specific health impact. Such models are designed to determine regional, population-wide health 
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impacts, and are not accurate when applied at the local level. Please refer to Threshold 3.5-D for an 
evaluation of the build alternative’s health risks associated with DPM emissions prepared pursuant to 
Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment guidelines. 

Table 5-7. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions After Mitigation, Localized Significance – 
Build Alternative with At-Grade Concourse 

 

Emissions 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 71,220.9 53,186.1 232,179.9 50,789.0 

Daily (pounds) 47.5 35.5 154.8 33.9 

SCAQMD Thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceeds Daily SCAQMD Threshold? No No Yes Yes 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

The build alternative would have similar air quality impacts during operations as the proposed project. 
Potential long-term operational air quality impacts would result from increased train activity, mobile source 
emissions associated with vehicular trips in the project study area, and stationary source emissions from 
on-site energy consumption. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change) is proposed that would require the use of emerging technologies, including renewable 
diesel to reduce criteria pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant concentrations below a level that would 
not exceed SCAQMD thresholds. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce the 
2031 emissions by 51 percent and the 2040 emissions by 56 percent. As with the proposed project, upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3, the significant operational impacts associated with the build 
alternative would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, as stated previously, by providing increased station capacity, the build 
alternative would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional on-road 
motor vehicle travel, thereby reducing the VMT in the area. This means that the project’s increase in 
emissions would be offset by reductions in VMT in 2040 (SCAG 2016). For this reason, it is reasonable to 
conclude that the build alternative would not exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds, but would more than likely 
contribute to net reductions in 2040. Based on these results, the build alternative would experience an air 
quality benefit in 2031 that would incrementally increase as more trains (equipped with Tier 4 emission 
controls) come into operation in response to increased ridership. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, impacts are considered beneficial 
under the build alternative.  
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would result in emissions of DPM 
from heavy-duty construction equipment and trucks operating in the project study area (e.g., water trucks 
and haul trucks).  

For the purposes of conducting a cancer risk analysis, a 6-year exposure scenario, corresponding to the 
approximate construction period for the entire build alternative, was evaluated. The construction period is 
the same as the proposed project. 

The DPM (PM10) emissions for all emission sources during the construction period were compiled and 
added together to represent worst-case emission source for DPM. Due to the long-term nature of health 
risks, the modeling used the average day emissions instead of the peak day emissions. The equipment and 
vehicles included in this total are: 

Build Alternative with At-Grade Concourse  

• Off-road vehicles and equipment: 8.85 pounds/day PM10 

• Haul Trucks (Assume last mile on site): 0.13 pound/day PM10 

• Total DPM (PM10): 8.98 pounds/day PM10 

These values for the build alternative are 3.07 lbs/day PM10 higher for off-road vehicles and equipment and 
0.03 lb/day PM10 higher for haul trucks than the proposed project, with total DPM 3.1 pounds/day 
PM10 higher for the build alternative than the proposed project. 

The DPM emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment and on-site diesel-powered trucks that 
would be used during construction are provided in the Link US Air Quality Assessment Report and Health 
Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR). Total emissions of construction-related exhaust PM10, as a 
surrogate for DPM, during the overall construction period were calculated and then converted to grams 
per second for use in the AERMOD model. Table 5-8 identifies the modeled annual average DPM 
concentration, and the associated cancer risks, at the closest land uses to the build alternative. As shown, 
the peak cancer risks during construction exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. This impact 
is considered significant. The build alternative would generally result in higher cancer risks than the 
proposed project. However, as with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which requires all 
off-road equipment to meet or exceed EPA’s Tier 4 final emissions standards, would reduce this impact to 
a level less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.5-D 

Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
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Table 5-8. Modeled Cancer Risks – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse (per million) 

Receptor Land Use Type 
Modeled Annual 

Concentrations (µg/m3) Cancer Risks 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.068 25.2 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.061 22.6 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.353 129.8 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.024 9.0 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.020 7.4 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.003 1.0 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.014 0.2 

Mendez High School School 0.016 0.2 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.093 1.4 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial Worker 0.247 2.7 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial Worker 0.156 1.7 

Metro Offices Commercial Worker 0.750 8.2 

Terminal Annex  Commercial Worker 0.260 2.8 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Table 5-9 identifies the after mitigation modeled annual average DPM concentration, and the associated 
cancer risks, at the closest land uses to the footprint for the build alternative. The complete results are 
included in Link US Air Quality Assessment Report and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR). As 
shown, the peak cancer risks would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million at the 
Mozaic Apartments. The build alternative would generally result in higher after mitigation modeled peak 
cancer risks than the proposed project. This impact would be considered significant. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
5.0 Alternatives 

 

 

 5-64 

Table 5-9. Modeled Cancer Risks – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse - Mitigated 
(per million) 

Receptor Land Use Type 
Modeled Annual 

Concentrations (µg/m3) Cancer Risks 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.007 2.6 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.006 2.4 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.037 13.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.003 0.9 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.002 0.8 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.000 0.1 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.001 0.0 

Mendez High School School 0.002 0.0 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.010 0.2 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial Worker 0.026 0.3 

Los Angeles Men’s County Central Jail Commercial Worker 0.016 0.2 

Metro Offices Commercial Worker 0.079 0.9 

Terminal Annex Commercial Worker 0.027 0.3 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
µg/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 

Table 5-10 identifies the maximum chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual under the 
unmitigated and mitigated conditions. Compared to the proposed project, the unmitigated chronic hazard 
index would be 0.047 higher and the mitigated chronic hazard index would be 0.01 higher for the build 
alternative. A chronic hazard index is calculated by dividing the annual average concentration of a toxic 
pollutant by the chronic reference exposure level for that pollutant. For DPM the chronic reference exposure 
level is 5.0. As shown, the chronic hazard index at this location is lower than the SCAQMD significance 
threshold of less than 1.0. 
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Table 5-10. Chronic Hazard Index 

Receptor 

Chronic Hazard Index 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

Maximally Exposed Individual – Build Alternative with 
At-Grade Passenger Concourse 

0.071 0.007 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

As detailed in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, the anticipated cancer risk associated 
with construction of the proposed project would be below the SCAQMD’s 10 in a million threshold, and 
impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant with implementation of mitigation (Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2). Compared to the proposed project, the cancer risk at the Mozaic Apartments 
would remain above the threshold at 13.6 in 1 million after implementation of mitigation. Under the build 
alternative, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. The build alternative would result in greater 
impacts than the proposed project due to the increased amount of truck trips associated with a greater 
level of excavation expected from the build alternative. 

Naturally Occurring Asbestos. As previously indicated, the project study area is not located in a region of 
Los Angeles County that has been identified as containing serpentine or ultramafic rock. Therefore, there 
is a negligible potential that construction workers and nearby sensitive receptors would be exposed to 
naturally occurring asbestos during project construction. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would alter the flow of rail 
operations within the project study area. In addition, the build alternative would facilitate an increase in rail 
operations in the future by increasing the current train capacity. Due to the flexibility provided by the new 
run-through tracks, the future daily operations on a track-by-track basis are unknown. Therefore, for the 
purpose of the DPM risk analysis, the project study area was modeled as point sources for idling within the 
station and as line sources for the rail operations within the project study area.  

Section 7.2 of the Link US Air Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR) 
lists the peak cancer risks at 13 locations within the project study area for the Existing, 2026 no project, 
2026 with project, 2031 no project, 2031 with project, 2040 no project, and 2040 with project condition, 
respectively. Peak cancer risks for the proposed project would be similar for the build alternative.  

Section 7.2 of the Link US Air Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR), 
shows the maximum chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual for the existing, 2026, 2031, 
and 2040 conditions. These values would be similar for the build alternative. The chronic hazard index is 
lower than the SCAQMD significance threshold of less than 1.0. 
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In summary, when compared to the no project conditions, the sensitive land uses within the project study 
area would be exposed to an increased cancer risk of more than 10 in 1 million. Similar to the proposed 
project, when compared to the existing (2016) conditions, the build alternative would result in lower health 
risks at the majority of the land uses in the project area. As with the proposed project, upon implementation 
of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change), the 
significant operational impacts associated with the build alternative would be reduced to a level less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

As with the proposed project, the build alternative would generate an air quality benefit in 2031 that would 
incrementally increase as more trains (equipped with Tier 4 emission controls) come into operation in 
response to increased ridership. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered beneficial. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative could result in emission of odors from 
construction equipment and vehicles (e.g., diesel exhaust). It is anticipated that these odors would be 
short-term, limited in extent at any given time, and distributed throughout the project study area during the 
duration of construction, and, therefore, would not affect a substantial number of individuals. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

According to the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook, land uses associated with odor complaints 
typically include agricultural uses, wastewater treatment plants, food processing plants, chemical plants, 
composting, refineries, landfills, dairies, and fiberglass molding. Similar to the proposed project, the build 
alternative does not include any uses identified by the SCAQMD as being associated with odors; therefore, 
it is anticipated that the build alternative would not produce objectionable odors. During operation, 
emissions from train idling (i.e., diesel exhaust and VOCs) would result in objectionable odors. However, 
in the opening year, the improved efficiency and reduced idling would reduce the potential for odor 
generation. In 2040, the reduced idling, improved efficiency, and improved engine technologies would 
minimize any increase in odor generation. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the 
proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, no impact would occur associated with the build alternative related to 
objectionable odors. 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-E 

Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people 
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Direct Impacts – Construction and Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, construction GHG emissions for the build alternative include emissions 
produced as a result of material processing, emissions produced by on-site construction equipment, and 
emissions arising from traffic delays due to construction. These emissions will be produced at different 
levels throughout the construction phase; their frequency and occurrence can be reduced through 
innovations in plans and specifications and by implementing better traffic management during all 
construction phases. 

Table 5-3 lists the annual GHG emissions that would be generated during construction of the build 
alternative. Up to 64,520 tons of CO2e would be generated during the 6-year construction period for the 
build alternative with an at-grade concourse; this is equivalent to 58,520 MT of CO2e. Amortized over a 
30-year period, the approximate life of the project, the yearly contribution to GHG from the construction of 
the build alternative with an at-grade concourse would be 1,951 MT of CO2e per year. Compared to the 
proposed project, the build alternative would generate up to 22,950 more tons of CO2e during the 6-year 
construction period and would result in an annual contribution to GHG from construction of 694 more MT 
of CO2e per year. 

Activities associated with operation of the build alternative that could directly or indirectly contribute to the 
generation of GHG emissions are the same as the proposed project and would include: gas, electricity, and 
water use; solid waste disposal; motor vehicle use; and train emissions. The Link US Air Quality/Climate 
Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR), provides a description of how these activities 
would contribute to the generation of GHG emissions. Similar to the proposed project, the projected GHG 
emissions for the build alternative would be the summation of the individual sources identified above. 

As identified in Table 5-11, the total annual GHG emissions from construction and operation of the build 
alternative would be approximately 11,925 MT of CO2e per year, which exceeds the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT 
CO2e interim threshold for commercial, residential, and mixed use projects. Compared to the proposed 
project and as stated above, the build alternative would result in an annual contribution to GHG from 
construction of 694 more MT of CO2e per year. 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-F 

Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have an 
adverse effect on the environment 
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Table 5-11. Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse 
(2040) 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction Emissions  
Amortized over 30 Years 

0.0 1,949.0 1,949.0 0.1 0.0 1,950.7 

Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy Sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile Sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste Sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water Usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 

Total Operational Emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

No Project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

Build Alternative 0.0 10,149.0 10,149.0 0.0 0.0 10,149.0 

Net Increase 0.0 3,980.8 3,980.8 0.0 0.0 3,980.8 

Total Operational Emissions 142.3 9,581.4 9,723.7 9.2 0.1 9,972.8 

Total Emissions with Construction 142.3 11,530.4 11,672.7 9.3 0.1 11,923.5 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; N2O=nitrous oxide 

As discussed above, similar to the proposed project, this analysis for the build alternative evaluates the 
localized idling emissions associated with the regional/intercity rail operations within LAUS. Therefore, this 
analysis does not evaluate the system-wide change in rail emissions or the associated change in regional 
VMT. 

In 2015, Metro emitted 457,400 MT of CO2e from its operations. By removing private vehicles from the 
road, the agency also prevents GHG emissions from entering the atmosphere. During the same period, 
Metro saved approximately 464,493 MT of CO2e from being emitted by displacing vehicle driving. As a 
result, Metro’s net GHG emissions in 2015 were a net reduction of 7,093 MT of CO2e. The addition of 
5,992 MT of CO2e from the operation of LAUS would increase Metro’s operation emissions to 
approximately 463,400 MT. Therefore, Metro would continue to offset over 100 percent of its operating 
GHG emissions through regional VMT reductions.  
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Metrolink is currently developing the SCORE Program, which will upgrade the regional rail system to meet 
the current and future needs of the traveling public. By adding tracks and grade separations and upgrading 
signal systems across the entire Metrolink system, trains will operate more frequently and reliably, making 
regional travel by train easier and creating an even more appealing alternative to driving. Link US is the 
centerpiece of the SCORE Program, providing critical capacity increases that are required to realize over 
26 percent of the significant reductions in Basin-wide VMT and GHG emissions that will result from the 
SCORE Program. Between 2026 and 2078, Link US’s estimated contribution to the VMT and GHG 
reductions are 898 million miles and 13.5 million MT of CO2e, respectively. The long term VMT and GHG 
reductions would offset the build alternative’s annual GHG emissions of 11,925 MT of CO2e. 

Further, and from a regional perspective, by providing increased station capacity for regional/intercity rail, 
Metro rail and bus, and accommodation of the planned HSR system, similar to the proposed project, the 
build alternative would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter regional 
on-road motor vehicle travel. Therefore, similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is a key 
component to achieving the 2016 RTP/SCS GHG reduction goals for the SCAG region, as listed in the 
2016 RTP/SCS, would achieve GHG emission reductions of up to 35 percent for Los Angeles County in 
2040 and up to 24 percent for the SCAG region as a whole. In this context, the reductions in GHGs in 
2040, as facilitated by the build alternative, would be considered a beneficial impact. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 

Although not required for the build alternative’s climate change impacts, Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and 
AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) would reduce construction and 
operational GHG emissions. Table 5-12 identifies the mitigated GHG emissions for the build alternative. 
Similar to the proposed project, with the addition of the SCORE Program benefits, the GHG emissions for 
the build alternative would be reduced to less than zero.  

Table 5-12. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger 
Concourse (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction Emissions  
Amortized over 30 Years 

0.0 1,395.1 1,395.1 0.1 0.0 1,396.9 

Operational Emissions 

Area Sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy Sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile Sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste Sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water Usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 
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Table 5-12. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions – Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger 
Concourse (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT/year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Total Operational Emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

No Project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

Build Alternative 0.0 6,082.9 6,082.9 0.0 0.0 6,082.9 

Net Increase 0.0 -85.3 -85.3 0.0 0.0 -85.3 

Total Operational Emissions 142.3 5,515.3 5,657.6 9.2 0.1 5,906.7 

Total Emissions with Construction 142.3 6,910.4 7,052.7 9.3 0.1 7,303.6 

Source: Appendix G of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; N2O=nitrous oxide 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would aid in the reduction of GHG 
emissions through regional VMT reductions. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction and Operations 

SB 375 calls on SCAG and other MPO’s to integrate land use, housing, and transportation planning efforts 
to achieve the SB 375 regional GHG reduction targets, consistent with the transportation goals of AB 
32. The adopted 2016 RTP/SCS multimodal strategy aims to reduce per capita VMT over the next 25 years, 
with regional passenger rail serving as a means to achieve VMT reductions. Similar to the proposed project, 
the build alternative would assist Metro and the State of California in meeting the greenhouse gas emission 
reduction targets as mandated under AB 32 and SB 375. Implementation of the build alternative would 
allow Metro to accommodate regional growth through increased and more frequent access to alternative 
modes of transit for local communities.  

SCAQMD has adopted numeric mass emissions thresholds as a method to close the gap between 
emissions reductions from land-use driven sectors that would occur at the state level (including Pavley, low 
carbon fuel standard, and Renewable Portfolio Standard, among others) and the emission reductions 
necessary from land use development projects that have a lower carbon intensity within the region, 

THRESHOLD 
3.5-G 

Conflict with applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of 
reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases 
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consistent with the goals of AB 32. Future year project-related emissions would be below SCAQMD numeric 
thresholds that were adopted to help achieve the reduction goals of AB 32. Thus, similar to the proposed 
project, the build alternative would not conflict with AB 32. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would aid in the reduction of GHG 
emissions through regional VMT reductions. No impact would occur.  

Noise and Vibration 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

2026 Condition 

In the 2026 condition, as with the proposed project, regional/intercity rail service would operate at 
increased levels of service, as described in the Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B 
of this EIR).  

Noise levels would be the same as the proposed project. As shown in Table 8-1 of the Link US Noise and 
Vibration Study (Appendix H of this EIR), noise levels would range from 45 to 67 dBA Ldn at Category 2 land 
uses (i.e., places where people sleep) and 57 to 67 dBA Leq at Category 3 land uses (i.e., a daycare and the 
park/athletic field near William Mead Homes). In 2026, moderate impacts would occur at 24 multifamily 
residences (all at William Mead Homes). Similar to the proposed project, no moderate or severe impacts 
would occur at the Mozaic Apartments, Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers 
Correctional Facility, Metro Senior Housing, One Santa Fe Apartments, or the daycare and park/athletic 
field near William Mead Homes. 

As with the proposed project, impacts are considered less than significant. The FRA and FTA manuals 
include provisions for consideration of mitigation for moderate impacts. Similar to the proposed project, 
although implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) is 
not required for the build alternative in the 2026 condition because impacts are considered less than 
significant. Metro may construct the sound wall in accordance with Mitigation Measure NV-1 earlier than 
2031 to reduce construction-related noise impacts and/or moderate operational noise impacts from 
increased train improvements that may occur as early as 2026. 

THRESHOLDS 
3.6-A AND 

3.6-C 

A.  A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise levels in the project vicinity 
above levels existing without the project 

C.  Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable 
standards of other agencies 
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Figure 5-20 depicts the noise contours associated with the moderate impact areas at William Mead Homes 
for the proposed project in the 2026 condition; the noise contours would be the same for the build 
alternative.  

2031 Condition 

In the 2031 condition, as with the proposed project, regional/intercity rail service would operate at 
increased levels as described in the Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR).  

Noise levels are predicted to range from 47 to 75 dBA Ldn at Category 2 land uses and 63 to 73 dBA Leq at 
Category 3 land uses. The build alternative would result in a greater number of moderate impacts than the 
proposed project (3 additional sensitive receptors at Mozaic Apartments East Building). As shown in 
Table 5-13, the build alternative would result in moderate impacts on 76 multifamily residences (40 William 
Mead Homes units and 36 Mozaic Apartment units). The same number of severe impacts would occur as 
the proposed project; including 40 multifamily residences (all William Mead Homes units) and the 
park/athletic field near William Mead Homes.  

• For William Mead Homes, severe operational noise impacts in the 2031 condition would be 
significant. Similar to the proposed project, Mitigation Measure NV-1 would reduce operational 
noise impacts for the build alternative to a level less than significant.  

• For Mozaic Apartments, although exterior noise levels at the Mozaic Apartments would result in 
moderate noise impact at 36 units, mitigation measures are not proposed for consideration for the 
same reasons as the proposed project described in Section 8.1.2 of the Link US Noise and Vibration 
Study (Appendix H of this EIR). Impacts are considered less than significant.  

• For the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility, interior 
noise levels at the facilities would be 45 dBA Ldn or lower for the same reasons as the proposed 
project described in in Section 8.1.2 of the Link US Noise and Vibration Study (Appendix H of this 
EIR). Impacts are considered less than significant. 

• For the Metro Senior Housing and One Santa Fe Apartments, similar to the proposed project, no 
moderate or severe impacts would occur for the build alternative. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Figure 5-21 depicts the noise contours associated with the moderate and severe noise impact areas at 
William Mead Homes for the build alternative in the 2031 condition.  
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Figure 5-20. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Proposed Project and Build Alternative 
(2026 Condition) 
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Table 5-13. Operational Noise Levels (2031 Condition) 

Noise Sensitive Area Description 
Land Use 
Category 

Number of 
Uses 

Existing Noise 
Exposure 

(dBA) 

Build Alternative  

Range of Sound Levels 
(dBA) 

Number of 
Severe 

Impacts 
Number of 

Moderate Impacts 

William Mead Homes 2 415 69 59-75 40 40 

3 2 66 63-73 1 0 

Metro Senior Housing 2 123 60 59 0 0 

Los Angeles County Men’s 
Central Jail 

2 4,000a 73 62 0 0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility 2 9,500a 73 58 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments East Building 2 176 67 53-66 0 36 

Mozaic Apartments West Building 2 96 67 50-56 0 0 

One Santa Fe Apartments/Studios 2 438 71 47-63 0 0 

Project Total 2 14,748a 60−73 47-75 40 76 

3 2 66 63-73 1 0 

Source: Appendix H of this EIR 

Notes: 
a Approximately 4,000 inmates are housed at the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and 9,500 inmates are housed at the Twin Towers Correctional Facilities. Neither correctional facility 

provides outdoor use areas for prisoners; therefore only interior noise levels are of concern. The prisons are built out of concrete and have thick windows to keep prisoners inside; therefore, 
exterior sound levels would be 20 dBA lower than those calculated at the exterior of each facility 

dBA=A-weighted decibel; Ldn=day-night average sound level; Leq=equivalent noise level; Metro=Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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Figure 5-21. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Build Alternative (2031 Condition) 
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2040 Condition 

In the 2040 condition, similar to the proposed project, additional regional/intercity rail train movements 
through LAUS are anticipated to occur, and the planned HSR system would be in operation as described 
in the Link US Rail Planning Technical Memorandum (Appendix B of this EIR).  

Noise levels would be nearly the same predicted range at Category 2 land uses (48 to 75 dBA Ldn) and at 
Category 3 land uses (56 to 73 dBA Leq) as the proposed project. As shown in Table 5-14, in the 
2040 condition, the build alternative would result in moderate impacts on 66 multifamily residential units 
(24 William Mead Homes units and 42 Mozaic Apartment units). The build alternative would result in 
moderate impacts at 17 more noise-sensitive receptors (8 additional receptors at William Mead Homes 
and 9 additional receptors at Mozaic Apartments) than the proposed project. No severe impacts would 
occur at any multifamily residential units (compared to 24 receptors at William Mead Homes and 
6 receptors at Mozaic Apartments for the proposed project). 

At William Mead Homes, no severe impacts would occur as a result of implementing the build alternative 
because electrified HSR trains (that produce less noise than regional/intercity trains) would operate on the 
dedicated track alignment that is located closer to residential units than the proposed project. Although 
trains would operate closer to residential units at William Mead Homes, the HSR trains produce less noise, 
and for this reason, only moderate impacts would occur. At the rail yard near the Mozaic Apartments, the 
build alternative alignment is the same as the proposed project, and would include electrified HSR trains 
on tracks 3 through 6. For this reason, sound levels for the build alternative are only slightly lower at the 
Mozaic Apartment units nearest to LAUS (e.g., 67 dBA Ldn for the build alternative vs. 68 dBA Ldn for the 
proposed project) and as a result no severe impacts would occur. Concentrating higher numbers of 
regional/intercity rail trains on tracks further away (e.g., Tracks 7 through 12) in combination with electrified 
HSR trains does result in greater moderate impacts at the Mozaic Apartments for the build alternative 
compared to the proposed project. So while there are a greater total number of impacts at the Mozaic 
Apartments than the proposed project, sound level would be less impactful for the reasons stated above, 
and no severe impacts at the Mozaic Apartments for the build alternative would occur. 

A severe impact would still occur at the park/athletic field near William Mead Homes, similar to the 
proposed project. 

• For William Mead Homes, severe operational noise impacts on the park/athletic field at William 
Mead Homes would still occur in the 2040 condition under the build alternative. These impacts 
are considered significant. Similar to the proposed project, Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in 
Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) is proposed to reduce operational noise impacts for the build 
alternative to a level less than significant.  

• For Mozaic Apartments, interior noise levels at the Mozaic Apartments are assumed to be 45 dBA 
Ldn or lower for the same reasons as described for the proposed project. Impacts are considered 
less than significant. 
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• For the Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail and the Twin Towers Correctional Facility, interior 
noise levels at the facilities would be 45 dBA Ldn or lower for the same reasons described for the 
proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

• For the Metro Senior Housing and One Santa Fe Apartments, similar to the proposed project, no 
moderate or severe impacts were identified. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Figure 5-22 depicts the noise contours associated with moderate and severe noise impact areas at William 
Mead Homes for the build alternative in the 2040 condition.  
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Table 5-14. Operational Noise Levels (2040 Condition) 

Noise Sensitive Area Description 
Land Use 
Category 

Number of 
Uses 

Existing Noise Exposure 
(dBA) 

Build Alternative 

Range of Sound 
Levels (dBA) 

Number of 
Severe Impacts 

Number of 
Moderate 
Impacts 

William Mead Homes 2 415 69 53-75 0 24 

3 2 66 56-73 1 0 

Metro Senior Housing 2 123 60 54 0 0 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central 
Jail 

2 4,000a 73 62 0 0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility 2 9,500a 73 59 0 0 

Mozaic Apartments East Building 2 176 67 53-67 0 42 

Mozaic Apartments West Building 2 96 67 50-56 0 0 

One Santa Fe Apartments/Studios 2 438 71 48-64 0 0 

Project Total 2 14,748a 60−73 48-75 0 66 

3 2 66 56-73 1 0 

Notes: 
dBA=A-weighted decibel 
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Figure 5-22. Noise Impact Areas at William Mead Homes – Build Alternative (2040 Condition) 
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Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative could encourage residential and 
commercial infill development around LAUS that could indirectly result in the placement of new noise 
sources near noise-sensitive land uses; however, it is unknown if and when such land use development 
would occur. Additionally, new development would be required to comply with City of Los Angeles 
Municipal Code, Section 91.1207.14.2. In this context, as with the proposed project, impacts are considered 
less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would result in temporary vibration 
from use of heavy equipment and machinery. Building demolition would also be required in limited 
circumstances along Commercial Street. The vibration levels from construction activities associated with 
the build alternative would be the same as the proposed project because the same types of construction 
equipment and methods are anticipated. Construction-based groundborne vibration and groundborne 
noise levels are summarized in Table 8-7 of the Link US Noise and Vibration Study (Appendix H of this EIR), 
and these levels would be the same for the build alternative.  

Within approximately 50 feet of a pile driving activity, there is potential for vibration-related structural 
damage. The vibratory roller is not predicted to damage structures because the vibratory roller would not 
be used within 25 feet of a sensitive structure, a distance that eliminates concern of structural damage. 
Similar to the proposed project, from an annoyance perspective, impact pile driving associated with the 
build alternative would be characterized as a frequent source of vibration, as there would more than 70 pile 
strikes (i.e., events) per day. Mozaic Apartments are the nearest sensitive land uses and are within 300 feet 
from pile driving activities (if this construction technique is utilized). Additionally, use of the vibratory roller 
may occur near some sensitive land uses continuously over the course of several days and would be 
considered a frequent vibration source during construction. The vibratory roller would be used in closer 
proximity to sensitive areas, such as William Mead Homes (Category 2 land use). Per the FTA manual, the 
frequent impact threshold for Category 2 land uses is 72 VdB (FTA 2018).  

Vibration from construction of the build alternative could be considered an annoyance, but would not cause 
damage to residential land uses situated within approximately 300 feet of an impact pile driver and 140 feet 
of the vibratory roller; however, pile driving activities would be restricted from occurring within 50 feet of a 
sensitive land use and therefore impacts from a damage perspective would occur. Nevertheless, because 
construction would occur within 300 feet of an impact driver and 140 feet of the vibratory roller from 
sensitive land uses, a severe impact would occur related to William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments, 
from an annoyance perspective. This is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measure NV-2 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) is proposed to reduce actual 

THRESHOLD 
3.6-B 

Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive groundborne vibration or 
groundborne noise levels 
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construction-related vibration impacts, while Mitigation Measure NV-3 (described in Section 3.6, Noise 
and Vibration) is proposed to reduce the annoyances caused by construction-related vibration impacts 
under the build alternative. Upon implementation of proposed mitigation, impacts would be reduced to a 
level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As with the proposed project, vibration sensitive land uses and structures near the build alternative would 
be limited to those Category 2 uses within 200 feet of the project alignment (i.e., the screening distance 
per FTA guidance). Category 2 uses within 200 feet of the alignment include the first row of buildings at 
William Mead Homes and a portion of the front row building at the Mozaic Apartment complex. 

2026 Condition 

Similar to the proposed project, in the 2026 condition, although additional train movements would occur, 
there would be no changes to track speeds or the track alignment near William Mead Homes and, 
consequently, there would be no changes to vibration levels associated with the build alternative. In 
Segments 2 and 3 of the project study area, the track alignment would change slightly to accommodate 
Platform 4 modifications, a temporary run-through track ramp, and new run-through tracks crossing 
US-101. As a result, vibration levels would change slightly at the front row building of the Mozaic Apartment 
complex with regional/intercity rail trains operating at 10 miles per hour on Tracks 3 and 4. 

2031 Condition 

Under the build alternative, near William Mead Homes, regional/intercity rail trains would operate as close 
as 50 feet (as compared to 100 feet for the proposed project) from buildings at speeds of 20 miles per 
hour. 

2040 Condition 

Under the build alternative, near William Mead Homes, the planned HSR system would operate as close 
as 50 feet from the these buildings (compared to regional/intercity trains and HSR trains operating on 
shared tracks 100 feet from these buildings for the proposed project), and regional/intercity trains would 
operate as close as 115 feet away from the residential units at the Mozaic Apartment complex (compared 
to Gold Line trains as close as 40 feet, HSR trains as close as 75 feet, and regional/intercity rail trains as 
close as 185 feet for the proposed project).  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, operation of the build alternative is unlikely to result in indirect impacts 
related to groundborne vibration that would result in vibration-related annoyance or physical damage to 
adjacent structures. Although land use changes (and intensification) are expected with or without the 
project, these changes would need to be approved by local jurisdictions and would be subject to 
environmental review. This would include any new development proposed around LAUS and along 
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Commercial Street that might otherwise be sensitive to operational sources of vibration. Impacts of the 
build alternative would be similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would take place in phases over the 
course of approximately 6 years. Construction activities associated with the build alternative would result 
in temporary periods of relatively high noise levels. The noise levels from construction activities would be 
similar for the build alternative. Table 8-5 of the Link US Noise and Vibration Study (Appendix H of this EIR) 
provides estimates of peak day noise levels for each construction phase and project segment.  

During construction, impacts would occur at Category 2 land uses at distances of up to approximately 
250 feet under daytime (7:00 AM to 10:00 PM) impact criteria (i.e., 80 dBA Leq) and approximately 300 feet 
under nighttime (10:00 PM to 7:00 AM) impact criteria (i.e., 70 dBA Leq). It is anticipated that some 
construction work would take place during nighttime hours to utilize the efficiencies of working during 
off-peak times of the day and meet Metro’s desired construction completion timeframe. These impacts 
would be similar under the build alternative. 

Category 2 land uses (i.e., residential) exist within the respective daytime and nighttime impact distances 
(250 feet and 300 feet) and include William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments; therefore, the 
construction noise impact is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure NV-2 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) is proposed to reduce construction-related 
noise impacts. Mitigation Measure NV-3 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) also includes 
provisions to reduce the annoyances caused by construction-related noise impacts (in addition to vibration 
impacts). As with the proposed project, although construction-related noise impacts would be reduced 
through implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3, impacts under the build alternative would 
remain significant and unavoidable.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

An evaluation of potential increases in ambient noise levels associated with the build alternative is 
addressed under Threshold 3.6-A and 3.6-C above.  

Indirect Impacts 

Indirect impacts related to construction induced noise levels is addressed under Threshold 3.6-B, above.  

  

THRESHOLD  
3.6-D 

A substantial temporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels existing without 
the project 
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Biological Resources 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Special-Status Bats 

Similar to the proposed project, if construction occurs during the bat maternity season (May 1 through 
August 31), there is a potential for direct impacts (e.g., maternity site abandonment) and indirect impacts 
(e.g., noise, vibration, dust, night lighting, and human encroachment) to occur on western mastiff bats as 
a result of construction activities in the vicinity of bridges and on western yellow bats as a result of removal 
of naturally occurring or planted (ornamental) trees, including palm trees. These impacts would be 
considered significant. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. As 
with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-1 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Migratory Birds 

Several migratory bird species were observed in the BSA, and suitable habitat that would support breeding 
migratory birds is present in the BSA. Similar to the proposed project, construction of the track and bridge 
improvements at Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue, safety improvements at the Main Street Bridge 
crossing of the Los Angeles River, and other construction activities may interfere with MBTA-covered 
species during the nesting season. Impacts on MBTA-covered species during the nesting season would be 
considered significant. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. As 
with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-2 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Special-Status Bats 

Similar to the proposed project, operations of the build alternative would involve increased train traffic and 
periodic maintenance of Metro’s ROW. Based on the limited availability of suitable habitat for special-status 
bat species in the project area, the corresponding impacts of operations on each species (i.e., increased 
risk of being struck by a train) are not anticipated to substantially reduce the regional population size of 
these species. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. .Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Migratory Birds 

Similar to the proposed project, due to the urban nature of the project site, any birds utilizing the site for 
breeding during operations of the build alternative are expected to be urban-adapted. Therefore, the 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-A 

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modifications, 
on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status species in local 
or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by CDFW or USFWS 
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corresponding impacts of operations on these species (e.g., increased risk of being struck by a train) are 
not anticipated to substantially reduce their regional population sizes. The build alternative would result in 
an impact similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Special-Status Bats 

Similar to the proposed project, operation of the build alternative would involve increased train traffic and 
periodic maintenance in the railroad ROW. Based on the limited availability of suitable habitat for 
special-status bat species to occur in the project area, the corresponding impacts of operations on each 
species (i.e., increased risk of a maternity roost being disturbed by maintenance activities or vibration, noise 
and dust resulting from increased train traffic) are not anticipated to substantially reduce the regional 
population size of these species. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Migratory Birds 

Similar to the proposed project, temporary, indirect impacts that may affect MBTA-covered species during 
operations include increased noise, vibration, dust, night lighting, and human encroachment. However, 
due to the urban nature of the project site, any birds utilizing the site for breeding during project operations 
are expected to be urban-adapted. The corresponding impacts of operations on these species (e.g., 
increased risk of being struck by a train) are not anticipated to substantially reduce their regional population 
sizes. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would not obstruct local north-south 
wildlife movement that may be occurring via the Los Angeles River, or local east-west movements that may 
be occurring via the Arroyo Seco. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, operations of the build alternative would involve increased train traffic and 
periodic maintenance of Metro’s ROW. However, operations would not obstruct local north-south wildlife 
movement that may be occurring via the Los Angeles River, or local east-west movements that may be 
occurring via the Arroyo Seco. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-D 

Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish 
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors 
or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 
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Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, construction and operations of the build alternative would occur over 
0.8 mile away from Arroyo Seco; therefore, it is not expected to impact any potential wildlife movement 
occurring there. Noise and light from construction and operations could inhibit what limited wildlife 
movement occurs in the Los Angeles River. Given the unvegetated, concrete-lined nature of the river and 
the urban nature of the surroundings, any wildlife using the river is expected to be urban-adapted. The 
corresponding indirect impacts on these species from construction and operations are not anticipated to 
substantially reduce their regional population sizes or interfere substantially with their movement. The build 
alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction may require the removal or disturbance of one or more native 
tree species (western sycamore or other species observed during reconnaissance surveys) that are 
considered a protected tree under the City of Los Angeles Tree Ordinance. Removal of protected trees 
would conflict with local ordinances and policies protecting biological resources. This is considered a 
significant impact. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. As with 
the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, operations would not require the removal of additional trees. However, 
future maintenance activities would be required throughout the duration of operations, and limited pruning 
or vegetation clearing would be required to keep the railroad corridor free of debris. Vegetation maintenance 
activities would be limited to the railroad ROW and would not extend into adjacent sensitive habitats. The 
build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, construction could result in indirect impacts affecting the root systems of 
adjacent native trees. Trenching, grading, soil compaction, and the placement of fill or impervious surfaces 
within the driplines of protected trees could lead to root damage ultimately resulting in death of the tree. 
This impact would be considered significant. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the 
proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (described in 
Section 3.7, Biological Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.7-E 

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance 
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Hydrology and Water Quality 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, it is assumed that groundwater dewatering would be required during 
construction. These groundwater dewatering activities would be considered temporary and would only 
result in extraction of water from the upper aquifer, which is not currently used for potable uses. Hence, 
production rates or well levels would not be affected. The build alternative would result in an impact similar 
to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, operation of the build alternative would not require groundwater extraction 
for consumptive use and, therefore, would not substantially deplete groundwater supplies or substantially 
interfere with groundwater recharge. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would be constructed in accordance with standard 
engineering practices. Therefore, no indirect effect related to groundwater would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction would require substantial amounts of grading and excavation 
in order to reconfigure existing drainage patterns and ensure that connections to existing drainage 
infrastructure are maintained and/or improved. Any increases in sediment load from the construction area 
could lead to alterations in drainage patterns due to accumulations of sediment in downstream areas, if 
not properly managed. This would be considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in 
an impact similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) is proposed to reduce impacts 
to a level less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-A 

Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with 
groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a 
lowering of the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production rate of 
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support existing 
land uses or planned uses for which permits have been granted) 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-B 

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, or substantially increase 
the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site 
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Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would result in alterations to the existing drainage 
patterns in the project study area that could result in localized flooding if not properly managed. This impact 
would be considered significant. Post construction BMPs would be required to attenuate flows prior to 
entering the drainage conveyance system. Because Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA have jurisdiction over 
various areas of runoff from the US-101, and other portions of the project study area, each agency is 
anticipated to implement different post-construction BMPs based on applicable regulations and each 
agency would retain partial responsibility for long-term maintenance of BMPs. The build alternative would 
result in an impact similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) are 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, no indirect impacts related to alterations in drainage patterns would occur 
because all project-related infrastructure would be constructed in accordance with standard engineering 
practices. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, excavated soil would be exposed during construction and there would be 
increased potential for soil erosion. Excavated soils could be contaminated and the contractor would be 
required to follow protocol consistent with the Link US Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (HDR 2016a) 
or forthcoming Phase II Environmental Site Assessment for disposition of the soils. In addition, chemicals, 
liquid products, petroleum products (e.g., paints, solvents, and fuels), and concrete-related waste may be 
spilled or leaked and have the potential to be transported via stormwater runoff into receiving waters. 
Similar to the proposed project, construction of the safety improvements at the Main Street at-grade public 
crossing may require some minor grading, excavation, and other site preparation activities. If not properly 
managed, sediments, petroleum products, and concrete-related waste may be spilled or leaked and have 
the potential to be transported via stormwater into the Los Angeles River. This is considered a significant 
impact. The build alternative would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not result in an increase in impervious surface 
within Caltrans ROW and the runoff associated with the US-101 overhead viaduct would not exceed the 

THRESHOLD  
3.8-C 

Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing 
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff 
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capacity of the tributary Caltrans system below (WKE 2016). However, as with the proposed project, the 
build alternative would increase impervious surfaces outside of Caltrans ROW by 3.5 acres, which is 
expected to result in an overall increase in storm runoff, thereby increasing the volume of flow and exceed 
the capacity of some on-site drainage systems. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative 
would result in an impact similar to the proposed project. The build alternative would include capture and 
use BMPs, bioretention BMPs, and structural BMPs that would provide permanent stormwater treatment. 
In addition, the build alternative would incorporate the same post-construction BMPs into the design as 
the proposed project. Because Caltrans, Metro, and CHSRA have jurisdiction over various areas of runoff 
from the US-101, and other portions of the project study area, each agency is anticipated to implement 
different post-construction BMPs based on applicable regulations and each agency would retain partial 
responsibility for long-term maintenance of BMPs. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) are 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, components would be constructed in accordance with standard 
engineering practices. Therefore, no indirect effect related to exceeding the capacity of existing or planned 
stormwater drainage systems or providing substantial additional sources of polluted runoff is anticipated. 
No impact would occur. 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-D 

Expose people or structures to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding, 
including flooding as a result of the failure of a levee or dam 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the study area for the build alternative is not located within a 100-year or 
500-year floodplain; therefore, construction activities would not be subject to impacts associated with 
flooding. Although the build alternative would improve and modify drainage within the project study area 
to maintain existing drainage flow patterns and to accommodate for increased flow volumes, it would not 
increase or negatively impact the project study area’s vulnerability to levee and dam failure. Therefore, the 
build alternative would not increase the exposure of people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, 
or death related to flooding or inundation beyond existing conditions. The build alternative would result in 
an impact similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not impact any floodplain areas or require the 
need to update the flood maps, given that it would occur outside of the flood zones. The proposed grand 
canopy, platforms, and other project facilities would be designed and constructed in accordance with 
standard engineering practices to ensure that the build alternative would not expose people or structures 
to a risk of loss, injury, or death involving flooding. The build alternative would result in an impact similar 
to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 
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Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, components would be constructed in accordance with standard 
engineering practices. Therefore, no indirect impacts would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the various build alternative project components, including 
the safety improvements at the Main Street at-grade public crossing, could result in a significant impact on 
water quality and exceed water discharge requirements if runoff is not properly managed. In addition, 
although the project study area is relatively flat and the potential for soil erosion is considered to be low, 
stormwater runoff could result in short-term erosion within areas of exposed or stockpiled soils. 
Furthermore, the compaction of soils by heavy equipment may reduce the infiltration capacity of soils and 
increase runoff and erosion potential. If uncontrolled, soil materials could block storm drainage channels 
and cause downstream sedimentation.  

Removal of existing track and ballast, including creosote ties, rails, wire, and metal materials, may also 
expose excavated dirt contaminated with lead, copper, chromium, and other contaminants typical of a 
railroad yard. Surface runoff exposure to soils containing these contaminants could reduce water quality of 
the Los Angeles River. Similarly, tainted soil may be subject to erosion from storm events. Improper 
handling of concrete mix could be carried away by runoff and also result in degradation of surface water. 

Groundwater may also be encountered during construction, which may be contaminated. If not addressed 
properly, the extracted groundwater could substantially degrade surface water. This is considered a 
significant impact.  

The build alternative would result in impacts on water quality similar to the proposed project. As with the 
proposed project, Mitigation Measures HWQ-1, HWQ-6, and HWQ-7 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, minor amounts of oil and grease would originate from train cars during 
operation of the build alternative, which could discharge oil, grease, and other chemical pollutants into 
existing drainage systems. This is considered a significant impact. Post construction BMPs are required to 
treat the runoff prior to discharge to the local storm drain system through capture and use, bioretention, 
and structural BMPs. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with 
the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in 
Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.8-E and 

3.8-G 

E.  Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements 

G.  Otherwise substantially degrade water quality 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
5.0 Alternatives 

 

 

 5-95 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative could result in on- and off-site discharges that could 
indirectly affect downstream surface waters by increasing scour and/or sedimentation. This is considered 
a significant impact if not properly managed. During operations, the build alternative would result in 
acquisition of parcels with current manufacturing and industrial processes permitted by the IGP. These 
processes include treating stormwater discharges that include pollutants. Significant impacts would occur 
if these processes are not continued, because industrial stormwater may not be treated and could negatively 
impact the storm drain system. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HWQ-8 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would occur over a multiyear period 
with multiple phases of construction. Over the course of construction, activities would extend over multiple 
rainy seasons; however, the construction schedule is anticipated to be phased to minimize the amount of 
work during the rainy season. During construction, it may be necessary for the contractor to re-route 
drainage around one or more construction areas, which, in turn, may concentrate runoff and/or direct it 
off-site, thereby resulting in substantial erosion on adjacent properties if not properly managed. This is 
considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HWQ-1 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology 
and Water Quality) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would result in an increase of impervious surfaces in 
the project study area by 3.5 acres (non-Caltrans ROW). This could cause a decrease in infiltration and 
increase the volume and velocity of runoff during a storm event that transports pollutants to receiving 
waters and may lead to downstream erosion and increases in suspended particles and sediment, resulting 
in increased turbidity. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures 
HWQ-2, HWQ-3, HWQ-4, and HWQ-5 (described in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) are 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, components would be constructed in accordance with standard 
engineering practices. Therefore, no indirect effect related to erosion and sedimentation would occur.  

THRESHOLD 
3.8-F 

Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area, including 
through the alteration of the course of a stream or river, in a manner which would 
result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site 
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Geology and Soils 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction, the project site would be subject to the same level of 
ground motion in the event of an earthquake. However, standard safety protocols in accordance with OSHA 
requirements would be implemented during construction to prevent risk of loss, injury, or death if seismic 
activity is encountered during construction. For this reason, construction of the build alternative would not 
exacerbate existing hazards related to seismic ground shaking. Therefore, impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Once operational, the probability that the project-related infrastructure would be subject to strong seismic 
shaking is considered high due to the proximity of known active faults in the region. Similar to the proposed 
project, the project-related infrastructure for the build alternative would be designed in accordance with 
appropriate industry standards, including established engineering and construction practices and methods; 
therefore, project implementation would not exacerbate existing hazards posed by seismic shaking because 
an improved structural response to an earthquake is anticipated to occur when compared to existing 
conditions. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

In general, liquefaction is expected at the project site due to the soil conditions and depth of groundwater. 
Based on the preliminary liquefaction analysis performed for the project, liquefaction is expected between 
depths of about 20 and 30 feet bgs in Segment 1:Throat Segment and Segment 2: Concourse Segment of 
the project study area. Based on these considerations, this is considered a significant impact. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described 
in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils) is proposed to reduce liquefaction-related hazards to a level less than 
significant. 

  

THRESHOLD 
3.9-A 

Expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse impacts, including the 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving:  

ii. Strong seismic ground shaking 
iii. Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the majority of the project study area for the build alternative consists of 
disturbed areas with existing rail tracks, developed properties, and the rail yard. The LAUS campus is 
located on disturbed area and fill. The potential for impacts related to soil erosion and the loss of topsoil 
is extremely low due to the urban developed nature of the project study area. The build alternative would 
result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, during operation of the build alternative there would not be a substantial 
amount of exposed surfaces which could be subjected to accelerated soil erosion. The throat segment and 
run-through segment would still include exposed surfaces; however, the placement of ballast and other soil 
protection materials would provide stabilization to prevent erosion. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts that would generate additional erosion or loss of topsoil are anticipated due to the 
disturbed nature of the project study area. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the 
proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the potential for subsidence due to groundwater pumping and/or 
extraction of oil in the surrounding area near LAUS associated with construction of the build alternative is 
considered low. In addition, the project site is not located within an area prone to landslides. Based on the 
consolidation test results, along with the moisture and density and soil types identified during the 
preliminary geotechnical investigation, hydrocollapse is not anticipated to have a substantial impact on 
project improvements. However, due to the presence of compressible layers within the upper 30 feet in 
Segment 2: Concourse Segment of the project study area, settlement, both long-term and immediate, is 
anticipated to occur for those improvements proposed to be founded on shallow foundations. In addition, 
liquefaction is expected due to the soil conditions and depth of groundwater. This is considered a significant 
impact. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils) is proposed to reduce 
liquefaction-related hazards to a level less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.9-B 

Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 

THRESHOLD 
3.9-C 

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

As indicated above, settlement and liquefaction is anticipated to occur within the upper 30 feet of the soils 
in the project study area. In addition, the project infrastructure for the build alternative would be designed 
and constructed in accordance with standard engineering practices. After construction is complete, the 
likelihood that the build alternative would be affected either by subsidence due to the settlement of 
compressible layers and/or by liquefaction induced settlement is low. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, based upon the preliminary geotechnical evaluation, the potential for lateral 
spreading at the site for the build alternative is considered low. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, expansion potential is considered to be low for the build alternative based 
on the material encountered within the top 5 feet and plasticity index test results during the preliminary 
geotechnical investigation. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 
Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, after construction is complete and the build alternative is operational, the 
likelihood that the build alternative would be affected by expansive soils is low. The build alternative would 
result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, no indirect impacts related to expansive soils would occur for the build 
alternative. 

  

THRESHOLD 
3.9-D 

Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the UBC (1994), creating 
substantial risk to life or property 
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Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Transport, Use, and Disposal of Hazardous Materials 

Similar to the proposed project, the use of hazardous materials and substances would be required during 
construction and hazardous wastes would be generated during operation of construction equipment. The 
use of these materials, including their routine transport and disposal, carries the potential for an accidental 
release into the local environment, which could pose a hazard to construction employees, the public, and 
the environment depending on the magnitude of the spill and relative hazard of the material released. 
Although typical construction management practices limit and often eliminate the risk of such accidental 
releases, the extent and duration of project construction presents a possible risk to the environment 
through the routine transport of hazardous materials.  

Transport, Use, and Disposal of Contaminated Soil and Groundwater 

Similar to the proposed project, contaminated soil and groundwater are expected to be encountered during 
soil excavations and dewatering activities, which would require specialized handling, treatment, and 
eventual off-site transport. The build alternative would require substantially more excavation compared to 
the proposed project. Therefore, the build alternative would result in a greater potential for encountering 
contaminated soils and/or groundwater during soil excavations.  

Potential hazards generated by the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials, 
contaminated soils, and/or contaminated groundwater during construction is considered a significant 
impact, if not adequately managed. The build alternative would result in greater impacts than the proposed 
project due to the greater amount of excavation. However, as with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) is proposed to reduce 
impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would involve an increase in the number of trains 
arriving and departing LAUS, although operational activities and practices involving routine transport, use, 
and storage of potentially hazardous materials would remain similar to existing conditions. Future 
operations at LAUS would involve routine transport of hazardous materials and wastes, such as gasoline, 
brake fluids, and coolants, although heavy maintenance activities would continue off-site at existing 
maintenance facilities, such as Metrolink’s CMF or Taylor Facility, located north of LAUS and the Amtrak 
maintenance facility located south of LAUS. These facilities already in operation would continue to provide 
for safe storage, containment, and disposal of chemicals and hazardous materials during operations, 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-A 

Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials 
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including waste materials. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 
Based on the existing local regulatory framework, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would facilitate an increase in the 
number of train movements beginning as early as 2026 and the initiation of HSR service as early as 
2033. Considering LAUS is limited to passenger operations, the potential for increased freight movements 
and increased hazardous materials transport is beyond Metro’s authority and subject to private railway 
carriers. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are 
considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Recognized Environmental Condition Sites 

Similar to the proposed project, the close proximity of the build alternative to existing RECs could result in 
potential exposure to contaminated soils and/or groundwater or migration of contaminants (e.g., by 
groundwater). The build alternative includes two new lead tracks and a new retaining wall through the 
throat segment that would extend outside of the existing railroad ROW, encroaching into a portion of the 
William Mead Homes property. Compared to the proposed project, the build alternative would have a 
greater potential to encounter contaminated soil and/or groundwater associated with the William Mead 
Homes site (Map Code 31). Therefore, the build alternative would result in greater impacts than the 
proposed project. This is considered a significant impact.  

Soil Vapor Migration 

Construction of subterranean structures for the build alternative could encounter soils contaminated with 
petroleum and petroleum products, which could release vapor encroachment conditions during 
excavations or tunneling. The build alternative would require substantially more excavation compared to 
the proposed project. Therefore, the build alternative would result in greater potential for encountering soils 
contaminated with petroleum and petroleum products during soil excavations. This is considered a 
significant impact.  

Asbestos and Lead 

Similar to the proposed project, demolition of structures containing ACMs and LBPs could cause their 
release into the environment. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project 
because the same amount of buildings would be demolished. The accidental release of ACMs or lead into 
the environment is considered a significant impact.  

THRESHOLD 
3.10-B 

Create a hazard to the public or the environment through reasonably foreseeable 
upset or accidental conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the 
environment 
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As described above, an accidental release of hazardous materials could pose a hazard both to construction 
employees, the public, and the environment depending on the magnitude and relative hazard of the 
material released. Although typical construction management practices limit the potential for such 
accidental releases, these practices do not eliminate their risk. The build alternative would result in greater 
impacts than the proposed project. However, as with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures 
HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) are proposed to 
reduce impacts related to the release of hazardous materials to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, future operations at LAUS would involve the use of hazardous materials 
and wastes, such as gasoline, brake fluids, and coolants that could be subject to accidental releases. The 
handling of such materials would be subject to federal (40 CFR 239-282), state (22 CCR 4.5), and local 
health and safety requirements (those specified by Metro, railroad operators, or property owners on a 
case-by-case basis). In general, they require that these materials not be released to the environment or 
disposed of as general refuse. Collection in proper containers and disposal at approved facilities are 
required.  

Metro would be required to comply with appropriate regulatory agency standards designed to avoid 
hazardous waste releases. These permits would require preparation of a HMBP, per California‘s Health 
and Safety Code, that would include provisions for safe storage, containment, and disposal of chemicals 
and hazardous materials during operations, including waste materials. The build alternative would result 
in impacts similar to the proposed project. Given that the operations would be similar to existing conditions 
and the HMBP would be subject to approval by the applicable regulatory agency, impacts are considered 
less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative would facilitate an increase in the 
number of regional/intercity train movements as early as 2026 and would accommodate future HSR 
service. Considering LAUS is limited to passenger operations, the potential for additional freight 
movements and increased hazardous materials release is beyond the scope of Metro’s authority. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction of the build alternative there would be use of 
commercially available hazardous materials, such as gasoline, brake fluids, coolants, and paints, within 
0.25 mile of Ann Street Elementary School and Felicitas and Gonzalo Mendez Senior High School. Standard 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-C 

Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school  
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equipment maintenance and good housekeeping practices during construction would minimize the risk of 
any release; however, if any release of these substances did occur, releases are anticipated to be localized 
and unlikely to pose a risk to these two educational institutions. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

In addition, demolition of existing structures and the existing railroad track infrastructure would require the 
operation of multiple construction vehicles within the build alternative footprint over the duration of 
construction. Based on the, the DPM emissions associated with the short-term construction activities 
would not result in an increased cancer risk or exceed the SCAQMD’s 10 in a million threshold at any 
school within 0.25 mile of the build alternative footprint. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

An indicator of the project’s regional operational impact is the net influence on emissions in the project 
study area and the region, relative to the emissions for the same year under the no project scenario. Similar 
to the proposed project, rail emissions were estimated for the project based on daily train movements, fuel 
consumption, travel distance, idling time, and DPM emission factor. Each of these factors is discussed in 
detail in the Link US Air Quality and Global Climate Change Technical Report (Appendix G of this EIR), 
including the 2040 peak cancer risks within the project study area. The cancer risks at the residential land 
uses were calculated using a 30-year exposure while the school and office uses were calculated using 
9- and 25-year exposures, respectively. The project-related increase in cancer risk would exceed the 
SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would 
result in similar impacts as the proposed project. However, as with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) is proposed to reduce 
impacts related to health risks to a level less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would involve the transport and 
disposal of soil or other media contaminated with hazardous materials. This could be an indirect impact 
through the accidental release of these hazardous materials to nearby schools. The accidental release of 
ACMs or lead into the environment would also represent a risk. The build alternative would require 
substantially more excavation compared to the proposed project and would, therefore result in greater 
impacts than the proposed project. Although compliance with existing laws and regulations regarding 
transport and disposal of hazardous materials would minimize potential risks, this is considered a 
significant impact. However, as with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through 
HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) would reduce impacts to a level less 
than significant. 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Recognized Environmental Condition Sites 

Similar to the proposed project, 35 REC sites (14 RECs, 16 HRECs, and 5 CRECs) have been identified with 
a Moderate to High risk ranking because they have the potential to affect the environment as a result of 
excavation activities on acquired parcels where project-related construction activities would occur. Some of 
the parcels identified in Table 3.10-2 would either be acquired or used for temporary construction activities 
and staging where no ground disturbance would occur. The close proximity of these existing RECs to 
project-related construction activities would carry the potential for encountering contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater. Construction activities could also cause the migration of contaminants through changes in 
groundwater flow. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative includes two new lead tracks 
and a new retaining wall through the throat segment that would extend outside of the existing railroad 
ROW, encroaching into a portion of the William Mead Homes property. Compared to the proposed project, 
the build alternative would result in a greater potential to encounter contaminated soil and/or groundwater 
associated with the William Mead Homes site (Map Code 31). Therefore, the build alternative would result 
in greater impacts than the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-2 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) is proposed to reduce impacts to a 
level less than significant.  

Land Use Covenants 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative (e.g., railroad ROW) would not conflict with land use 
restrictions of the seven sites identified in the Link US Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (Appendix M 
of this EIR); however, these sites have deed restrictions that include soil management requirements. The 
build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. This is considered a significant 
impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HAZ-2 and HAZ-3 (described in Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Based on the uncertainties regarding the level of clean-up or remediation on the land use restricted sites, 
the potential to encounter undocumented sources of contamination exists and a significant impact could 
occur. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed 
project, Mitigation Measures HAZ-2 through HAZ-6 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, after construction is complete and the build alternative is operational, the 
identified REC sites would not be disturbed and, therefore, would not require remediation or coordination 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-D 

Be located on a site which is included on a list of hazardous materials sites 
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 and as a result, would 
create an adverse hazard to the public or the environment 
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with the governing agency. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 
Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, prior to construction, any REC sites located within or adjacent to the project 
study area identified as a Moderate or High risk would be further analyzed in a Phase II ESA (Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-2). However, the REC sites adjacent to or in the vicinity of the build alternative could be 
indirectly affected during construction. In the event hazardous materials migrate into the project study area 
while construction is occurring, there would be an indirect impact resulting from construction. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Although compliance with federal, state, 
and local regulations would reduce these indirect impacts, this is considered a significant impact. As with 
the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The build alternative would impact the same roadways and designated disaster routes as the proposed 
project. Construction activities in the areas of these streets, especially US-101, could interfere with 
emergency response and access. As discussed in the Link US Traffic Impact Assessment (Appendix E of this 
EIR), construction activities would generate additional construction traffic on US-101 and result in 
temporary closure of portions of US-101. US-101 would be closed temporarily during the night (10:00 PM 
to 6:00 AM) in one direction at a time during construction of the bridge superstructure. These night 
closures are expected to last up to 20-consecutive days. The southbound ramps at Commercial Street would 
also be partially or fully restricted for extended periods during construction of the US-101 viaduct over the 
existing on- and off ramps. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 
Any disruption to an evacuation route is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, after construction is complete and the build alternative is operational, no 
changes would be made to the identified evacuation routes and minimal project-related increased delays 
are expected at intersections within the traffic study area. Internal roadway reconfiguration and associated 
modifications to fire lanes and access roads would not significantly affect emergency access, primarily 
because the West Plaza would be accessible to emergency service providers using the existing fire lane 
network. Emergency access would be maintained from Patsaouras Plaza, which would provide emergency 
and fire lane access to the eastern side of the station. All modifications made would be coordinated and 
approved by the Fire Marshal to verify the safest access is provided for emergency service providers. Upon 
completion of construction, no changes would be made to the evacuation routes as identified by the City. 

THRESHOLD 
3.10-E 

Impair implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan 
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The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less 
than significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would operate in accordance with applicable agency 
requirements for passenger rail operations. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Utilities/Service Systems 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction activities associated with the build alternative would not result 
in new substantial discharges of wastewater to the City’s sanitary sewer collection system. However, if 
groundwater dewatering is required, discharge to the City’s sanitary sewer collection system may be the 
only option for disposal. As provided in the Link US Water Quality Assessment Report (Appendix J of this 
EIR), shallow groundwater in the project study area is likely impacted by one or more sources of 
contaminations associated with legacy land uses and associated pollutants. As a result, pre-treatment of 
any dewatering effluent may be required prior to discharging into the City’s sanitary sewer collection system.  

Similar to the proposed project, compliance of with the Dewatering Permit would minimize the potential 
for any discharges that could otherwise exceed the City’s existing wastewater treatment requirements. The 
build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the at-grade passenger concourse would include new transit-serving retail 
amenities and office/commercial space. This level of development is anticipated within local planning 
documents and included in the maximum permitted floor area within the ADSP (for LAUS). Likewise, the 
wastewater generated by the build alternative in the full build-out condition would be of domestic quality 
and, if required, would be subject to pre-treatment requirements (e.g., fats, oils, and grease) per the City’s 
Industrial Waste Control Ordinance. Furthermore, the Hyperion Treatment Plant is the closest treatment 
plant to the build alternative. It is currently operating at an average of 275 mgd and is designed to treat 
450 mgd in dry months and 800 mgd in peak wet weather flows. Therefore, adequate capacity exists in this 
facility to accommodate the build alternative’s increase in wastewater generation. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-A AND 

3.11-E 

A.  Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of the applicable RWQCB 

E. Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment provider which serves 
or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to serve the project’s 
projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing commitments 
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Indirect Impacts 

No indirect impacts related to wastewater would occur with implementation of the build alternative.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction of each phase of the build alternative water would be 
required for various activities, such as controlling dust, compacting soil, and mixing concrete. The build 
alternative would continue to be serviced by existing LADWP water lines. Construction of the build 
alternative would require the use of locally-available water supplies, which are distributed by LADWP. The 
build alternative’s water demand would be short-term and temporary and would not require the 
construction of new water facilities or expansion of existing facilities. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Similar to the proposed project, as provided in the Link US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report 
(Appendix N of this EIR), construction of the build alternative, including utility replacements and/or 
relocations, would have the potential to encounter documented and undocumented cultural resources. 
Some of these resources could be historically significant. This is considered a significant impact. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level 
less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would continue to be serviced by existing water and 
wastewater facilities. The build alternative would result in an increased demand for water during operations 
associated with fire flow and domestic flow demands within the new passenger concourse and on the 
platforms. However, based on preliminary coordination with utility providers, there is sufficient water 
capacity to serve the additional water needs of the project. Therefore, no new water facilities or expansion 
of existing facilities would be needed. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

The demand for wastewater services would also increase during operations. However, based on preliminary 
coordination with utility providers, the Hyperion Treatment Plant has adequate capacity to treat the 
project’s wastewater. Therefore, the build alternative would not require construction of any new wastewater 
treatment facilities or expansion of existing facilities. The build alternative would result in impacts similar 
to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

THRESHOLD 
3.11-B 

Require or result in the construction of new water or wastewater treatment facilities 
or expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts 
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Indirect Impacts 

New development around LAUS in the future could indirectly impact water and sanitary sewer facilities in 
the project study area. However, similar to the proposed project, new development would be subject to the 
City’s permitting and entitlement processes, as applicable, and would include coordination with LASAN, 
Los Angeles BOE, and LADWP. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Based on hydraulic modeling as summarized in the Link US Preliminary Low Impact Development Report 
(Appendix K of this EIR), no change in the current pipeline sizing is required. Similar to the proposed 
project, reconfiguration or realignment of the storm drains would be conducted in coordination with the 
Los Angeles BOE. Where possible, existing storm drains would be protected-in-place through the use of 
casings, concrete blankets, or other industry approved structural protection methods. A concrete slab is 
proposed to protect the Los Angeles County storm drain system near Mission Tower. All work would occur 
within an urbanized area.  

As provided in the Link US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of this EIR), similar 
to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative, including storm drain replacements and/or 
relocations, would have the potential to encounter documented and undocumented cultural resources. 
Some of these resources could be historically significant. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the proposed drainage system for the build alternative would be designed 
in accordance with the City of Los Angeles’ Storm Drainage Design standards, and all other applicable 
standards for post-construction BMPs to avoid potential for significant impacts on the environment. The 
build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Indirect Impacts 

New development around LAUS in the future could indirectly impact storm drain facilities in the project 
study area. However, similar to the proposed project, new development would be subject to the City’s 
permitting and entitlement processes, as applicable, and would include coordination with the LABOE. The 
build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.11-C 

Require or result in the construction of new stormwater drainage facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would require the use of 
locally-available water supplies, which are distributed throughout the City by LADWP. During construction 
of each phase, water would be required for various activities such as controlling dust, compacting soil, and 
mixing concrete. In the absence of recycled water supplies, potable water would be required for construction 
purposes. The average water use during construction is estimated at 63,000 gallons per day or 
70.5 AFY (HDR 2016c). Based on this anticipated water use and in the context of the supplies available to 
LADWP between 2018 and 2024 (up to 156,800 AFY), sufficient water supplies are expected to be available 
for construction of the build alternative. Additionally, Metro would implement its General Management 
Water Use and Conservation Policy that outlines guidance for potable water during construction. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, throughout operation of the build alternative potable water would be 
provided by LADWP, which supplies LAUS’ existing water demands. With the completion of the new 
passenger concourse in the full build-out condition, new plumbing fixtures would include lavatories, 
drinking fountains, break room sinks, and service sinks. The total water demand from these uses is 
estimated to be up to 310 gpm or approximately 500 AFY in 2040 (HDR 2016d). Train washing operations 
would be conducted off-site at a separate facility similar to existing conditions, and this type of water use 
is not included in this estimate.  

To support the policies listed in Metro’s Water Action Plan, the planning, design, and construction of the 
build alternative would address minimum requirements for water conservation. Based on the projected 
water demand of 500 AFY in 2040, this total demand represents a small fraction of the total supplies 
available. Additionally, the build alternative is consistent with existing and planned land uses and would 
not alter projects contained in LADWP’s UWMP (LADWP 2015). Likewise, the build alternative would not 
produce demands that exceed the thresholds in SB 610 for a water supply assessment. For these reasons, 
the build alternative would have sufficient water supplies available from existing LADWP entitlements and 
resources, and no new or expanded entitlements would be required. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Water demand from new development that may occur within the project study area (separate from the 
project) would be subject to the requirements of SB 610 and considered at the time separate and individual 
entitlement applications are filed in the future. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the 
proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

THRESHOLD 
3.11-D 

Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project from existing 
entitlements and resources, or are new or expanded entitlements needed 
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Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, construction of the build alternative would generate construction waste 
from the removal of existing infrastructure, (e.g., roadways, trackwork, concrete, etc.), including concrete, 
brick, asphalt, railway basalt, and other construction waste. As a standard construction practice, the 
contractor would be required to segregate these materials prior to disposal at a certified recycling facility 
where materials would be properly recycled or reused, where appropriate. Additionally, the contractor would 
be required to adhere to federal, state, and local regulations for solid waste disposal, including those 
identified in the City’s SWIRP.  

During construction, the project contractor would be required to comply with SB 1374 and the Los Angeles 
C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance regarding concrete, asphalt, scrap metal, wood, and gypsum/wallboard. 
The Los Angeles C&D Waste Recycling Ordinance requires that all mixed C&D waste generated within the 
city limits be taken to City certified C&D waste processors (LASAN 2018). The build alternative would be 
constructed in compliance with these regulations, and diversion strategies are expected to be implemented 
by the contractor during each phase of the build alternative. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, in the full build-out condition the build alternative would involve the 
construction of a new passenger concourse that would increase solid waste generation above existing 
conditions at LAUS, which is located in LASAN’s North Central watershed. The North Central watershed 
generates 787,000 tons of solid waste, which is transported to the Central Los Angeles Recycling and 
Transfer Station, Scholl Canyon Landfill, and Burbank Landfill Site No. 3 for recycling and/or disposal 
(CalRecycle 2016). Los Angeles County also uses an out-of-county disposal program that exports solid 
waste to surrounding counties where solid waste demands are lower. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Given the negligible increase in solid waste attributable to the 
build alternative, the available landfill capacity, and the existing out-of-county disposal program, this impact 
is considered less than significant.  

Similar to the proposed project, all solid waste generated by the build alternative would be recycled or 
disposed of in compliance with applicable federal, state, and local statutes and regulations. 
AB 939 mandates the reduction of waste disposal through integrated facility and program planning, and 
AB 341 mandates an increase in diversion rates to 75 percent by the year 2020. The City’s SWIRP further 
increases the diversion rate goal beyond the AB 341 diversion rate to 90 percent by the year 2025. Given 
that the diversion requirements under AB 341 and SWIRP would apply to waste generated from the build 

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-F AND 

3.11-G 

F. Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted capacity to accommodate the 
project’s solid waste disposal needs 

G. Comply with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid 
waste 
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alternative because it is derived from within the City of Los Angeles, the targeted diversion rates would 
maintain compliance with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than 
significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, implementation of the build alternative is expected to increase the amount 
of patrons utilizing LAUS; however, the amount of solid waste generated from additional patronage would 
be considered negligible compared to existing conditions. New development in the future would also be 
subject to federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to solid waste. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, based upon preliminary coordination with utility providers, sufficient 
supplies of gas and electricity are available to construct the build alternative. Therefore, new facilities and 
expansion of existing facilities would not be required for construction.  

In addition, existing utility services would be maintained throughout construction of the build alternative 
by relocating services into access roads and utility tunnels to protect the facility during construction and 
provide for future maintenance. Similar to the proposed project, modifications to utility infrastructure 
would be limited to relocations; no additional lines or substations would be required for construction.  

Any disruptions of utility service would be temporary, and efforts would be made to avoid or minimize 
potential disruption of service. Similar to the proposed project, coordination with LADWP would be 
required during final engineering design to avoid potential conflicts. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is anticipated to increase the square footage of LAUS 
by up to 600,000 square feet. Energy for the retail, restaurant, support, and passenger concourse areas 
would be required for the lighting, receptacles, heat and air conditioning, and miscellaneous power. Based 
on preliminary estimates, the project in the full build-out condition would require a maximum of 
11,830 kilovolt (or 11.83 MW) of energy (HDR 2016e). Preliminary coordination with utility providers 
indicates that current supplies are sufficient for the project in the full build-out condition. 
Operations-related energy use would not require or result in the construction of new gas or electric facilities 

THRESHOLDS 
3.11-H AND 

3.11-I 

H.  Require or result in the construction of new gas or electric facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities 

I.  Have insufficient gas or electricity supplies available to serve the project 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
5.0 Alternatives 

 

 

 5-111 

or the expansion of existing facilities. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not have any indirect impacts related to energy. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The build alternative would use the same forms of energy during construction as the proposed project. 
Fuel energy use would be temporary and would not represent a significant, permanent, or unnecessary 
commitment to the use of energy, including non-renewable sources. To minimize energy consumption, the 
construction contractor would implement standard BMPs in accordance with Metro’s Green Construction 
Policy. Starting in 2018, Metro’s Green Construction Policy requires the use of bulk renewable diesel fuel 
on its construction projects. Renewable diesel is a petroleum-free substitute fuel for diesel engines. It is 
produced from 100 percent renewable and sustainable materials and is more efficient and cleaner burning 
than conventional petroleum (Metro 2018a). Metro’s Green Construction Policy also requires the following 
BMPs (Metro 2018b): 

• Maintain equipment according to manufacturers’ specifications 

• Restrict idling of construction equipment and on-road heavy-duty trucks to a maximum of 
5 minutes when not in use 

• Use electrical power in lieu of diesel power, where available 

Similar to the proposed project, standard BMPs would be implemented by the contractor so that 
non-renewable energy would not be consumed in a wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary manner.  

Energy sources for construction vehicles and equipment are not in short supply and use of construction 
equipment would not have a significant impact on the availability of these resources. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, energy consumed at the new passenger concourse would be reduced 
through the use of sustainable design features and implementation of a variety of measures designed to 
reduce energy consumption. In addition, the build alternative would be designed to comply with applicable 
mandatory provisions of the 2016 CALGreen Code, in accordance with the City of Los Angeles Green 
Building Code. The new passenger concourse would be designed to comply with the Metro Energy and 
Sustainability policy and achieve at least a LEED® Silver rating.  

THRESHOLD 
3.11-J 

J. Generate unnecessary consumption of energy resources or conflict with 
initiatives for renewable energy or energy efficiency 
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Proposed design features such as reflective roofing and skylights would assist in the reduction of energy 
demands. The sustainability framework of the new passenger concourse targets energy efficiency, water 
conservation, well-being, and site planning, ecology, and resource management. Given the sustainability 
elements that are planned to be incorporated into the build alternative, a negligible impact on energy 
resources is expected. Operations-related energy use would not require or result in the construction of new 
gas or electric facilities or expansion of existing facilities. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would accommodate current and anticipated future 
increases in rail/transit for the region, resulting in an indirect beneficial impact on energy resources.  

The improvement in rail/transit service and connectivity between the different modes of transportation 
would encourage more individuals to use public transit services, directly reducing the number of personal 
vehicles on the roads. As discussed in the Link US Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of this EIR), and the 
Link US Air Quality/Climate Change and Health Impact Assessment (Appendix G of this EIR), project-related 
capacity enhancements would indirectly reduce the number of vehicles on the road and indirectly alter 
regional on-road motor vehicle travel, thereby reducing the VMT in the area. This would reduce gasoline 
and diesel fuel consumption, thereby resulting in desirable energy benefits. The build alternative would 
result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Cultural Resources 

As with the proposed project, the build alternative would result in no impact on the following five bridges 
that are classified as historical resources as defined in §15064.5 and located within the AII. No impact 
would occur because no physical alteration to any of the bridges would occur with implementation of the 
build alternative.  

• Cesar Chavez Avenue Viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• First Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Fourth Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Seventh Street Viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

• Olympic Boulevard Viaduct over the Los Angeles River 

While some track work would occur where the railroad tracks pass under the bridge structures, and the 
tracks, ties, and ballast constitute “physical features within the setting” of the bridges, they have been 
subject to regular replacement over the years as part of routine maintenance, and do not comprise historic 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-A 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical resource as 
defined in §15064.5 
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material that contributes to the significance of the bridges themselves. Therefore, there would be no impact 
on these historical resources. 

Additionally, the build alternative would result in no impact on the Thomas R. Barabee Store and 
Warehouse. No impact would occur to this historical resource because no physical alteration would occur 
with implementation of the build alternative.  

The following six resources are classified as historical resources which the build alternative may cause a 
substantial adverse change in the significance: 

• LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing (two separate but related historical resources, as explained 
in the Historical Resource Evaluation Report) 

• William Mead Homes 

• Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

• North Main Street Bridge (Bridge #53C 1010) 

• Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative has the potential to result in direct impacts on the 
following historical resources: LAUS and the Vignes Street Undercrossing, William Mead Homes, Friedman 
Bag Company—Textile Division Building, the North Main Street Bridge, and Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H.  

Los Angeles Union Station and Vignes Street Undercrossing  

Similar to the proposed project, in the interim condition, a run-through track structure would be 
constructed that would result in the demolition of Platform 4 and the associated butterfly shed canopy. 

In the full build-out condition, the rail yard would be elevated up to approximately 15 feet above the existing 
elevation to accommodate the Caltrans vertical clearance requirements for new run-through tracks over 
both the El Monte Busway and US-101. The at-grade passenger concourse would also be constructed in 
the full build-out condition. A portion of the characteristics that qualify LAUS for listing in the NRHP/CRHR 
would be destroyed or substantially altered; therefore, the build alternative would have a substantial adverse 
change in significance on the same character-defining features as the proposed project, as follows:  

• Platforms – The 21-foot-wide concrete platforms would be demolished, and new, longer, wider 
(29-foot-wide) concrete platforms would be constructed to enhance safety; allow space for 
proposed elevators, stairs, and escalators; and accommodate building code requirements for 
loading (ramps and railings would not be replaced). The proposed platforms would be lengthened 
and elevated up to approximately 15 feet above their present elevation. The build alternative would 
result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 
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• Butterfly Shed Canopies – The butterfly shed canopies above the remaining existing platforms 
would be demolished because they are too narrow, are not long enough to perform their historic 
function on the widened and lengthened platforms, and do not take into account the design 
requirements of multiple operating agencies, each with their own unique needs and train types and 
each with different design criteria for proximity and clearance of canopies. The grand canopy over 
the rail yard would not convey the historic feeling and association currently experienced by visitors 
or travelers to LAUS. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 

• Pedestrian Passageway (Tunnel), Ramps, Platform Railings, Solid Balustrades – The pedestrian 
passageway, passenger ramps, platform railings, and solid balustrades would be demolished to 
make space for the construction of the at-grade passenger concourse with new expanded 
passageway. The concourse would include multiple egress routes, with public areas integrated into 
the design. For the build alternative, the pedestrian passageway would be demolished to 
accommodate the at-grade passenger concourse-related improvements. Similar to the proposed 
project, new elevators, escalators, stairs, and ramps would be constructed for the build alternative 
to achieve compliance with CBC egress and ADA standards. As with the proposed project, the build 
alternative would not convey the historic feeling and association currently experienced by visitors 
or travelers to LAUS. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project.  

• Terminal Tower – The Terminal Tower would be moved and either reoriented at grade or raised 
vertically, depending on final design. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the 
proposed project. 

• Car Supply Building – The Car Supply Building and retaining walls would be demolished to raise 
the rail yard by up to 15 feet. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed 
project. 

• Undercrossings – The Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Undercrossings would be 
demolished and replaced with new bridges to accommodate the elevated rail yard and the egress 
requirements from the platforms. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the 
proposed project. 

• South Retaining Wall – The proposed run-through track structure over the El Monte Busway and 
US-101 would be designed to span above the existing south retaining wall, which would be largely 
obscured from public view, but may still be altered (likely with the run-through tracks structure 
crossing through the wall), would be reconstructed in-kind, where feasible, and visible from 
US-101. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. 

Similar to the proposed project, as described above, the portions of the LAUS property that would be 
demolished under the build alternative would include the following contributing features: platforms, 
butterfly shed canopies, ramps, railings, pedestrian passageway, solid balustrades off the passageway to 
the platforms, Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing, and Car Supply Building. Further, the Vignes Street 
Undercrossing would also be demolished. The physical removal of these features would be a substantial 
change in significance of the historical resource, even though LAUS would retain enough integrity to remain 
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listed in the NRHP/CRHR, due to the preservation of the historic main building (e.g., tile roof, stucco wall 
cladding, arched main entrance, decorated beams, and tile floors) and other features, such as the ticketing 
halls, arcades, clock tower, and patios. There would be substantial alterations to the south retaining wall 
and Terminal Tower. While not a qualifying characteristic, approximately 5 to 7 feet of the Bauchet Street 
wall at the location where it joins the Avila Street wall would be demolished and replaced by a new wall to 
provide adequate fire access. 

For LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing, this is considered a significant impact. As with 
the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) are proposed to reduce this impact; however, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

William Mead Homes 

In contrast to the proposed project, the track improvements including two new lead tracks for the planned 
HSR system and a retaining wall/sound wall associated with the build alternative would extend outside of 
the railroad ROW; thereby resulting in a physical encroachment along the southern edge (or rear) of the 
property (Figure 5-23). This encroachment would require a partial acquisition along the property’s southern 
border, which in turn would require the modification to portions of Bolero Lane. The modifications would 
extend the roadway centerline into the lawn areas closer to the existing buildings, and remove up to 
21 parking spaces, a portion of one of the laundry areas, a modern handball court, and small portion of the 
baseball field. None of the contributing buildings would be acquired or altered. Nonetheless, this is 
considered a significant impact. Mitigation Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and 
HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to reduce impacts; however, impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 
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Figure 5-23. William Mead Homes Historic Resource Boundary and Areas of Direct and Indirect Impacts, 
Build Alternative. 

 

Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building 

Similar to the proposed project, the Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building would be 
demolished during the interim condition for construction of the loop track. This is considered a significant 
impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HIST-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) would minimize this impact; however, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable. 

North Main Street Bridge 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would include the same type of safety improvements 
at the North Main Street Bridge location. Safety improvements at the North Main Street Bridge include: 
new sidewalk and curb ramps for ADA access; proposed Metrolink wire mesh fence, gates, and 
hand-railings to keep pedestrians within the sidewalk; modification of northwest and southwest wingwalls 
to accommodate pedestrian access; modification of the bridge roadway to add a new median (8 inches 
high, 8 feet-wide, and 100 feet long); new pavement and restriping of the roadway to accommodate the 
new median and other safety improvements. Work nearby, but not upon, the North Main Street Bridge 
includes railroad gate and traffic signal improvements, the addition of a second median to the west of the 
railroad tracks on Main Street, and reconfiguration of an existing utility manhole to grade.  
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These safety improvements have potential to cause a significant impact on the North Main Street Bridge 
as a historical resource. The bridge’s wingwalls are an important character defining feature, and there is no 
historic period precedent for a median upon its decking where the new median would be constructed. 
Impacts are similar to the proposed project. Mitigation Measure HIST-4 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) includes provisions that require the design of sidewalks, decking, and wingwalls to follow the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties, and for the City of Los Angeles 
CHC to review the proposed modifications pursuant to Article 1, Section 22.171.14 of the City Cultural 
Heritage Ordinance. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure HIST-4, impacts would be reduced to a 
level less than significant.  

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H extends throughout the parcel boundaries of LAUS and likely extends 
farther. Similar to the proposed project, implementation of any phase of the build alternative would result 
in disturbance, displacement, or damage to archaeological remains present in Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H. This site has components that are NRHP/CRHR eligible under Criterion D/4 that have 
yielded, and are anticipated to yield, significant archaeological data related to the Prehistoric/Historic 
Native American Period (AD 1000 to 1848) and the American Period (1850 to 1966). Past archaeological 
projects that impacted the site indicate that significant components of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
would be directly impacted by construction of the build alternative. Features from the remains of Chinatown 
including privies and architectural elements, such as floors, foundations and a large number of items left 
by the residents who were forced to relocate may be encountered. Artifacts, features, and possibly human 
remains may be uncovered from the Native American component.  

Similar to the proposed project, under any phase of the build alternative, Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H may sustain direct impacts as the result of proposed construction activities in the ADI 
(e.g., excavations for utility relocations, retaining walls, bridge supports, and drainage improvements.). 
Although a large percentage of this site has been covered in artificial fill, the proposed depth of construction 
activities ranges between 5 to 100 feet below the present ground surface. Many activities will penetrate 
below the maximum recorded level of artificial fill and will likely impact significant archaeological deposits. 
The build alternative would result in a greater potential for impacts as the proposed project due to the 
substantially greater amount of excavation that would occur for the at-grade passenger concourse. This is 
considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and 
HIST-6 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, once operational, the build alternative would involve passenger train 
operations along the railroad corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. There are no 
anticipated corresponding impacts on any of the built environment historical resources as the result of 
long-term operations. 
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Since operations occur at ground surface and intact archaeological resources are buried, there would be 
no anticipated corresponding impacts on archaeological historical resources throughout operations. The 
build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Therefore, no impacts from 
long-term operations would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

The following are historical resources that are considered for their indirect impacts: 

Los Angeles Union Station - The at-grade passenger concourse associated with the build alternative is 
incompatible with LAUS as a historical resource, resulting in indirect visual impacts. At this early stage of 
project design, the grand canopy associated with the build alternative and the at-grade concourse may 
include modern design elements which are incompatible with the historic fabric and other character 
defining features of LAUS. The grand canopy of the at-grade passenger concourse is vertical in nature, and 
with a 70 feet maximum height above the elevated rail yard platforms, it would be visible behind the historic 
concourse and outdoor courtyards which are extant character defining features of LAUS.  

Historically, LAUS and its landscape have been experienced primarily, though not completely, in a 
horizontal, at-grade capacity. A transit rider enters the complex from Alameda Street, either into the waiting 
room or the ticketing concourse, ultimately moving through enclosed, rectangular courtyards that are 
traditional features of Spanish Renaissance and Spanish Revival architecture. A visitor might sit and wait 
temporarily in any of these areas before continuing eastward through the existing passenger concourse and 
into the pedestrian passageway before ascending up ramps to their respective boarding platform. Though 
the at-grade concourse is essentially an expanded horizontal passageway in the same at-grade location as 
the present historic passageway, and offers a similar pattern of east to west circulation from the historic 
concourse through to the at-grade concourse and then up to the platforms, it is of non-historic dimensions, 
design, and materials and would have new vertical and expanded horizontal circulation elements. 

Though LAUS’s historic courtyards will remain, the grand canopy associated with the at-grade passenger 
concourse may be visible from within them. The at-grade passenger concourse itself would not be visible 
from the historic courtyards, LAUS, or beyond. 

These indirect impacts are considered a significant impact for LAUS. While Mitigation Measure 
HIST-1a through HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to mitigate impacts 
at LAUS, the impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

William Mead Homes - Similar to the proposed project, construction of a sound wall atop the retaining 
wall adjacent to William Mead Homes associated with the build alternative would result in indirect impacts 
because of the introduction of visual elements associated with a sound wall where there was not previously 
a wall. This indirect impact is considered a significant impact for William Mead Homes. The build 
alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  
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Los Angeles Department of Water and Power Main Street Center – Similar to the proposed project, the 
build alternative would introduce a retaining wall within the railroad ROW and adjacent to the historical 
resource boundary but neither would acquire any portion of the historical resource nor any of the 
contributing buildings. LADWP Main Street Center resource has a utilitarian/industrial character, and the 
visual impact associated with introduction of a new retaining wall and movement of existing railroad tracks 
closer to the contributing buildings on the property is considered less than significant. 

Mission Tower – Similar to the proposed project, the tracks that connect to LAUS that would be elevated 
for the build alternative would return to grade well before they reach Mission Tower. The visual change 
from the existing condition would be minimal at Mission Tower, and the integrity of the characteristics that 
qualify it for the CRHR would not be diminished. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Terminal Annex – Similar to the proposed project, the rear of the building would not be destroyed, 
damaged, nor altered and no portion of the property would be acquired as a result of the build alternative. 
Potential vibration from work in parcels adjacent to the property is unlikely to disturb the current occupants 
and function of the building, because drilling, and not pile driving, is proposed at this location. Impacts are 
considered less than significant. 

Macy Street School – Similar to the proposed project, the setting at LAUS, to the west of the Macy Street 
School, would be changed with the build alternative but it does not contribute to historic significance under 
Criterion 1 (association with events that have made a significant contribution to the broad patterns of 
history) for ethnic heritage or Criterion 2 (association with the lives of historically important persons) for 
association with Principal Sterry. Therefore, it would be considered a less than significant impact on the 
resource. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Los Angeles Plaza Historic District – No direct impact on the Los Angeles Plaza Historic District will occur 
because it will not be physically disturbed or altered by the build alternative. The grand canopy associated 
with the at-grade passenger concourse would be a maximum height of 70 feet above the elevated rail yard 
platforms. The appearance of this infrastructure element may result in an indirect visual impact since it 
may be visible from portions of the Plaza area. However, none of the characteristics that qualify Los Angeles 
Plaza Historic District for the CRHR would have their integrity diminished, because the views east from the 
Plaza have changed substantially since the end of the period of significance (1932). This view of the 
landscape has changed dramatically over the last eight decades due to the construction of LAUS, 
modernization of Alameda and Los Angeles Streets, construction of US-101 and the El Monte Busway, high 
rise condominium buildings, Gateway Plaza, and the MWD Headquarters. Therefore, indirect impacts 
associated with the Plaza are considered a less than significant. 

Denny’s Restaurant - The parking lot would be used as a temporary staging area for the build alternative. 
The Denny’s building will not be physically disturbed or altered, and its setting would be unchanged after 
construction is completed. Therefore, impacts are considered less than significant. 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H - During construction activities for any phase of the build alternative, 
even though the construction site would be fenced and off-limits to the general public, indirect impacts 
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may still result from increased accessibility to archaeological resources (such as artifacts) by construction 
personnel that could lead to resource looting or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated 
artifacts and other specimens is considered an indirect impact. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. This is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts 
to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, ground disturbance during construction for any phase of the build 
alternative has a high potential to impact recorded and unrecorded archaeological deposits in this highly 
sensitive ADI because project components, such as bridges (proposed to be demolished and replaced 
during the full build-out condition), would have deep excavations. A single multicomponent 
NRHP/CRHR-eligible resource, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, is recorded within the ADI, and there 
is also the potential to encounter previously unrecorded archaeological resources buried within the ADI. 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is situated throughout the entire LAUS footprint and likely extends 
further than the currently defined boundary. Ground-disturbing construction activities during any phase of 
work would occur in areas known to contain Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H and in areas that may 
contain previously undiscovered prehistoric and historical archaeological features or sites. The build 
alternative would result in a greater potential for impacts than the proposed project due to the substantially 
greater amount of excavation that would occur associated with the at-grade concourse. As with the 
proposed project, Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) 
are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

As with the proposed project, once operational, the build alternative would involve passenger train 
operations along the railroad corridor and periodic maintenance on the railroad ROW. Since operations 
would occur at ground surface, and intact archaeological resources are buried, there would be no 
anticipated corresponding impacts of these operations to archaeological resources. Therefore, no impact 
would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction activities for any phase of the build alternative, even 
though the construction site would be fenced and off-limits to the general public, indirect impacts may still 
result from increased accessibility to archaeological resources (such as artifacts) by construction personnel 
that could lead to resource looting or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated artifacts and 
other specimens is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in impacts similar to 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-B 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological 
resource pursuant to §15064.5 
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the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HIST-5 (described in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce this impact to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, there is a potential for direct impacts on paleontological resources during 
any phase of work as a result of construction activities associated with the build alternative that may result 
in the damage or destruction of fossils or the disturbance of the stratigraphic context in which they are 
located. Paleontological resource impacts would occur due to deep excavations beneath recent alluvium. 
Additionally, the at-grade passenger concourse (proposed to be built during the full-build-out condition) 
would result in significant impacts on paleontological resources if paleontologically sensitive sediments are 
encountered during excavation. 

Ground-disturbing construction activities for all phases of work in shallow layers (i.e., fill or recent alluvium) 
would not impact paleontological resources. In contrast to the proposed project, shallow excavations 
related to the at-grade concourse design (anticipated to be 20 feet deep), raised rail yard, and elevated 
platforms associated with the build alternative are unlikely to impact paleontologically sensitive sediments. 
However, deeper excavations for other proposed bridge structures (run-through tracks structure, Cesar 
Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Bridges, etc.) are anticipated to extend up to 100 feet below the surface 
and have the potential to impact paleontologically sensitive deposits of older Quaternary alluvium (depth 
not reported in cross-section but typically 40 to 70 feet deep in the vicinity of LAUS [Appendix L of this EIR]) 
and underlying Puente Formation (reported at depths of approximately 90 to 100 feet in areas around the 
newly proposed concourse). This is considered a significant impact. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to 
reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, once operational, the build alternative would involve passenger train 
operations along the railroad corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations 
occur at ground surface and intact paleontological resources are deeply buried, there would be no 
anticipated corresponding impacts of these operations on paleontological resources. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, even though the construction site would be off-limits to the general public, 
indirect impacts during all phases of work associated with the build alternative may result from increased 
accessibility by construction personnel to fossils through construction activities leading to potential 
resource looting or vandalism activities. Additionally, damage to improperly curated fossil specimens may 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-C 

Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 
geologic feature 
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be considered an indirect impact. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result 
in impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to reduce 
impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

Similar to the proposed project, ground-disturbing construction activities associated with the build 
alternative during all phases of work would occur in areas with the potential to contain human remains. 
This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in a greater potential for impacts 
as the proposed project due to the substantially greater amount of excavation that would occur for the 
at-grade passenger concourse. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure HR-1 (described in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, once operational, the build alternative would involve passenger train 
operations along the railroad corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations 
would occur at ground level and the discovery of human remains would occur only with ground-disturbing 
construction, there would be no anticipated corresponding impacts of these operations on human remains. 
The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. No impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, indirect impacts on human remains during any phase of the build 
alternative are not anticipated. Therefore, no impact would occur.  

Direct Impacts – Construction 

The boundary for Tribal Cultural Resource CA-LAN-1575/H is currently associated with the parcel 
boundaries of LAUS, although it is likely to extend further than its currently defined boundary. Similar to 
the proposed project, ground-disturbing construction activities for any phases of the build alternative 
include components (i.e., utility work, storm drain modification work, concourse and bridge support piles, 
etc.) that would have excavations in areas with the potential to contain Tribal Cultural Resource 
CA-LAN-1575/H as it relates to the descendants of groups that inhabited the area in the Native American 
period. This is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in a greater potential for 
impacts as the proposed project due to the substantially greater amount of excavation that would occur 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-D 

Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal cemeteries 

THRESHOLD 
3.12-E 

Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a TCR as defined in 
§21074 
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with the at-grade passenger concourse. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and 
HIST-6, as well as TCR-1 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources), are proposed to reduce impacts 
to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, once operational, the build alternative would involve passenger train 
operations along the railroad corridor and periodic maintenance of the railroad ROW. Since operations 
would occur at ground surface, and the intact tribal cultural resource is buried, there would be no 
anticipated corresponding impacts on these operations to TCRs. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, even though the construction site would be off-limits to the general public, 
during construction activities associated with any phase of the build alternative, indirect impacts may result 
from increased accessibility by construction personnel to the tribal cultural resource (such as artifacts or 
sacred items) that could lead to resource looting or vandalism activities. Damage to improperly curated 
artifacts and other specimens is considered a significant impact. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. 

Public Services 

THRESHOLD 
3.13-A 

Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new 
or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new or physically altered 
governmental facilities, the construction of which could cause significant 
environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives for any of the public services: 

i. Fire Protection 

ii. Police Protection 

Direct Impacts – Construction 

One fire station, LAFD Fire Station 4, is located in the project study area at 450 Temple Street in the Little 
Tokyo/Olvera Street/Chinatown community. Depending on the nature of the response, fire response may 
come from this location or from two to four of the surrounding fire stations. Similar to the proposed project, 
increased traffic congestion caused by construction vehicles and access disruptions, such as road closures 
or road construction, could affect emergency response times; however, these disruptions are expected to 
be temporary and intermittent. Similar impacts on law enforcement services could also occur with 
implementation of the build alternative, thereby further affecting response times. The potential for an 
impact would occur during construction in the interim and full build-out conditions, and would be primarily 
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related to construction of the run-through track infrastructure south of US-101 and reconstruction of 
existing Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue Bridges. In the full build-out with HSR condition, there 
would be less potential for impacts on emergency response times because roadway construction would 
have already been completed prior to implementation of the planned HSR system. The build alternative 
would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. This is considered a significant impact. As with the 
proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant.  

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative is not anticipated to affect service ratios, response 
times, or other performance objectives throughout operation. The build alternative would result in impacts 
similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

The build alternative would also not impact emergency access. Similar to the proposed project, in 2031 and 
2040, minimal project-related increases in delay are expected at intersections within the traffic study area. 
Emergency access would be maintained from Patsaouras Transit Plaza, which would provide emergency 
and fire lane access to the eastern side of the station. All modifications made would be coordinated and 
approved by the Fire Marshal to ensure the safest access is provided for emergency service providers. Upon 
completion of construction, no changes would be made to the evacuation routes as identified by the City. 
The build alternative would result in impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less 
than significant. 

Indirect Impacts 

Similar to the proposed project, the build alternative would not directly generate population growth or 
require provision of new public services. In addition, any new private development around LAUS would be 
subject to the requirements of the City’s General Plan, which sets policies and goals for provision of public 
services such as schools, parks, fire, police, and other public facilities. The build alternative would result in 
impacts similar to the proposed project. Impacts are considered less than significant. 

Conclusion - Build Alternative 

The build alternative would result in greater impacts related to transportation, air quality, and hazardous 
materials than the proposed project, and reduced impacts related to noise. The build alternative would 
meet all of the project objectives.  

5.4.3 Reduced Historic Impact Alternative 

Introduction 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR describe a range of alternatives to the 
project which would feasibly attain most of the project objectives, but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant impacts of the project.  
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Alternative Description 

The purpose of the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative is to avoid or substantially reduce significant 
impacts on historical resources, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources. This alternative 
would accommodate future HSR trains on shared lead tracks in the throat segment, and would include an 
elevated rail yard, new above-grade passenger concourse, and up to ten run-through tracks. The key 
preservation elements of the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative are summarized below: 

• Preserve Existing Historic Pedestrian Passageway (Tunnel) - The Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative includes preservation of the existing pedestrian passageway; however, reconstruction 
of the existing ramps and stairs would be required to serve the new raised and widened platforms. 
The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative does not include a new expanded passageway below the 
rail yard. To preserve the existing pedestrian passageway, its utilities, and structure, the platforms 
may only be served by stairs and ramps, similar to existing conditions. The ramps would need to 
be extended approximately 70 feet in length to accommodate the elevated rail yard. Ramps would 
need to be nearly 300 feet in total length. As the existing Red/Purple Line structure is located 
diagonally across the rail yard footprint and directly beneath the pedestrian passageway, the floor 
of the pedestrian passageway would need to be maintained at its current elevation, on top of the 
Red/Purple Line station box. The existing portals along the pedestrian passageway walls, some of 
which have already been widened from their historic dimensions, would again be relocated to 
support the widened platforms on the elevated rail yard. The pedestrian passageway ceiling would 
need to be reconstructed because it is structurally attached to the existing platforms that would be 
elevated. 

• Retain and Reuse Historic Butterfly Shed Canopy - Although the existing canopies may leak and 
require some level of repair, the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative would include the reuse of 
the majority of existing historic butterfly shed canopy structures with the new wider platforms on 
the elevated rail yard.  

• Preserve Undercrossing at Cesar Chavez Avenue with New Bridge - The Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative would preserve the Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing in place and include 
construction of a new bridge crossing over the existing structure to fulfill structural loading capacity 
requirements for new tracks. The existing bridge currently has an existing load rating of Cooper 
E-47.3, which is below the required load rating of Cooper E-60.  

• Preserve Undercrossing at Vignes Street with New Bridge - The Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative would preserve the Vignes Street Undercrossing in place and include construction of a 
new bridge crossing over the existing structure to fulfill structural loading requirements for new 
tracks. The existing bridge currently has an existing load rating of Cooper E-50, which is below the 
required load rating of Cooper E-60.  

• Preserve North Main Street Bridge – The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative does not include the 
safety improvements at the Main Street public at-grade crossing on the west bank of the Los 
Angeles River (medians, restriping, signals, and pedestrian and vehicular gate systems) to facilitate 
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future implementation of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. No modifications to the wing 
walls or addition of new median on the bridge would occur. 

Land Use and Planning 

As with the proposed project, this alternative would be constructed mostly within the existing railroad ROW 
and would not physically divide an established community. Similar to the proposed project, new 
run-through track structures would impede upon or preclude future implementation of active 
transportation improvements that would enhance neighborhood connectivity and/or provide connections 
to the Los Angeles River, particularly connections from LAUS to the Los Angeles River. As with the proposed 
project, implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. Therefore, the Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative would result in similar impacts as the proposed project.  

Transportation and Traffic 

The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative includes preservation of the existing pedestrian passageway. Since 
the only ground disturbance associated with this alternative in Segment 2 is in previously disturbed soils 
and is related to connecting ramps from the existing passageway to the newly raised rail yard and platforms, 
this alternative would require less grading and excavation than would be required for the proposed project 
to build the new above-grade passenger concourse. Therefore, this alternative would generate fewer 
construction truck trips although significant construction-related traffic impacts are still anticipated occur 
due to the resulting traffic delays and detours during construction. As with the proposed project, 
implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. Therefore, the Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative would result in similar construction-related transportation and traffic impacts as the proposed 
project. 

Throughout operations, it is anticipated that impacts would still occur to the same intersections. Similar to 
the proposed project, in the 2031 condition, implementation of the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative 
would result in significant delays at the following three intersections per LADOT guidelines: 

• Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial Street (AM peak hour) 

• Intersection #10: Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street WB (PM peak hour) 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (PM peak hour) 

Project-related operational traffic under this alternative would be similar to the proposed project. The 
Reduced Historic Impact Alternative would result in similar impacts to intersections in the 2031 condition 
and the 2040 condition. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in 
Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to improve operations at Intersection #4 to better than 
pre-project conditions, and would minimize the operational traffic delay at Intersection #4, thereby 
reducing the operational traffic impact at Intersection #4 to a level less than significant.  
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Due to the limitation of signal timing, phasing, and coordination, no additional feasible mitigation 
measures are proposed to minimize the operational traffic delay at Intersection #2 in the 2031 and 
2040 conditions. The project-related increased delays would continue to exceed LADOT guidelines for 
Intersection #2. Therefore, as with the proposed project, the operational traffic impacts at Intersection 
#2 would be significant and unavoidable for the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative. 

As with the proposed project, train operations could be impacted during construction, and with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic), 
potential impacts on train operations during construction would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of construction traffic, impacts would still occur to the 
same facilities. Therefore, traffic impacts would be similar to the proposed project.  

Aesthetics 

As with the proposed project, this alternative would include the addition of a retaining wall and sound wall 
supporting new lead tracks that would run alongside William Mead Homes, which would lead to a 
substantial degradation to the existing visual character in this area. As with the proposed project, Mitigation 
Measure AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant.  

Similar to the proposed project, residences that are located in close proximity to proposed infrastructure 
(William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments) could be exposed to higher levels of lighting during the 
nighttime hours for a temporary duration throughout project construction and to increased light and glare 
permanently during operations. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures AES-2 and 
AES-3 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) are proposed to reduce construction-related and 
operations-related light and glare impacts to a level less than significant. Therefore, aesthetics impacts 
would be similar to the proposed project.  

Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative includes preservation of the existing pedestrian passageway. As 
discussed above, this alternative would reduce the number of construction truck trips, which would reduce 
the daily and annual construction emissions. Mobile-source emissions and fugitive dust emissions are 
anticipated to be less than the proposed project, but still significant. As with the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) are 
proposed to reduce the fugitive dust and exhaust emissions generated on-site during construction. 
However, emissions under this alternative would still exceed the localized SCAQMD local significance 
thresholds after mitigation; therefore, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed project, during construction, peak cancer risks under this alternative would exceed 
the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure AQ-2 is 
proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. This alternative would also result in long-term 
health risks at sensitive receptors (residential land uses near the railway). This is considered a significant 
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impact. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) is 
proposed to reduce impacts to level less than significant.  

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of air quality emissions, impacts would still remain 
significant after mitigation. Therefore, air quality impacts would be similar to the proposed project.  

Noise and Vibration 

The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative includes preservation of the existing pedestrian passageway. 
Noise associated with vehicular trips is anticipated to be lower; however, construction-related noise 
impacts would still be considered significant for residents of William Mead Homes and the Mozaic 
Apartments. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in Section 
3.6, Noise and Vibration) is proposed to reduce these impacts; however, impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would result in significant construction-related vibration 
impacts for residents of William Mead Homes and the Mozaic Apartments. As for the proposed project, 
Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) are proposed to 
reduce construction-related vibration impacts to a level less than significant. 

Similar to the proposed project, the operational noise impact in the 2031 and 2040 conditions would be 
significant; although the number of severely-impacted sensitive receptors is reduced. Mitigation Measure 
NV-1 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) is proposed to reduce operational noise impacts in 
the 2031 and 2040 conditions to a level less than significant. 

Although this alternative would reduce the amount of construction noise, impacts would still remain 
significant after mitigation. Operational noise impacts would also be reduced. Therefore, noise and 
vibration impacts would be reduced compared to the proposed project.  

Biological Resources 

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would preserve the Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing 
and Vignes Street Undercrossing in place and would include construction of a new bridge crossing over 
the existing structures at these locations. Although the retention of existing bridges at Cesar Chavez Avenue 
and Vignes Street would avoid the demolition of these structures that may provide habitat for MBTA species 
and special-status bats, the addition of new bridge crossings at these locations would cause the same 
potential for impact, and would require the same preconstruction surveys and avoidance measures 
(Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2 [described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources]) for these species 
at these locations. In addition, this alternative could result in impacts on protected trees; implementation 
of Mitigation Measure BIO-3 (described in Section 3.7, Biological Resources) is proposed to reduce 
impacts to a level less than significant. Similar to the proposed project, with implementation of mitigation, 
impacts on biological resources would be reduced to a level less than significant. Therefore, biological 
resources impacts would be similar to the proposed project. 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR  June 2019 
5.0 Alternatives 

 

 

 5-129 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

As with the proposed project, this alternative would require extensive grading to construct the run-through 
infrastructure south of LAUS and elevate the rail yard. Any increases in sediment load from the construction 
area could lead to alterations in drainage patterns due to accumulations of sediment in downstream areas, 
if not properly managed. This alternative would also increase impervious surfaces. An overall increase in 
storm runoff is anticipated to result from increased impervious surface area, which would increase the 
volume of flow and exceed the capacity of some on-site drainage systems. Similar to the proposed project, 
this alternative would also result in significant water quality impacts during construction and operations. 
As with the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures HWQ-1 through HWQ-8 (described 
in Section 3.8, Hydrology and Water Quality) are proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than significant. 
Therefore, hydrology and water quality impacts would be similar to the proposed project. 

Geology and Soils 

Implementation of this alternative would result in similar impacts related to geology and soils as the 
proposed project, as the project site would be graded to accommodate development, and new facilities 
would be constructed on the project site per current building code requirements. Similar to the proposed 
project, settlement due to application of higher loads and liquefaction of the existing soils have the potential 
to occur under this alternative. As with the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
GEO-1 (described in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils) is proposed to reduce impacts associated with geology 
and soils to a level less than significant. Therefore, geology and soils impacts would be similar to the 
proposed project.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This alternative would be located in close proximity to the same existing RECs as the proposed project. The 
close proximity of these existing RECs to project-related construction activities would carry the potential for 
encountering contaminated soil and/or groundwater. This alternative would also require demolition of 
existing structures. As with the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through 
HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials) are proposed to reduce impacts 
associated to a level less than significant. Therefore, hazards and hazardous materials impacts would be 
similar to the proposed project. 

Utilities/Service Systems and Energy Conservation 

Similar to the proposed project, utility replacements and/or relocations would have the potential to 
encounter documented and undocumented cultural resources. Some of these resources could be 
historically significant. As with the proposed project, implementation of Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is proposed to reduce impacts to a level less than 
significant. Therefore, utilities/service systems and energy conservation impacts would be similar to the 
proposed project. 
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Cultural Resources 

Historical Resources 

As described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, the portions of the LAUS property that would be 
demolished as part of the proposed project would include the following contributing features: platforms, 
butterfly shed canopies, ramps, railings, pedestrian passageway, Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing, Car 
Supply Building, and Vignes Street Undercrossing.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would reduce significant impacts on historical 
resources. The Reduced Historic Impact Alternative includes preservation of the existing pedestrian 
passageway and the reuse of the existing historic butterfly shed canopy structures. Therefore, compared to 
the proposed project, this alternative would avoid the demolition of these character-defining features.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would preserve the Cesar Chavez Avenue Undercrossing 
and Vignes Street Undercrossing in place and would include construction of a new bridge crossings over 
the existing structures at these locations. Due to the requirement to raise the tracks at the throat, this 
alternative would involve the following:  

• Existing historic bridge remains in place 

• A new bridge would be constructed over the existing bridge using steel superstructure 

• New structural elements could match the materials of the existing structure 

Although the retention of existing bridges at Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street would avoid the 
demolition of these structures that are contributing features to a historic resource, this alternative would 
result in indirect visual changes to the existing bridge structures through the addition of a superstructure; 
this would be considered a significant adverse change to a historic resource. 

Although this alternative would avoid the demolition of the existing passageway and butterfly shed canopy 
structures, it would still have a substantial adverse change in significance on the following 
character-defining features: platforms, outdoor courtyards, Terminal Tower, Car Supply Building, and south 
retaining wall. Similar to the proposed project, the above-grade passenger concourse associated with this 
alternative would be incompatible with LAUS as a historical resource resulting in indirect effects. The height 
of the above-grade passenger concourse at over 90 feet above grade would be visible behind the historic 
concourse and outdoor courtyards (extant character defining features of LAUS). This is considered a 
significant impact. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures HIST-1a through HIST-1d (described 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to reduce these impacts; however, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. 

Similar to the proposed project, this alternative would still result in significant impacts on other historical 
resources, including indirect visual impacts at William Mead Homes (through the addition of a retaining 
wall/sound wall at the rear of the property) and direct impacts on the Friedman Bag Company—Textile 
Division Building (which would be demolished during the interim condition for construction of the loop 
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track). As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and 
HIST-2 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed to reduce impacts on William Mead 
Homes to a level less than significant. Mitigation Measure HIST-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) is proposed to minimize impacts on the Friedman Bag Company—Textile Division Building; 
however, as with the proposed project, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable.  

Compared to the proposed project, this alternative would not include the safety improvements at the Main 
Street public at-grade crossing on the west bank of the Los Angeles River to facilitate future implementation 
of a quiet zone by the City of Los Angeles. Therefore, this alternative would avoid impacts on the North 
Main Street Bridge because it would not result in the modification of the bridge needed to convert the area 
for a quiet zone.  

Archaeological Resources and Paleontological Resources 

This alternative would reduce the amount of grading and excavation that would be required under the 
proposed project since only the elevated portion of the above-grade concourse is proposed and the historic 
passageway is maintained. Ground disturbance associated with this alternative in Segment 2 is at least 
partially in previously disturbed soils (existing rail yard fill) and is related to connecting the existing 
passageway to the newly raised rail yard and platforms and intermittent deep excavations for piles to 
support the above-grade structure.  

Implementation of this alternative would reduce the potential impact with respect to known and unknown 
archaeological resources and paleontological resources. Because this alternative would have a reduced area 
of disturbance as compared to the proposed project, there would be a reduced potential for encountering 
archaeological resources and paleontological resources during grading activities. As with the proposed 
project, Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are 
proposed to reduce impacts on paleontological resources to a level less than significant. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) are proposed 
to reduce impacts on archaeological resources to a level less than significant.  

Public Services 

Similar to the proposed project, increased traffic congestion caused by construction vehicles and access 
disruptions, such as road closures or road construction, could affect emergency response times under this 
alternative. As with the proposed project, Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 
3.3, Transportation and Traffic) is proposed to reduce impacts on emergency response times to a level less 
than significant. Therefore, public services impacts would be similar to the proposed project. 

Conclusion – Reduced Historic Impact Alternative 

Under this alternative, impacts on historical resources, archaeological resources, and paleontological 
resources would be avoided and/or substantially reduced. This alternative would not result in additional 
significant impacts on the remaining issue areas beyond what would occur under the proposed project, as 
described above.  
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This alternative would meet all of the project objectives, with exception of the following:  

• Provide an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced 
safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities 

To preserve the existing passageway, its utilities, and structure, the platforms may only be served by stairs 
and ramps, as in the current condition. As a result of this alternative, the platform canopies would not 
provide adequate coverage for weather protection since the platforms would be widened and lengthened 
and the butterfly shed canopies would not perform their historic function since they remain the existing 
size. Further, reuse of the butterfly shed canopies with this alternative do not take into account the design 
requirements of multiple operating agencies, each with their own unique needs and train types and each 
with different design criteria for proximity and clearance of canopies. This alternative would not improve 
pedestrian access to the train platforms, provide modernized VCEs, improve passenger flow and capacity, 
or enhance accessibility for passengers with disabilities.  

5.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 
This section identifies the Environmentally Superior Alternative among the alternatives considered in this 
EIR. CEQA defines the Environmentally Superior Alternative as the alternative that would result in the fewest 
or least significant environmental impacts, while still achieving the project objectives. 

As provided in Table 5-15, the no project/no build alternative would avoid the construction and operational 
impacts identified for the proposed project. However, the no project/no build alternative does not meet 
the project objectives. Additionally, CEQA Guidelines, Section 15126.6(e) requires that, if the 
environmentally superior alternative is the “no project alternative,” the EIR shall also identify an 
environmental superior alternative among the other alternatives.  

Compared to the proposed project, the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative would reduce impacts on 
cultural resources (historical resources, archaeological resources, and paleontological resources). 
Therefore, the Reduced Historic Impact Alternative is considered the Environmentally Superior Alternative. 
This alternative would meet all of the project objectives, with exception of one, because it does not provide 
an expanded passenger concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern with enhanced safety elements, 
ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities.  
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Table 5-15. Comparison of Alternative Impacts on Proposed Project 

Environmental Issue Area Proposed Project 
No Project/No 

Build Alternative Build Alternative 
Reduced Historic 
Impact Alternative 

Land Use and Planning Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Transportation Significant and unavoidable Avoid Greater Similar 

Aesthetics Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Air Quality and Global Climate Change Significant and unavoidable Avoid Greater Similar 

Noise and Vibration Significant and unavoidable Avoid Reduced Similar 

Biological Resources Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Hydrology and Water Quality Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Geology and Soils Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Greater Similar 

Utilities/Service Systems and Energy 
Conservation 

Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Similar Similar 

Cultural Resources Significant and unavoidable Avoid Greater Reduced 

Public Services Less than significant with mitigation Avoid Greater Similar 

Notes:  
Avoid = Impacts under this alternative avoided as compared to impacts for the proposed project. 
Reduced = Impacts under this alternative reduced as compared to impacts for the proposed project. 
Similar = Impacts under this alternative similar to impacts for the proposed project. 
Greater = Impacts under this alternative greater to impacts for the proposed project. 
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6.0 Other Statutory Considerations 

This section provides a discussion of other statutory requirements under CEQA. These topics include a 
discussion of growth-inducing impacts, significant irreversible environmental changes, impacts found not 
significant, and the identification of significant and unavoidable impacts.  

6.1 Growth-Inducing Impacts 
In accordance with Section 15126.2(d) of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must:  

Discuss the ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, 
or the construction of additional housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding 
environment. Included in this are projects which would remove obstacles to population 
growth…Increases in the population may tax existing community service facilities, requiring 
construction of new facilities that could cause significant environmental impacts. Also discuss 
the characteristics of some project which may encourage and facilitate other activities that 
could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. It must not be 
assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance 
to the environment. 

Substantial growth impacts could be manifested through the provision of infrastructure or service capacity 
to accommodate growth beyond the levels currently permitted by local or regional plans and policies. In 
general, growth induced by a project is considered a significant impact if it directly or indirectly affects the 
ability of agencies to provide needed public services or if it can be demonstrated that the potential growth 
significantly affects the environment in some other way. 

In parallel with project implementation, SCRRA is currently developing the SCORE Program, a $10 billion 
plan that identifies the need for substantial investments in rail infrastructure in the Southern California 
region to upgrade the Metrolink system and meet the current and future needs of the traveling public. The 
proposed project is a critical component of the SCORE Program, providing capacity enhancements to 
accommodate the forecasted increase in train movements and associated passenger volumes at LAUS.  

The proposed project would generate employment opportunities during the construction and operational 
phases of the project. The proposed project is expected to result in approximately 4,500 jobs per year during 
the construction phase, which would create short-term jobs for Los Angeles County and help in lowering 
the current rates of unemployment. The above-grade passenger concourse and new expanded passageway 
includes up to 160,000 square feet of transit-serving retail uses and approximately 30,000 square feet of 
office/commercial uses. While the proposed project would generate additional employment opportunities 
within the new passenger concourse and additional rail services, the majority of these jobs are expected to 
be filled by residents of Los Angeles and surrounding communities. Link US is identified in the 
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2016 RTP/SCS and would not generate substantial growth from that already planned for in the 
2016 RTP/SCS. 

The proposed project would complement planned development in the project study area consistent with 
the City’s General Plan and CCNCP, which encourage the transit orientation of Downtown Los Angeles and 
direct growth to areas served by infrastructure and transit near LAUS. Businesses from other areas of the 
region could be drawn to the immediate area surrounding LAUS because of the multimodal opportunities 
and increased pedestrian activity around the station, as well as additional visitors passing through the area, 
especially following the introduction of the planned HSR system as early as 2033. The type of future land 
use development that could occur around LAUS would most likely be transit oriented, consisting of 
mixed-use residential, office, and commercial development designed to maximize access to public 
transportation. 

While the proposed project would include the construction of additional transportation infrastructure, the 
majority of infrastructure is proposed within an existing transportation corridor, and at the existing LAUS 
facility, which is defined in the 2016 RTP/SCS as a high quality transit area and a transit priority area in a 
highly urbanized area. Furthermore, the proposed project would facilitate the forecasted increase in train 
movements through LAUS. There is no lack of existing infrastructure in the project study area that would 
serve as an obstacle to growth. Projected population growth would occur in the project study area with or 
without the additional infrastructure associated with the project. In addition, potential growth is already 
planned for in the project study area and captured at the local level in the ADSP and at the regional level in 
the 2016 RTP/SCS.  

Based on the analysis provided above, the proposed project would accommodate the forecasted increase 
in train movements and passenger volumes through LAUS. Any future population growth in the region 
and/or project study area (i.e., future land use development) is anticipated to be consistent with the City’s 
General Plan and CCNCP. Therefore, the proposed project would not induce unplanned growth that could 
otherwise result in significant or adverse secondary impacts. 

6.2 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 
Section 15126.2(c) of the CEQA Guidelines requires an EIR to address any significant irreversible 
environmental changes that may occur as a result of project implementation. CEQA requires that 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources be addressed for certain categories of projects, 
including “[t]he adoption, amendment, or enactment of a plan, policy, or ordinance of a public agency” 
(CEQA Guidelines CCR Sections 15127[a]).  

Irreversible and irretrievable resource commitments are related to the use of nonrenewable resources and 
the impacts that this use could have on future generations. Commitments of resources could be current, 
as well as future. Future commitments of resources would be associated with the secondary effect of 
growth-inducing impacts. Irreversible impacts result primarily from the use or destruction of a specific 
resource (e.g., energy and minerals) that cannot be replaced within a reasonable time frame. Irretrievable 
resource commitments involve the loss in value of an affected resource that cannot be restored as a result 
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of the action (e.g., extinction of a threatened or endangered species or the disturbance of a cultural 
resource).  

Resources, such as timber used for the construction of the new above-grade passenger concourse, are 
generally considered renewable and would ultimately be replenished. Human resources are also considered 
a renewable resource. Non-renewable resources, such as petrochemical construction materials, steel, 
copper, lead and other metals, gravel, concrete, and other materials, are typically considered finite and 
would not be replenished over the lifetime of the project.  

The construction and implementation of the proposed project would entail the irreversible and irretrievable 
commitment of some land and energy and human resources, including labor required for the planning, 
design, construction, and operation of the proposed project. These resources include the following: 

• Commitment of land for transportation purposes 

• Commitment of natural resources during construction activities associated with the project, 
including the use of construction materials (e.g., steel, concrete, etc.) 

• Consumption of nonrenewable energy resources, mainly diesel and electricity, as a result of 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed improvements 

The land used for the proposed project would continue the existing commitment of land in the area for 
transportation purposes. To the extent that this commitment would be for long-range use, it would be an 
irreversible commitment. In the event that a greater need would arise for the land in the future, or the 
corridor was no longer needed, the land could conceivably be converted to some other use. Currently, there 
is no reason to expect that such a need for conversion would ever be necessary or desirable.  

In terms of the proposed project’s commitment of resources, there are several resources, both natural and 
built, that would be expended during the construction and operation of the project. The proposed project 
would result in a short term increase in the use of energy to manufacture, deliver, and construct the 
proposed improvements. The manufacturing of materials used to construct the proposed project and 
energy in the form of natural gas, petroleum products, and electricity consumed during construction and 
operation would contribute to the incremental depletion of renewable and non-renewable resources. Steel, 
concrete, and other materials would be recycled, to the extent feasible; however, the loss of these resources 
is considered irreversible because their reuse for some other purpose than the proposed project would be 
highly unlikely or impossible. Based on these considerations, the project constitutes an irreversible and 
irretrievable commitment of natural resources.  

The proposed project’s use of non-renewable energy sources, such as diesel fuel, is considered an 
irreversible, irretrievable commitment of these petroleum resources. The commitment of resources to 
construct and operate the proposed project is based on the belief that residents, employees, and visitors 
would benefit from the improved efficiency, accessibility, safety, and environmental quality of the 
transportation system in Southern California. These benefits are anticipated to substantially outweigh any 
irreversible or irretrievable commitments of resources.  
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6.3 Effects Found Not Significant 
In accordance with Section 15128 of the CEQA Guidelines, an EIR must contain a statement briefly 
indicating the reasons that various potential significant impacts of a project were determined not to be 
significant. Metro has determined that the Draft EIR project and Final EIR proposed project would not have 
the potential to cause significant impacts associated with the resource issue areas identified below.  

6.3.1 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

Farmlands – The project study area is in an urban area that is developed with transportation infrastructure 
(e.g., LAUS, railroad tracks, US-101, and I-10), commercial and industrial buildings, residential apartment 
buildings, and government buildings. According to the 2014 Los Angeles County Important Farmland Map, 
the project study area is designated as Other Land (California Department of Conservation 2016c). In 
addition, there are no Williamson Act contract lands in the project study area (California Department of 
Conservation 2016a).  

The majority of the project study area is designated for Hybrid Industrial, Public Facilities, Regional Center 
Commercial, and Heavy Manufacturing uses. There is no agricultural, forest, or timberland uses or zoning 
designations in the project study area. No temporary or permanent impacts on farmlands or other 
agricultural resources would occur during construction or operation of the proposed project. 

Forest Land/Timberlands – The project study area does not include any forest land (i.e., land with 10 percent 
tree coverage, as defined in PRC Section 12220(g)) or timberland (i.e., land that is available for growing a 
crop of trees intended for commercial use, as defined in PRC Section 4526). Therefore, no temporary or 
permanent impacts on forest land/timberland resources would occur during construction or operation of 
the proposed project. 

6.3.2 Mineral Resources 

The project study area is located generally north of Union Station Oil Field. Union Station Oil Field was 
discovered in 1967. This field is represented by a generally east-west trending anticline, a structural feature 
(elongated dome) that traps petroleum and related compounds (i.e., crude oil and natural gas). Surface 
locations of most wells (directionally drilled wells) are south of the project study area along Garey Street, 
south of First Street. Because the operating well sites are located outside of the project study area, recovery 
of natural resources would not be affected.  

Based on a review of Exhibit A: Mineral Resources of the Conservation Element of the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan, a portion of the project study area is located within Mineral Resources Zone-2 (City of Los 
Angeles 2001). The Mineral Resources Zone-2 contains potentially significant sand and gravel deposits 
which are to be conserved. However, much of the area within Mineral Resources Zone-2 in Los Angeles 
was developed with structures prior to the Mineral Resources Zone-2 classification, and therefore, are 
unavailable for extraction (City of Los Angeles 2001). The project study area is located within an urbanized 
area of the City of Los Angeles and is currently developed. The mining of such materials within an urbanized 
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environment is not practical. Based on this context, the proposed project would result in no impact on 
mineral resources.  

6.3.3 Population and Housing 

No residential displacements would be required to implement the proposed project. Therefore, the 
proposed project would not result in the displacement of substantial numbers of people or housing and 
would not require the construction of replacement housing elsewhere. No impact would occur associated 
with population and housing.  

6.3.4 Recreation  

Implementation of the project would not increase the demand for recreational facilities, or result in physical 
impacts that would deteriorate existing facilities. The demand for parklands and other recreational facilities 
would be similar to existing conditions. The proposed project would not substantially induce population 
growth in the project study area and thereby would not significantly increase the use of parks. No impact 
would occur associated with the physical deterioration of parks and other recreational facilities.  

6.4 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Impacts 
Section 15216.2(b) of the CEQA Guidelines requires EIRs to include a discussion of any significant 
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided if the project is implemented. Sections 3.2 through 3.13 of 
this EIR provide a detailed analysis of all significant environmental impacts related to the Draft EIR project; 
identifies feasible mitigation measures, where available, that could avoid or reduce these significant 
impacts; and presents a determination whether these mitigation measures would reduce these impacts to 
a level less than significant. Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of this EIR identifies the significant 
cumulative impacts resulting from the combined impacts of the Draft EIR project and related projects 
considered in cumulative analysis. Additionally, Table 2-3, Section 10.0, and Appendix P of this Final EIR 
provide an environmental evaluation of the Final EIR project relative to the potential impacts, mitigation 
measures, and significance determination. If a specific impact in either of these sections cannot be fully 
reduced to a less than significant level, it is considered a significant and unavoidable impact. 

Implementation of the Draft EIR proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in 
the following issue areas: transportation, air quality, noise, and cultural resources. The following impacts 
associated with the Draft EIR project would be significant and unavoidable even after the implementation 
of mitigation. 

Construction (Short-Term) 

• Air quality (construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant and 
localized significance thresholds) 

• Noise (construction daytime and nighttime noise levels would exceed thresholds at William Mead 
Homes and Mozaic Apartments) 
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Operations (Long-Term) 

• Transportation (increased delays at one intersection [Intersection #2: Garey Street and Commercial 
Street] in the 2031 and 2040 with project conditions would exceed LADOT guidelines) 

• Cultural resources (substantial adverse change in the significance of the following historical 
resources: LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing and Friedman Bag Company – Textile Division 
Building) 

Implementation of the Final EIR project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts in the following 
issue areas: air quality, noise, and cultural resources. Previously identified significant and unavoidable 
transportation impacts are avoided with the Final EIR project. The following impacts associated with the 
Final EIR project would be significant and unavoidable even after the implementation of mitigation. 

Construction (Short-Term) 

• Air quality (construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant and 
localized significance thresholds) 

• Noise (construction daytime and nighttime noise levels would exceed thresholds at William Mead 
Homes and Mozaic Apartments) 

Operations (Long-Term) 

• Cultural resources (substantial adverse change in the significance of the following historical 
resources: LAUS and Vignes Street Undercrossing and Friedman Bag Company – Textile Division 
Building) 

If the Metro Board approves the project with significant and unavoidable impacts, Metro is required under 
CEQA to prepare a statement of overriding considerations. 
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7.0 Response to Comments 

7.1 Introduction 
The Draft EIR was distributed for public review from January 17, 2019, through March 4, 2019, pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15105. Comments were received throughout the 45-day public comment period 
in multiple formats. A total of 147 speaker cards, comments cards, email or online comments, and letters 
were received. Two letters were received after the close of the Draft EIR public comment period (after March 
4, 2019).  

According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a), “the lead agency shall evaluate comments on 
environmental issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written 
response.” In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(d), the Final EIR shall consist of responses 
to significant environmental points raised in the review and consultation process. Sections 7.61 through 
7.6.4 of the EIR provide responses to all written comments received during the public comment period, as 
well as oral comments received during the Draft EIR public hearing held January 29, 2019.  

Each response to comment is based on the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR. For comments 
relative to the environmental evaluation, Metro has responded with specific citations or references to 
information and/or analyses of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR or made necessary updates 
in the Final EIR as a result of the comment provided. Responses demonstrate how the Draft EIR was 
updated in response to the comment (where applicable), provide background information on project 
development topics, or note modifications to the proposed project that are germane to the comment 
received. 

7.2 Modifications to the Proposed Project after Draft EIR Public 
Review 

Based on the substantial number of comments received regarding various aspects of the elevated portion 
of the above-grade passenger concourse, as well as the outcome of recent coordination activities with 
project funding partners on implementation of interoperable run-through service, the Final EIR includes 
the following modifications to the proposed project.  

A full description of the Final EIR project is in Section 2.1.5. Table 2-2 provides an environmental evaluation 
of the project modifications relative to the impacts and mitigation measures considered in the Draft EIR. 
Section 10.0, Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation, of the Final EIR includes documentation to 
support the Final EIR project impact evaluation.  

• Removal of the Above-Grade Passenger Concourse - The Final EIR project includes modifications 
to the expanded passageway in the Draft EIR to include transit amenities so the elevated portion 
of the above-grade passenger concourse can be removed. The expanded passageway in the Draft 
EIR, will be modified from a width of approximately 120 feet to 140 feet in the Final EIR to include 
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additional space for waiting areas, restrooms, retail areas, and other passenger amenities, while 
providing sufficient pedestrian capacity to meet the 2040 forecasted ridership at LAUS and 
sufficient points of safety to meet applicable building codes and NFPA 130 requirements for safe 
evacuation.  

Metro acknowledges that removal of the elevated portion of the passenger concourse may reduce 
the overall passenger capacity for LAUS when compared to the proposed project, as evaluated in 
the Draft EIR; however, the Final EIR project would still include a modified version of the expanded 
passageway considered in the Draft EIR that would be over four times the size of the existing 
passageway. The new modified expanded passageway at LAUS would be functionally modern with 
enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities in accordance with the basic 
project objectives.  

• Removal of Loop Track - Based on ongoing coordination with the project funding partners and rail 
operators, the loop track was removed from the project. The Final EIR project includes a modified 
run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street to reduce overall project impacts and to 
improve interoperability for regional/intercity trains and future HSR trains to the main line along 
the west bank of the Los Angeles River. With removal of the loop track, the run-through track 
alignment south of LAUS would shift approximately 125 to 150 feet to the north, thereby resulting 
in modifications to the associated run-through track infrastructure and civil improvements south 
of US-101. Removal of the loop track would have the following benefits: 

o Run-through track structures would be located north of Commercial Street, resulting in six 
fewer property acquisitions on the south side of Commercial Street.  

o Commercial Street would not be realigned and Vignes Street would remain open to vehicular 
traffic. 

o Center Street and Commercial Street intersection would not be lowered and would remain in 
its current configuration. 

o Outrigger bents over Commercial Street would be avoided. 

o Division 20 Portal Column and Division 20 Cap would not be required. 

Metro acknowledges that although the loop track was planned to provide more added value related 
to operational flexibility when combined with other infrastructure located outside of the project 
study area, implementation of the Final EIR project without a loop track would still reduce train 
movement constraints resulting from stub-end operation by providing run-through service 
consistent with the California State Rail Plan (Caltrans 2018) and SCORE Program, in accordance 
with the basic project objectives. 

• Removal of Construction Access Road on LAUS Property – Based on comments received 
expressing opposition to use of an access road at the southern extent of the LAUS campus (which 
provides vehicular access to the First 5 LA Headquarters, La Petite Academy, and MWD building), 
the access road depicted on Figure 2-8, Legend Item 13, was removed from the Final EIR project. 
The primary access to the throat and rail yard would be from Alhambra Avenue, College Street, 
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Vignes Street, Avila Street, Bauchet Street, and the northern entrance point to the LAUS campus 
from Cesar Chavez Avenue that provides current access to the baggage handling building parking 
lot.  

• Removal of Construction Staging/Assembly Areas – Two laydown/staging areas identified in the 
Draft EIR are removed from the Final EIR project due to other projects already under construction 
by the City and County of Los Angeles on the two parcels where staging areas were previously 
considered (i.e, LADOT Bus Maintenance Facility and Los Angeles County Mental Health 
Treatment Center). Based on the modified run-through track alignment, two additional staging 
areas on the south side of Commercial Street, between Garey Street and Center Street, were also 
removed because the Final EIR project avoids direct physical impacts to the properties south of 
Commercial Street. 

7.3 Key Issue Responses 
During the Draft EIR public comment period, numerous reoccurring comments were received that address 
the same or similar general topics. In the case of a reoccurring comment (e.g., above-grade passenger 
concourse, contaminated soils) that is raised three or more times, a “key issue response” is provided to 
avoid redundancy in responding to multiple comments on the same project-related topic. To avoid 
repetition and potential for inconsistencies in the Final EIR, a key issue response has been prepared for 
each reoccurring comment topic, and all comments addressing the same or similar topics are referenced 
to that key issue response. Each reviewer is encouraged to review all key issue responses related to their 
comment topic and area of project interest and the other written responses for further information. 

Key issue responses are organized by Draft EIR section or topic, where applicable. Key issues raised that 
are not specific to a Draft EIR section or topic, but rather a project characteristic or development topic, are 
categorized with an “Other Topic (OT)” designation. The key issue responses are presented below: 

• Key Issue Response Project Description (PD)-1: Passenger Transfer Times  

• Key Issue Response PD-2: Passenger Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements 

• Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  

• Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials 

• Key Issue Response CR-1: Preservation of Historic Resources at LAUS 

• Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect Environmental 
Impacts 

• Key Issue Response OT-1: Track Elevation Slope Safety and Runaway Trains 

• Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo Community Comments 

• Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and Cultural Enhancement Programs 

• Key Issue Response OT-4: Adjacent Parallel Tunnels 
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7.3.1 Project Description  

The three key issue responses below address comments related to the design of the proposed project 
elements described in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR and how the comments are addressed via modifications 
to the proposed project in the Final EIR.  

Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger Transfer Times  

Although the topic of passenger transfer times in the full build-out scenario is not required to be evaluated 
under CEQA, passenger transfer times are a key consideration as part of the concourse planning and 
programming process. Throughout the early project development stages, in order to evaluate passenger 
transfer times, time trials were conducted to determine the existing passenger transfer times from 
Platform 4 to the Red and Purple Line platform and the anticipated change that would occur upon 
implementation of a new passenger concourse.  

Compared to the existing condition, passengers using the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concourse (Draft EIR proposed project) would experience longer transfer times due to the increased vertical 
movements required for cross-campus circulation. For passengers using the new expanded passageway 
below the rail yard (Draft EIR proposed project), or the at-grade passenger concourse (Draft EIR build 
alternative), transfer times would be similar and shorter than the existing condition, because the path of 
travel would be below the rail yard. A summary of the passenger transfer times is below. 

• Draft EIR Proposed Project with Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded Passageway 
– Although passengers utilizing the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would experience increased transfer times, the Draft EIR proposed project would decrease existing 
transfer times because passengers would be able to access the Red and Purple Lines through the 
new expanded passageway below the rail yard that would connect directly to the platforms above 
with VCEs to offer expedient point-to-point connections where passengers would move rapidly in 
large volumes en route to their final destinations. Passengers utilizing the new expanded 
passageway are expected to experience the following decreases in transfer times:  

o Twelve percent decrease in transfer time compared to the existing condition during off-peak 
conditions 

o 17 percent decrease in transfer time compared to the existing condition during peak conditions 

• Draft EIR Build Alternative with At-Grade Passenger Concourse - The Draft EIR build alternative 
would decrease existing transfer times and congestion periods because passengers would have a 
more direct and unconstrained path from the platforms to the Red and Purple Lines through the 
at-grade passenger concourse below the rail yard. Passengers utilizing the at-grade passenger 
concourse are expected to experience the following decreases in transfer times: 

o 6 percent decrease in transfer time compared to the existing condition during off-peak 
conditions 

o 13 percent decrease in transfer time compared to the existing condition during peak conditions 
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The Final EIR project includes modifications based on comments received during the 45-day public 
comment period that are relative to this key issue response. Similar to the Draft EIR proposed project, the 
Final EIR project with new modified expanded passageway would decrease existing transfer times by 
providing a more direct and unconstrained path from the platforms to other transit connections at LAUS 
using the new modified expanded passageway below the rail yard. Passengers utilizing the new modified 
expanded passageway are expected to experience similar decreases in passenger transfer times as the Draft 
EIR build alternative. 

Key Issue Response PD-2: Passenger Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements 

The design of the above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway (part of proposed 
project in the Draft EIR) would improve transit interconnectivity by enhancing access and passenger 
movements to the many transit connection points at LAUS, such as the El Monte Busway, Patsaouras 
Transit Plaza, Amtrak long-distance bus plaza, Metro Gold Line, and Metro Red and Purple Line, while 
meeting applicable ADA and NFPA passenger egress requirements.  

As part of the Draft EIR proposed project, passenger circulation and accessibility would be improved with 
new VCEs (e.g., stairs, escalators, and elevators) that provide connectivity from the new expanded 
passageway that is at-grade and below the rail yard, to the passenger platforms, and the elevated portion 
of the above-grade passenger concourse. Multiple levels of passenger routes are provided to optimize 
interconnectivity and are customized to the type of connection being served. The design would provide an 
intuitive environment with increased sight lines to aid in passenger movement and optimize transfer to 
other modes and services at LAUS.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on comments received during the 45-day public 
comment period. The new modified expanded passageway, as part of the Final EIR project, would include 
expansion of the existing pedestrian passageway to a 140-foot width, over four times the existing 
passageway width. The new modified expanded passageway would include new VCEs similar to the Draft 
EIR proposed project and would provide a substantial increase in capacity for passenger movements 
between transit connection points. The new modified expanded passageway would be functionally modern 
with enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities in accordance with the basic 
project objectives.  

Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger Concourse  

A conservative estimate of future passengers projected to travel through LAUS in 2040 and the associated 
passenger load and egress capacity requirements were used as the basis for the design of both the 
above-grade passenger concourse with new expanded passageway (Draft EIR proposed project) and the 
at-grade passenger concourse (Draft EIR build alternative). This conservative estimate aligns with regional 
and statewide forecasts for train movements through LAUS (Draft EIR Table 2-3) and is a key consideration 
for station capacity and passenger load planning purposes.  

Using the daily train movements and associated passenger loads at LAUS as the basis for design, which 
corresponds to regional and statewide forecasts as described in the Draft EIR, the elevated portion of the 
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above-grade passenger concourse would provide the required egress capacity and minimum number of 
points of safety to meet applicable building codes and NFPA 130 requirements for safe evacuation.  

The elevated portion of the passenger concourse also offers a range of transit amenities for commuters 
and long-distance travelers, including, but not limited to, restaurants, retail uses, and lounges with waiting 
areas, seating, and restrooms. The elevated portion of the passenger concourse would accommodate the 
user seeking a comfortable setting as they wait for their departing train, while also providing a setting with 
panoramic views, natural light, less noise and a less frenetic pace. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on comments received during the 45-day public 
comment period. As discussed above, Metro acknowledges that overall passenger capacity for LAUS would 
be greater with an above-grade passenger concourse; however, the Final EIR project would still include a 
modified version of the expanded passageway considered in the Draft EIR that would be over four times 
the size of the existing passageway. The new modified expanded passageway at LAUS would be functionally 
modern with enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, and passenger amenities in accordance with the 
basic project objectives.  

7.3.2 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The following key issue response was prepared to address comments raised regarding the presence of 
contaminated soils and management of hazardous waste and materials in the project study area.  

Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials 

Previous Investigations - A Phase I ESA was conducted for the project, and the findings are incorporated in 
the Draft EIR, Section 3.10. See also Draft EIR Appendix M. The Phase I ESA investigative process included 
the ASTM-mandated elements, including site reconnaissance, review of regulatory records (including 
review of existing Phase I and Phase II reports for properties within the project footprint), historical data 
research (such as aerial photographs, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, and City Directories), and limited 
interviews with regulatory agency project managers.  

The Link US team has made every attempt to avoid potentially contaminated sites in the design based on 
where contaminated areas are known to occur within the project footprint. Given the nature of the project 
study area, Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR (Hazards and Hazardous Materials) has reported that:  

• The proposed project could result in the accidental release of hazardous materials and wastes 
during routine transport.  

• The proposed project may encounter contaminated soil or groundwater during excavation.  

• The proposed project has the potential to create a hazard to the public or the environment through 
accidental release of hazardous materials into the environment. The project study area contains 
35 RECs (known issues of concern) and 7 properties with land use restrictions (due to the 
documented presence of hazardous waste impacts).  
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Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 (described in Section 3.10.6 of the Final EIR) are proposed to 
mitigate the above-mentioned potential impacts to a level less than significant. These mitigation measures 
provide contractors with requirements for safe methods to excavate, transport, and dispose of 
contaminated soil, in conformance with all federal, state, and local regulations for the handling of 
hazardous wastes. Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 was modified as part of the Final EIR to include a 
requirement that any soil imported to the site for backfill be certified clean prior to use. 

Aliso Street Manufactured Gas Plant - The location and history of the former Aliso Street MGP is 
well-documented and included in this project’s Phase I ESA. The soil contamination associated with this 
site, as well as naturally occurring crude oil seeps, were included as a REC in the project’s Phase I ESA, with 
a high risk of presenting a hazardous waste impact to the project. The risks to the project presented by 
sites documented in the Phase I ESA will be further evaluated through a Phase II ESA sampling and analysis 
program (Mitigation Measure HAZ-2). The Phase II investigation results will direct the development of 
procedures for the protection of public health, worker health and safety, and the proper handling and 
disposal of impacted soil. Furthermore, the Draft EIR documents sites with known contamination that will 
require coordination with the DTSC for characterization and redevelopment (Mitigation Measure HAZ-5). 
Metro will prepare and implement Hazardous Materials Management Plans and Soil Management Plans 
based on the Phase II ESA investigation results and coordination with the DTSC (Mitigation Measures 
HAZ-1, HAZ-3, and HAZ-4).  

As presented in Section 3.10.7 of the Final EIR, upon implementation of Mitigation Measures 
HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, impacts related to hazards and hazardous materials would be reduced to a level 
less than significant.  

Lead-Based Paint and Asbestos - The likely presence of hazardous materials such as lead-based paint and 
asbestos-containing construction materials is also well-documented and expected. In accordance with 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 in the Draft EIR, surveys for lead and asbestos-containing materials will be 
conducted on man-made structures prior to demolition. These materials will be handled in conformance 
with all federal, state, and local regulations. As presented in Section 3.10.7 of the Final EIR, upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1, impacts would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on comments received during the 45-day public 
comment period. Based on the project modifications, fewer buildings south of US-101 would be 
demolished than previously considered in the Draft EIR, because the modified run-through track alignment 
would be located north of Commercial Street. Fewer buildings would be demolished that could have 
lead-based paint and asbestos. 

7.3.3 Cultural Resources 

The following key issue response was prepared to address multiple comments raised regarding historic 
preservation of LAUS and the potential indirect impacts of the elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse. 
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Key Issue Response CR-1: Preservation of Historic Resources at LAUS 

Reduced Historic Impact Alternative - One of Metro’s project objectives is to avoid and minimize impacts 
on sensitive environmental resources to the maximum extent feasible, including, but not limited to, 
historical resources. Avoidance alternatives were analyzed, including a Reduced Historic Impact Alternative, 
the purpose of which is to avoid or substantially reduce significant impacts on historical, archaeological, 
and paleontological resources. This alternative is described in Section 5.4.3 of the Draft EIR and includes a 
discussion of the preservation of the Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street Bridges, as well as the 
gangways/ramps that lead to the existing platforms. As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR, this 
alternative achieves all but one of the project objectives.  

Educational Display - Mitigation Measure HIST-1d (described in Section 3.12.6 of the Draft EIR) requires 
Metro to create an educational display that could be viewed by the public that would demonstrate the 
history of LAUS and how it was used by past railroad passengers. Metro may consider incorporation of a 
portion of one the original butterfly sheds into the educational display, if feasible. As presented in 
Section 3.12.7 of the Final EIR, for LAUS and the associated Vignes Street Undercrossing, Mitigation 
Measures HIST-1a through HIST-1d are proposed; however, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. A Statement of Overriding Considerations has been prepared for consideration by the Metro 
Board of Directors. The Metro Board of Directors would be required to adopt the Statement of Overriding 
Considerations for this significant and unavoidable impact, should the Board of Directors decide to approve 
the project. 

Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts 

Metro received comments expressing concerns that the above-grade passenger concourse design would 
not be consistent with the historical character of LAUS. Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR disclosed that at this 
early stage of project design, the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse as part of the 
proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR may include a modern design element over the rail yard, which 
is incompatible with the historic fabric and other character-defining features of LAUS. Based on the design 
of the proposed project in the Draft EIR, as described on page 3.12-75 of the Draft EIR, this is considered 
an indirect impact that is significant and, even with implementation of mitigation measures, the impacts 
would remain significant and unavoidable.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on comments received during the 45-day public 
comment period. Based on the project modifications reflected in this Final EIR, indirect impacts resulting 
from the proposed canopy structure(s) would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact. 

7.3.4 Other Topic Areas 

Key Issue Response OT-1: Track Elevation Slope Safety and Runaway Trains 

The US-101 viaduct evaluated in the Draft EIR would meet minimum Caltrans vertical clearance 
requirements of 16.5 feet. The Metrolink engineering standards (SCRRA Design Criteria Manual dated 
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November 2014) require a continuous track slope in the station platform area of no more than 0.2 percent 
to prevent “roll-out.” The proposed project and build alternative include a rail yard raise of up to 15 feet 
that would maintain a track slope of 0.0 percent (flat) through the station platform area. This is planned 
with the specific intent to avoid the potential for unintentional movement of rolling stock. The profile of the 
tracks in the rail yard and on the approaches to LAUS from the main line tracks along the Los Angeles River 
are being developed, in coordination with Metrolink and other project stakeholders, and will be further 
defined during final engineering. 

The Link US project team has performed a preliminary engineering review of the required track elevations 
along the approaches to LAUS from the main line tracks along the west bank of the Los Angeles River and 
concluded that none of the five historic roadway bridges situated south of LAUS would be directly impacted 
by the project through physical modification/alteration, removal, or other means. This excludes the North 
Main Street Bridge, where significant impacts are reported in the Draft EIR. Furthermore, the proposed 
run-through tracks (as they tie into the main line) would not indirectly impact any of these bridges because 
they pass through the same piers of each bridge at the same elevation as the existing tracks. 

Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo Community Comments 

Closure of Vignes Street at Commercial Street to Vehicular Traffic 

Based on the design of the run-through track infrastructure evaluated in the Draft EIR (that includes a loop 
track), the proposed locations of the columns needed to support the US-101 viaduct would have precluded 
the ability to restore the intersection of Vignes Street, with the realigned portion of Commercial Street, as 
a fully directional intersection. Because the existing properties on both the east and west sides of Vignes 
Street would have to be acquired as part of the proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR, the need to 
provide any property access along the segment of Vignes Street between Ducommun and Commercial 
Streets would be eliminated. As such, the project team determined that the most prudent approach was to 
propose closure of Vignes Street between Ducommun and Vignes Streets to vehicular traffic in the Draft 
EIR. However, the design would have allowed for the street to remain open for use as a pedestrian spine 
or for maintenance vehicle access. It could also be feasible to keep Vignes Street open and restrict access 
at Commercial Street to right turns, subject to further discussion and coordination with LADOT. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on coordination with funding partners. Vignes Street 
would remain open to vehicular traffic, and Commercial and Center Streets would remain in their current 
configuration.  

Concurrent Street Closures 

Mitigation Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6 of the Draft EIR) is proposed to reduce significant 
impacts due to road closures. The measure requires the contractor to prepare a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan and coordinate street closures with applicable parties. This coordination and advance 
notification activities are also intended to include the stakeholders in Little Tokyo. In response to comments 
received on the Draft EIR, text in Mitigation Measure TR-1 was revised, as follows, to prohibit concurrent 
closure of Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street: 
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The following provisions shall be included in the TMP: 

• Traffic flow shall be maintained, particularly during peak hours, to the degree 
feasible. 

• Access to adjacent businesses shall be maintained during business hours via 
existing or temporary driveways, and residences at all times, as feasible.  

• Contractor shall avoid concurrent closures of Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes 
Street north of LAUS. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based on coordination with funding partners. The Final EIR 
project would result in fewer street closures south of LAUS than was reported in the Draft EIR. 

Widening of the Alameda Street Bridge 

Based on the LADOT’s significant impact criteria, no project-related impacts would occur on Alameda 
Street; therefore, widening of the bridge is not required for the proposed project. Caltrans is the entity 
responsible for preparation of project study reports and improvements to US-101 on- and off-ramps and 
HOV lanes.  

Metro appreciates the members of the Little Tokyo community providing written comments on the Draft 
EIR and looks forward to continued coordination and communication. On June 8, 2019, the Little Tokyo 
Business Association submitted a comment letter to Metro indicating their support for the Final EIR 
project.  

Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and Cultural Enhancement Programs 

Pursuant to a motion on behalf of the Metro Board of Directors on March 23, 2017, Metro’s Union 
Station/Civic Center Taskforce will establish a volunteer-based, architectural review panel to offer 
suggestions and recommendations aimed at ensuring design consistency in and around LAUS that 
amalgamates the historic and modern elements of the surrounding area while promoting innovative ideas. 
It is anticipated local stakeholders, including the City of Los Angeles, and other design professionals would 
participate in the taskforce. The Union Station/Civic Center Taskforce will also develop a comprehensive 
community engagement strategy to capture input that is representative of the cultural diversity in the Union 
Station service area. As the project engineering and design process moves forward, Metro will provide 
updates to the general public through the Link US website related to the establishment of the Union 
Station/Civic Center Taskforce. 

Key Issue Response OT-4: Adjacent Parallel Tunnels 

When the original station was constructed in 1939, the Red Line tunnel was not in place, thereby making 
adjacent tunnels a feasible option. With the consideration of preservation of the existing pedestrian 
passageway during early stages of project design development, a concourse concept that included 
constructing parallel tunnels adjacent to the existing pedestrian passageway was explored. This concept 
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would maintain the ceiling, floor, minimum 7-foot-wide portals in the pedestrian passageway, and the 
pedestrian passageway itself. The existing ramps and stairs would be demolished to create adjacent 
concourses that run parallel to the existing passageway, and the platforms would be shifted and widened 
for increased passenger and rail capacity and placement of proper VCEs.  

This concept confines circulation and further complicates passenger safety and security, thereby conflicting 
with the project objectives. It is also not prudent to build a parallel tunnel adjacent to the existing pedestrian 
tunnel because of unacceptable safety or operational problems and impacts on the Metro Red and Purple 
Line tunnel below. Additionally, by raising the track grade 15 feet, the vertical angle of the existing ramps 
would be in excess of existing standards (e.g., ADA, Section 1.3.4 of NFPA 130, CBC Paragraph 433.3.2.2.3, 
and Metro Fire and Life Safety Criteria). For these reasons, adjacent tunnels and/or retention of the existing 
pedestrian tunnel is not prudent or feasible. 

This concept would have a complicated circulation zone that would not facilitate free-flowing passenger 
circulation because it does not produce an open central passenger concourse. Additionally, without the 
addition of emergency egress options, passenger safety would not be improved. Finally, this concept does 
not enhance passenger amenities due to the limitations of the space. 
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7.4 List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that 
Commented on the Draft EIR 

Agencies, organizations, and individuals that commented on the Draft EIR are listed in Table 7-1. 

Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

Agencies 

AGE 1 Pete Cooke – DTSC 

AGE 2 Mark A. McLoughlin - CHSRA 

AGE 3 Billy Ho - LABOE 

AGE 4 Billy Ho - LABOE 

AGE 5 Jose Huizar - City of Los Angeles 

AGE 6 Ronald Kosinski - Caltrans 

AGE 7 Roderick Diaz - SCRRA/Metrolink 

AGE 8 Charles C. Holloway - LADWP 

AGE 9 Jwalin Champaneria - LADOT 

AGE 10 Jennifer Harriger - MWD 

AGE 11 Craig A. Steele – RWG Law, on behalf of First 5 LA 

Organization 

ORG 1 Jessica Lall – Central City Association of Los Angeles 

ORG 2 Tom Savio – Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 

ORG 3 Dr. Clyde Tom Williams – Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community 

ORG 4 Tom Savio – Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 

ORG 5 Shane Phillips – Central City Association of Los Angeles 

ORG 6 David Ikegami - Little Tokyo Business Association 

ORG 7 Yukio Kawatami - Little Tokyo Community Council 

ORG 8 Paul Dyson – Rail Passenger Association of California 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-13 

Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

ORG 9 James Okazaki - Little Tokyo Community Council 

ORG 10 Susan MacAdams – Train Riders Association of California 

ORG 11 Kristin Fukushima - Little Tokyo Community Council 

ORG 12 Susan MacAdams – Train Riders Association of California 

ORG 13 Geoffrey Yamamoto – Parish Pastoral Council St. Francis Xavier Church Japanese Catholic 
Center/Maryknoll 

ORG 14 Bart Reed – The Transit Coalition 

ORG 15 Dr. Clyde Tom Williams – Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community 

ORG 16 John Smith – Taxpayers for Reasonable Solutions 

ORG 17 Ronald Meyer – Los Angeles Bicycle Advisory Committee  

ORG 18 Tom Savio – Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 

ORG 19 Dean Matsubayashi - Little Tokyo Service Center 

ORG 20 David Schonbrunn – Train Riders Association of California 

ORG 21 Masao Okamoto/David Ikegami – Little Tokyo Business Association 

Tribal 

TRI 1 John Tommy Rosas – Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation 

TRI 2 Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh Nation 

TRI 3 San Dunlap – Gabrielino Tongva Nation 

TRI 4 Adrian Morales – Gabrieleno Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians 

Individuals 

IND 1 Jason Gallegos 

IND 2 Thomas Dorsey 

IND 3 Gary Fox 

IND 4 Jason Sleisenger 
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Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

IND 5 Gretchen Anderson  

IND 6 Linda C. Samuels 

IND 7 Greg Heet 

IND 8 Leigh Goodwin 

IND 9 Babetti Oy 

IND 10 Celea Brooks 

IND 11 Ellena Mellon 

IND 12 Ines Rodriguez 

IND 13 NA 

IND 14 Okogo Stephanie 

IND 15 Jose Escobar 

IND 16 Matthew Barrett 

IND 17 Andrea Thomas 

IND 18 Allon Percus 

IND 19 Thomas Dorsey 

IND 20 Andrew Fox 

IND 21 Ryan Yates 

IND 22 James Tyner 

IND 23 Dominic Soo 

IND 24 Scott Garner 

IND 25 Matt Ruscigno 

IND 26 Chris Barraza 

IND 27 Kyle Jenkins 
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Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

IND 28 Benjamin Phelps 

IND 29 John Paul Grove 

IND 30 Alex Murray 

IND 31 Amparo Cebrero 

IND 32 Hear Xiu Feng 

IND 33 Hui Fang Zhong 

IND 34 Maria Martinez 

IND 35 Maribel Preciado 

IND 36 Myrna Calderon 

IND 37 Phu Vor 

IND 38 Socorro Lugo 

IND 39 Suzane Atia 

IND 40 Steven Sharp 

IND 41 Ben Hatcher 

IND 42 Darren Valenzuela 

IND 43 Joshua Blumenkopf 

IND 44 Abdul Danishwar 

IND 45 William Whitehead 

IND 46 Kevin Kay 

IND 47 Michael Weinreich 

IND 48 Jose Avalos 

IND 49 Partho Kalyani 

IND 50 Richard Bourne 
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Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

IND 51 John Connor 

IND 52 Jesse Silva 

IND 53 Michael Hlebovy 

IND 54 Campbell Sadeghy 

IND 55 Dominic Gonzalez 

IND 56 Spencer Windes 

IND 57 NA  

IND 58 Ryan Sharp 

IND 59 Esteban McKenzie 

IND 60 Timmy Luong 

IND 61 Cary Bellaflor 

IND 62 David Andrew 

IND 63 Nicolas Burrier 

IND 64 David Matsu 

IND 65 John Perry 

IND 66 Kyle Remmenga 

IND 67 Travis Morgan 

IND 68 Kevin Strumpell 

IND 69 Louis Pepi 

IND 70 Doante Ivory 

IND 71 Michael Berg 

IND 72 Glenn Zucman 

IND 73 Robert Frampton 
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Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

IND 74 Mike Kaiser 

IND 75 Mildred Mijangos 

IND 76 James Okazaki 

IND 77 James Smith 

IND 78 Sonia Mcintosh 

IND 79 Stephanie Hammer 

IND 80 Mark Johnston 

IND 81 Mark Johnston 

IND 82 Jason Elepano 

IND 83 Michael Frazier 

IND 84 Greg Heet 

IND 85 Alex Mezey 

IND 86 Greg Heet 

IND 87 Alan K Weeks 

IND 88 Stephen Laux 

IND 89 Mike Brady 

IND 90 Karl Lauff 

IND 91 Sarah Cifarelli 

IND 92 Mark Steven Greenfield 

IND 93 Bardsley Bean M.A. 

IND 94 Doug Aihara 

IND 95 Sheryl Hayashi 

IND 96 Eric Reese 
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Table 7-1. List of Agencies, Organizations, and Individuals that Commented on the Draft EIR 

Comment Number Name 

IND 97 Greg Heet 

IND 98 Joanne Kumamoto 

IND 99 Kathryn A. Bannai 

IND 100 Allison Porterfield 

IND 101 Faramarz Nabavi 

IND 102 Jaymes Dunsmore 

IND 103 Matthew Pearson 

IND 104 Mario Anderson 

IND 105 Mario Anderson 

IND 106 Hank Fung 

IND 107 Jim Stutzman 

IND 108 Richard Lawson 

IND 109 Greg Heet 

IND 110 Daryl Gale 

IND 111 Linda Quon 

IND 112 Karen Constine 

Notes: 
CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; DTSC= Department of Toxic Substance Control; EIR=environmental impact report; 
LABOE= City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering; LADOT= City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation; LADWP=City of Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power; MWD=Metropolitan Water District of Southern California; NA=not applicable; 
SCRRA=Southern California Regional Rail Authority 

7.5 Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR 
Responses to agencies, organizations, and individuals that commented on the Draft EIR are included 
below.  
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Agencies 
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Agency 1 Comment 

Name: Pete Cooke 

Agency: Department of Toxic Substances Control 
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AGE 1-1 This comment acknowledges the DTSC’s receipt of 
the Link US Draft EIR.  

AGE 1-2 The Draft EIR identifies both current and historic 
uses of the site that may have resulted in release of 
hazardous wastes or substances. Please refer to 
Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR identifies known 
contaminated sites and the potential to encounter 
contaminated soils or substances within the 
project limits. As indicated in Section 3.10, a Phase 
I ESA was conducted for the project. This technical 
study is provided as Appendix M of the Draft EIR. 
The findings of the Phase I ESA are specifically 
summarized in Section 3.10.4 of the Draft EIR. 

AGE 1-3 The Link US Phase I ESA evaluates, to the extent 
possible within the scope of a Phase I evaluation, 
whether the RECs constitute high, moderate, or 
low risks to human health or the environment for 
the proposed project. 

AGE 1-4 The mechanisms that would require further 
investigation and/or remediation are 
memorialized in the proposed Mitigation 
Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8. Mitigation 
measures described in Section 3.10.6 of the Draft 
EIR provide details related to the Phase II ESA 
(HAZ-2), Contaminated Media Management Plans 
and Soil Management Plans (HAZ-1, HAZ-3, and 
HAZ-4), and coordination with DTSC for sites with 
Land Use Covenants (HAZ-5). The MMRP 
identifies agencies with the responsibility for 
oversight and compliance for each of these 
measures.  

AGE 1-1 

AGE 1-3 

AGE 1-2 

AGE 1-4 

AGE 1-5 

Department of Toxic Substances Control 

.Jat«J Blume,nf.td 
Secr•taryfor 

Environmental Protection 

Meredl1h Williams, Ph.D 
Aeling Direcior 

9211 Oakdale Avenue 
Chatsworth, California 91311 

Gavin New.som 
Govemor 

1-)~ 

February 8, 2019 

Vincent Chio 
Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITYOF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR 
THE LINK UNION STATION PROJECT (PROJECT) 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has received the document for 
the above-mentioned project. 

Based on the review of the document, the DTSC comments are as follows: 

1) The document needs to identify and determine whether current or historic uses at 
the project site have resulted in any release of hazardous wastes/substances at the 
project area. 

2) The document needs to identify any known or potentially contaminated site within 
the proposed project area. For all identified sites, the document needs to evaluate 
whether conditions at the site pose a threat to human health or the environment. 

3) The document should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation 
and/or remediation for any site that may require remediation, and which government 
agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

4) If during construction of the project, soil contamination is suspected, construction in 
the area should stop and appropriate health and safety procedures should be 
implemented. If it is determined that contaminated soil exists, the document should 
identify how any required investigation or remediation will be conducted, and which 
government agency will provide appropriate regulatory oversight. 

) 

l 
] 
] 
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AGE 1-5 Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 (described in Section 
3.10.6 of the Draft EIR) includes provisions for 
halting work upon discovery of contamination. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-6 will be implemented in 
the event that contaminated materials are 
encountered unexpectedly.  
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AGE 1-6 Comment noted.  

 

  

AGE 1-6 

1-)~ 

Vincent Chio 
February 8, 2019 
Page2 

DTSC provides guidance for Preliminary Endangerment Assessment (PEA) preparation, ] 
and cleanup oversight through the Voluntary Cleanup Program (VCP). For additional 
information on the VCP, please visit DTSC's web stte at www.dtsc.ca.gov. If you would 
like to meet and discuss this matter further, please contact me at (818) 717-6555 or 
Pete.Cooke@dtsc.ca.gov. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Pete Cooke 
Stte Mitigation and Restoration Program - Chatsworth Office 

cc: Governor's Office of Planning and Research 
State Clearinghouse 
P.O. Box 3044 
Sacramento, California 95812-3044 

Dave Kereazis 
Hazardous Waste Management Program, Permitting Division 
CEQA Tracking 
Department of Toxic Substances Control 
P.O. Box806 
Sacramento, California 95812-0806 
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Agency 2 Comment 

Name: Mark A. McLoughlin 

Agency: California High-Speed Rail Authority 
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AGE 2-1 This comment summarizes CHSRA’s 
responsibilities with respect to the proposed CHSR 
project. Metro, as the CEQA lead agency for the 
proposed Link US EIR, acknowledges the CHSRA’s 
role as a CEQA Responsible Agency as defined by 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15381 for the Link US 
Project. In Section 1.0, Introduction,  EIR Page 1-3 
states: 

This EIR will be used by Metro to make 
decisions regarding project approval and 
implementation. It also may be used by CEQA 
responsible and trustee agencies (i.e., local 
jurisdictions and state agencies) in the event 
that permits or discretionary approvals from 
these agencies are required for the project.  

1.3.1 CEQA Responsible and Trustee Agencies 

The information in this EIR may also be used by 
other agencies involved with the project that 
have a responsibility under CEQA, including 
but not limited to, the following: 

• Caltrans 

• CHSRA 

• SCRRA 

• City of Los Angeles 

Metro appreciates CHSRA’s comments that 
recognize the cooperative working relationship that 
has occurred to date between Metro and CHSRA, 
as it relates to the Link US project and 
accommodating potential future high-speed rail 

AGE 2-1 

AGE 2-2 

--
ln•y lllfMnc:1 -

.... lllowutlut 

N-,Mlltf 

b•OHICIU 

II01Ul>MU,INU 

--
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~ CALIFORNIA 
'(71 High-Speed Rail Aulhority 

March 4, 2019 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Link US Depuly Project Manager 
Los Angeles Counly Mclropolitan Transporta1ion Aulhority 
One Gateway Plau, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Metro Llnk Union Station Drart Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

The California High-Speed Rail Aulhority (Au1hori1y} is responsible for planning, 
designing. building and opera1ing the firsl higb-speed rail system in the na1ion. The 
Authorily is submining this commcnl lcner in response 10 the Link Union Station (Link 
US) Draft Environmental Jmp.,ct Report (EIR) released by the Los Angeles County 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) on January 17, 2019. We are providing 
these comments as a Responsible Agency under the California Environmental Quality 
Act (CEQA) and intended user of the Link US EIR as part of the Authority's lead agency 
approval of its Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Scc1ions, 

The Authority has worked closely with Mclro since the inception of the CEQA documcnl 
and appreciates Mclro's work to develop the project in close coordination "ith 
Melrolink, LOSSAN, Amtrak, and the myriad Metro transportalion modes and bus 
services that opera1e at LAUS 1oday 10 ensure that all intcreslS arc considered in the Draft 
EJR. Aspects of the Link US project support the proposed statewide High-Speed Rail 
Project. specifically the Burbank 10 Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project 
Scc1ions, both of which currently have environmental clearance documents under 
preparation. Therefore. ii is critical thal the project dcseriplions for the three projects arc 
closely coordina1ed so there arc no gaps or conflicts between the projcclS, 

Via this Jcncr the Authori1y is pleased 10 confinn that the Link US Proposed Project as 
described in Chapter 2 (Project Description) of the Draft EIR accommodules fulure high­
speed rail service throughout the Link US project limits, and meets our proposed 
operational needs, This is a tcslamcnt to the slrong working relationship between Metro 
and the Authorily as planning partners over 1he year;, The Authority fully supports the 
Proposed Project Alternative as described and evalua1ed in the Draft EIR and is looking 
forward to continuing our close coordination with Metro as the CEQA process continues. 

770 L Stn:t t. Suite 620, Sacramanto, CA 9511• • T: C916 > 32,-15'1 • F: (1 16) 322-0U7 • www.htr.ca,gov 
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improvements within the limits of the Link US 
project.  

AGE 2-2 Metro appreciates the successful working 
relationship with CHSRA to develop the Link US 
plan to accommodate improvements associated 
with the planned high-speed rail system within the 
limits of the Link US project. Metro acknowledges 
this comment that the proposed project meets the 
high-speed rail operational needs. 

Further, Metro appreciates the CHSRA’s full 
support of the Link US project as described in the 
Draft EIR.  
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AGE 2-3 Metro will continue to coordinate with CHSRA 
regarding proposed safety improvements at the 
North Main Street at-grade crossing in order to 
minimize, or avoid, potential design conflicts 
between the proposed project and the 
improvements required to accommodate the 
planned HSR system at this location. 

AGE 2-4 Metro recognizes that CHSRA would continue to 
work with the federal agency as part of the NEPA 
environmental clearance process for this project. 

AGE 2-5 Metro concurs with the benefits of the proposed 
project, as identified in this comment. 

AGE 2-6 Comment noted. Metro appreciates the contact 
information provided in this comment and will 
coordinate accordingly. 

 

AGE 2-3 

AGE 2-4 

AGE 2-5 

AGE 2-6 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Page 2 

Between now and the completion of the Final EIR, the Authority requests to coordinate with 
Metro regarding the proposed quiet zone improvements al the Main Street at-grade crossing to 
eliminate potential conflicts between the proposed Link US project and the Authority's Burbank 
to Los Angeles Project Section designs which contemplate modifications at this intersection. 

The Authority also understands that Metro will be pursuing environmental clearance of the Link 
US project under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The Authority looks forward to 
working closely with Metro as part of the NEPA process. 

Modernizing rail operations at LAUS to include run-thmugh capability for all services and the 
introduction of high-speed rail will expand mobility options for Southern California residents 
and visitors. increase ridership on Metro services and other connecting transportation services. 
provide substantial economic benefits for the region through increased business activity and 
tourism, and significantly enhance the potential for transit-oriented development in the area. 

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact me or Michelle Boehm. Southern 
California Regional Director. at (213) 308-4507 or michelle.boehm@hsr.ca.gov. The Authority 
looks forward 10 continued collaboration with Metro on development of the Link US projecL 

Mar~\ . McLough ,~ 
Director of Environmental Services 
California High-Speed Rail Authority 
(916)403-6934 
mark.mcloughlin@hsr.ca.gov 

cc: Michelle Boehm, Southern California Regional Director 

1-)~ 
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Agency 3 Comment 

Name: Billy Hoe 

Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering  
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AGE 3-1 Refer to response to Comment AGE-3-2.  

 

AGE 3-1 

l (fil - • S,•- - Ordlll 

"-'"-

r:~ - -

Summary of Comments on January 2019 - DRAFT -
Environmental Impact Report - Link Union Station 
Page: 31 

Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subject: Sticky Note Date: 2/19/2019 11:06:04 AM 
please refer to comment on Figurf' ES 3. 
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AGE 3-2 The intent of Figure ES-2 in the Executive Summary 
of the Draft EIR is solely to depict the study area 
boundary and each segment within the boundary, 
which is similar to, but different than, the major 
project components shown on Figure ES-3. 
Figures ES-2 and ES-3 have different purposes and, 
although overlay of colored information is 
possible, it will detract from the information 
intended to be conveyed for both figures.  

AGE 3-2 

-··- ... ----□---------
C 

Page:33 
- Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subject: Sticky Note Date: 2/ 19/ 2019 11:05:48 AM 

would it be possible to superimpose the blue, green, and red limits at 50% transparency onto Fg ure ES-2? This would provide greater clarity. ] 
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AGE 3-3 The Executive Summary has been prepared to be 
consistent with the content requirements identified 
in CEQA Guideline 15123, providing a brief 
summary of information from all sections of the 
EIR, including Section 2.0, Project Description. 
Section 2.0, Project Description, was prepared 
pursuant to CEQA Guideline 15124 and contains 
the informational requirements set forth in CEQA 
Guideline 15124. CEQA does not specifically 
require that an EIR provide a description of the 
project’s “purpose and need.” However, the 
intended purpose and need of the project is 
described in detail in Section 2.0, including the 
proposed project objectives. 

AGE 3-4 A full description of the capacity constraints 
associated with the existing conditions at LAUS 
that provide justification for the project is provided 
in Section 1.0, Introduction, of the Draft EIR 
(Sections 1.1 and 1.2).  

AGE 3-3 

AGE 3-4 

ES.4 ~roject Objectives 

Metro identified the following objectives for implementing the proposed pro1ect: 

• fit >.-idt• .tr1 t'lL: >.i.ndt•J f}dSSC"n.e,c•, (On<ow:,t• .tl lAUS th.i.t 1:. (unction.illy modt·rr with t•nhc1r1(t·d 

s.1 fety t"lerr·e~ ts, ADA Jccessib lity, ond pdssen er df'l'1en1t1es 

• Design track ,nd platform infrastructure at LAUS necessa,y to accommodate the planned HSR 
system consistent with California Proposition 1A (High-Speed Rail Act), passed in 2008 

• fil .11nf,1m 1.1d/tiansit St,rv er and mm1mi7t .. d1srnrt,on to commutNs dunnc <"onstrlJct10!" to thf'. 

(VMT) 

ES.S inticipated Agency Involvement 

The following agencies are anticipated to be involved during pro1ect development and construction: 

• Federal Railroad Administration (FRA) 

• California High-Speed Rail Authority (CHSRA) 

• Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) 

• California Department o(Transponation (Caltrans) 

• Federal Trans,t Administration (FTA) 

• City of Los Angeles 

• State H,storic Preservation Ofr,cer (SHPO) 

Iii C,ty of Los Angeles 

Page: 35 
1 Numt>.r. 1 Author: 382146 SIA> Ht ~ht One: 2/2&/ 2019 10'37:14 AM 

This rc-ilty $hou1d be trtlcd the- •purpv..e and Need' ~cbofl It should qu1dcty ~drcis the "v.tl.,t a rc you doing· •nd thl: "why the improvements 
ar• bH'IQ dont· for this PIOJICt 

T Numb•r. 2 Author: Ja.21-IEi Sub)Kt Highlight Date: l/19/ lOISI 10 SS:S3 AM 
Elaborate - ~re there current system def1Caenoes. at Uf'IIOn Statton? If so, may be worth ment10ning br,efty here. 
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AGE 3-5 Yes, Metrolink forecasts significant growth in 
ridership/demand through 2040, consistent with 
the RTP/SCS. Section ES.1 states the project would 
“accommodate future growth and transportation 
demands in the region.” 

AGE 3-6 Mitigation Measure TR-3 (discussed in Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR) would 
help support Metro’s implementation of this 
project objective.  

AGE 3-7 See response to Comment AGE 3-4. 

AGE 3-8 USACE is not included in the list of agencies, 
because impacts within the Los Angeles River are 
avoided by the current design of the Link US 
project.   

AGE 3-9 Text in Section ES.5, Anticipated Agency 
Involvement, was revised as follows: 

• City County of Los Angeles 

 

AGE 3-9 

AGE 3-8 

AGE 3-7 

AGE 3-6 

AGE 3-5 
T Number: 3 Author: 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 3/1/2019 1:29:46 PM ] 

ts there a growth in ridership/ demand for regional trains? If so, it is worth mentioning briefly. AJso, growth in ridership/ demand is loosely 
related to the last bullet point on this list. Growth in p ublic transit ridership and demand + greater t ransit accessibility, reliability and efficiency = 
t heoretical reduction in private vehicle use and VMTs. This is consistent with helping the state and regional government agencies achieve their 
GHG emission reduction targets. 

T Number: 5 Author: 382146 Subject: Highlight Date: 2/19/2019 10:57:03 AM 
Refer to Comment in Bullet Point #2 

T Number: 6 Author: 382146 Subject: Highlight Date: 2/19/201911:18:26 AM 
No coordinat ion required with US Army Corps of Engineers? If any 'NO rk is to be done near the LA River, they may need t o be contacted 

1 Number: 7 Author: 382146 Subject: Highlight Date: 2/26/2019 9:12:56 AM 
listed twice - - perhaps you meant County of Los Angeles? 
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AGE 3-10 Based on the analysis conducted, upon 
implementation of proposed mitigation, impacts 
in the AM or PM peak-hour conditions would not 
result in delays that would be considered 
significant per LADOT guidelines. Cesar Chavez 
Avenue and Vignes Street would not be closed at 
the same time. Text in Mitigation Measure TR-1 
was revised as follows to prohibit concurrent 
closure of Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street: 

The following provisions shall be included in 
the TMP: 

• Traffic flow shall be maintained, 
particularly during peak hours, to the 
degree feasible. 

• Access to adjacent businesses shall be 
maintained during business hours via 
existing or temporary driveways, and 
residences at all times, as feasible.  

• Contractor shall avoid concurrent 
closures of Cesar Chavez Avenue and 
Vignes Street north of LAUS. 

AGE 3-11 Potential impacts to cultural, historic, and 
paleontological resources are disclosed in 
Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR. 
Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
impacts where significant impacts are identified. 
Mitigation measures have provisions with 
processes for unanticipated discoveries of cultural, 
historic, and paleontological resources.  

AGE 3-11 

AGE 3-10 

Construction (Short-Term) 

Page: 37 

• Air quality (construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD's daily cfiteria pollutant and 

localized significance thresholds) 

• Noise (construction daytime and nighttime noise levels would exceed thresholds at William Mead 

Homes and Mozaic Apartments) 

,... Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subiect: Stickv Note Date: 2/28/ 2079 10:22:18 AM ] 
Traffic impacts are typi<:atly significant and unavoidable, even after implementation of mitigat ion measures (especially if Cesar Chavez and Vignes 
will be closed to remove the existing bridge). 

Number: 2 Author. 382146 Subject: Sticky Note Date: 2/ 28/ 2019 10:33:48 AM 
Also depending on what construction methods will be used, there may be a potentially significant and unavoidable impact to cultural / historic/ 
paleontological resources, The area is known to potentially contain such resources; pile drrl/ing the bents used for the new bridge structures may 
potentially destroy said resources. 
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As discussed in Section 3.12.7, upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measures HIST-5, 
HIST-6, HR-1, TCR-1, and PAL-1 through PAL-3, 
impacts on archaeological resources, human 
remains, tribal cultural resources, and 
paleontological resources would be reduced to a 
level less than significant. 
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AGE 3-12 The Draft EIR includes two visual simulations of 
the US-101 viaduct from LAUS looking south 
(Section 3.4, Aesthetics, Figure 3.4-35) and from 
Commercial Street looking north (Section 3.4, 
Aesthetics, Figure 3.4-37). Given the existing 
urbanized site context, these visual simulations are 
adequate to perform the environmental impact 
evaluation.  

Key views for the travelling public along US-101 
were not depicted in the Draft EIR due to the 
urbanized environment and heavy presence of 
existing transportation infrastructure in this 
portion of the study area. Multiple visual 
simulations included in the Draft EIR depict the 
US-101 viaduct within Caltrans ROW, including 
Figures 3.4-35, 3.4-37, (revised in the Final EIR) 
and 3.4-39 in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the EIR. In 
the Final EIR, two additional visual simulations are 
included in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, that depict the 
viewpoint of the travelling public on the US-101 
(NB and SB key views).  

In Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, Page 
3.4-44 discloses the addition of new transportation 
infrastructure elements to the existing visual 
environment south of LAUS, the multiple highway 
and railroad-oriented uses within the existing 
urbanized visual environment of the study area, 
and potential changes to visual character resulting 
from run-through track infrastructure. The key 
views within Visual Assessment Unit #5 were 
evaluated to determine if significant aesthetic 
impacts would occur as a result of visual changes 
to motorists on the US-101. As noted in Section 

AGE 3-12 

~pcrations (LDng-Tcrm) 

fraffic (inc,eased delays at one intersection !Intersection # 2: Garey Street and Cornmerdal Street] 
in the 2031 and 2040 w,th proJect conditions would exceed the City or Los Angeles Department or 
Transpo<tation (LADOT] guidelines) 

• Cultural resources (substantial adverse change in the significance of the following historical 
resources: LAU$ and Vignes Street Undercrossing and Friedman Bag Company - Tl!xtile Division 
Building) 

lh he Metro Board approves the project with significant and unavoidable impacts, Metro is required under 
CEQA to prepare a statement of overriding considerations. 

ES.10 Project Alternatives 

Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines requires that an EIR "'describe a range of reasonable alternatives 
to the proJect, or to the location o f the project, which would feasibly attain most o f the basic objectives o f 

the pro1ect, but would avoid or substantially lessen any or the significant effects or the prOJect, and evaluate 
the comparative merrts orthe akematives." A summary orthe alternatives evaluated in this El R is provided 
below: 

• No Project/No Build Alternative - The no project/no build alternative assumes that the proJect 

would not be implemented. LAUS would not be transformed from a stub-end tracks station ir1to a 

run through tracks station and the 28 foot -wide pedestrian passageway would continue to serve as 

the primal)' east to west connection for passengers a.t lAUS. Due to the constraints of the current 
stub-end configuration, train movements through lAUS a,e assumed to be similar to existing 
conditions. Operational capacity at LAUS would not be enhanced to meet the demands or the 
broader rail system, thereby further constraining Metro's ability to accommodate forccastcd travel 

demands at LAUS. 

• Build Alternative - fil.1e pr irn,Hy J ifl e,enu~s between the pioposed pro ed ,rnJ the bu d JlternJt ve 

are related to the lead tracks north or LAUS and the new passenger concourse. The build alternative 
includes reconstruction or the throat with two new lead tracks that would occur outside or the 
existing railroad ROW, thereby facilitating a dedicated track alignment with a total or seven lead 
tracks. Reconfiguration of Bolero Line and Lt!roy Street would be required. The build altemative 
includes an at grade passenger concourse. All other infrastructure elements are similar to the 
proposed project. 

Page:38 
T Number.1 Author.382146 Subje-ct Highlight Date: 2/2.8/2019 3:33:47 PM ] 

Were visual impacts accounted for? If a new deck structure will be bl.Jilt over US-101 for Segment 3 (to accomodate the run through tracks), that 
is a considerable ~hange to the visual landscape (both dur.ing const ruction and operational phases), .especially for motorists going on US-101 
northbouncl. Therr view of the Downtown LA skyline may be obstructed. Also, in the aesthetics section, 'WOuld it be possible to provide a 
rendering to see what the bridge structure over US 101 'MIi iook like? 
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3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, on Page 3.4-59, 
this segment of US-101 is not a protected scenic 
highway and travelers along US-101 may be subject 
to a visual change with the introduction of new 
run-through track infrastructure. 
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AGE 3-13 The Build Alternative is different and separate from 
the proposed project (Draft EIR project and Final 
EIR project). Primary differences include the 
dedicated lead tracks north of LAUS (not shared 
lead tracks) and an at-grade passenger concourse 
that would be up to 300 feet wide below the rail 
yard. The Draft EIR project is summarized in 
Section 2.14 of the Final EIR, and the Final EIR 
project, including modifications to the project after 
the close of the 45-day public comment period, are 
described in Section 2.1.5 of the Final EIR.  

AGE 3-14 The specific details of the Build Alternative are 
found in Section 5.4.2 of the Draft EIR. The 
Executive Summary is intended to summarize the 
major aspects of the proposed project. Since the 
Final EIR project resulted in modifications to the 
CEQA significance conclusions reported in the 
Draft EIR, Table ES-1 includes a summary of 
impacts (Draft EIR project/Final EIR project) in a 
comparative format.  

AGE 3-14 

AGE 3-13 
T Number. 2 Author. 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 3/1/20191:25:56 PM ] 

This is confusing - - isn't the proposed project the same as t he build alternative? Therefore, there shouldn't be any differences as they are one 
and the same? 

Number: 3 Author. 3821J6 Subject: Sticky Note Date: 3/1/2019 1:26:19 PM ] 
The specific details between the two bui ld alternatives isn't very clear - - will Build Alternative provide a new pedestrian concourse? Also, 
w ill t_he Reduced Historic Impact Alternative i_nvol'v'l'! _reconstruction of the throat? Granted this is just a quick summary, but I think it would 
be rnce 1f readers can see the differences & s1mdant1es dearly ma quick table format 
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AGE 3-15 As described in Section 5.0, Alternatives, on Page 
5-132 of the Draft EIR, the Reduced Historic 
Impact Alternative is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative. The Reduced 
Historic Impact Alternative would meet all of the 
project objectives, with exception of one, because 
it does not provide an expanded passenger 
concourse at LAUS that is functionally modern 
with enhanced safety elements, ADA accessibility, 
and passenger amenities.  

 

AGE 3-15 

ES.11 CEQA Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The no pro)ect/no build alternative would avoid the construction and operational impacts identified for the 

proposed project. Howcve,, tho no project/no ooild alternative docs not meet the project objectives. 

Additionally, CEQA Guidelines, Section l 5126.6(e) requires that, if the environmentally superior alternative 

is the "no pro1ect alternative," the EIR shall also identify an environmental superior alternative among the 

other alternati¥es. 

Compared with the proposed project, the reduced historic impact akernative would reduce impacts on 

cultural resources (historical resources, archaeological resources, and pc1leontological resources). 

Therefore. the reduced historic impact alternative is considered the environmcntalty superior alternative. 

~ is .1ltNnativt" W<o11ld mr-,:-t a (')f tht" pl'o.Ht c,b c'."ctiv<-<;, with ('lCCE':pti<>n ()( prr,viding an t"(pand!'d passttngt-r 

concour:;e ,n LAU '.) tha.t 1:; for1ctionc. 1y_ mOOerr1 with enh.iric.eJ ;,.ifetv elemerib, ADA .ic.;c~:i::i:ibiliLv. JnJ 

d:i:::ier1ger .irr.e•11t1es. 

Page:39 
T Nt1mber. 1 AL1thor. 382146 SL1bJect Highlight Date 2/28/2019 ; 50 4S PM 

So in other words, the Environmental ly superior alternative will not meet all aspects of the project's purpose and need? 
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AGE 3-16 The information in Table ES-1 (located in the 
Executive Summary of the Draft EIR) is for the 
proposed project only. The table was renumbered 
to Table ES-2 in the Final EIR and was updated to 
reflect the environmental impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures associated with the Final EIR 
project.  

 

AGE 3-16 

Link Union Station- Draft EIR 
Eu:cvtivc Summ11,y 

Ttwuti.oldJ.l,A: PhplOUto.-...kMI o...--
h t.ot.,~'-d C-• .. n"J. No ...,pod 

O.t,ro,ottdpt"Ottctwo,c;W1101 
phfl"e&II/ do~oda An nubl1111H 
ccm....,.111111 

Tho_...ld J.l-1: C♦N.S wilh •"7 
.,,_ .... ....., .... , ..... ,.5q . .. 
,ep,la1io- J ,,. l fJol!IAC.) wrlh. ;...·iildiclol'lft 
_ ._,..;oc.Mlo,.M '6111\c 
,w,-•of.woiit"'1 ♦1Milip1ific H 
~ ..... .. ~.t~ll&d. 

t.c,c..,1_.1...,l\ct ■ -lhpl1 ... 1t.11 
~11.,,t.k.+i6" 11.11u,,..,~tf. 
c.or, .... ..,17 . ... cl11c,r,.ffl0tonncl 
c;onn.a1on1 ffllm t.AV$1ott. lcis 

Mplttlb,-

1-)~ 

o,. .. .,,,u 
Le11tlla"S.p,fica.,1 

No Impact 

c..,,.,__ 
i..■ th■" s,.,..fic;o"lt 

~ ..... 
s..,.,r.""' ,,.. __ 
NO ..... Pl'Cl 

-~· W 1 l'"pk-nl lr9111"ponMio-110-"'4 Ml■Mr=IMIII 
M6M-t♦CftM.Mt N•ighMtflto.H 

Co--«IOTill7,'-'w. •h.■ ,'"91e...,. .. 1, ,,..,.,.li'Of'll,_ ..,...,.,6 ,..,,..,,_,11 p,0.,....., to 

..,t1,11e111111"bortioo4 ....... ca,. ,tywf,~ ..... 
m1rw1n.nnc th■ demand for 1np1 by .,.,_.._.,.n, .... ,It,.,. v,, Pf'Ol"Cl 1tucl7 , ,., 

M.vo. ,n CDOnl,flnic,r, •Uh lh■ Ci:,ol Lo■ 
Anrt-. ■1\,1 1 p,,ow,d.r.,""'flCCoflllltl- ■ i'i-­
l.AIJStolht l.e-tA.npi• lN1r tJl1tcoul6 1nd'16t, 
bl.t not ~m.1otcl10, Ml OlffiON tllhafoOhtnC 
,nfrutN,:t,.,,.. ,mp-ot,..,anu on tt,■ p,,-ofM:1 1t,,,dy 

DN,aotN t,,~/pl41111'1111 bnd«• o>.tr 
VS·IOlmlmLAVStotM LHAnst111 

··-"'-boq,de bnn .ior.1 Comrn■roal Str .. t 
b<tto,,,-_G,rey$a-ut1nd"-bmtd1$tr•• 

0,.Mlol!o"t 

I.H1 th111S-,11licaflt 

"""-Nolmpaa 

C...•-­
i..1:1th111S.11'1cant 

a.Metro 

Page:41 
Number. 1 Author. 382146 Subject: Stic~ Note Date: 2/28/2019 3:57:10 PM ] 
Are the environmental impacts and respective significance determinat ions listed in Table ES-1 for the environmentally superior ;ailternative? Is it 
for the Build Alternative? Or both? 
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AGE 3-17 See response to Comment AGE 3-10.  

 

AGE 3-17 

Unlr: Union Station- On.fl £1R 

E,tt.wtiv11Summa,y 

Jan i.ary2011J 

$a.l,.,..l.J, l ,.-... ,-.t.1;... • ..J1,+ 

@ «..iti.old J.J.A: ~t Looi tr1KK 
........ floki.u,, o,°"'i ... _,, 

~ IIN .. .., 

1 .. ,i.,031p1 .. . .,.-ci, .. CW>o'l•lr\i<:t ,C,,, 
COfld,IIOft,lllJ'll'1c1nt<W1,--16 
-..~110 .. ,,0,_ .. ,"' .... 
,.,tit,r,tdrc,n, p.- V.O(H , ... d ... ""•· 

..... .-.-- •2,c;.,,,,s1r...,.,,., 
c-..-c,1ls1 .. tt 

l,,tlfW,Ct•UI # 101 AloMHt ~•.C 

and ~An, .... 1 S1nt1WI 

o,,,~-
lnlhe:lOJ I ud1040w'lhpn,rea 
Cffld•DMI, 9llJ'IIM 1nllfftP1ctt-w 
o-ccwr 1l hwOll'ltenut-■ d111 to­

preflCI r"11l1btd ""-•• ,,. V11Jicdtf.:,-
1h• -Id 1&..d lA0OT ,uld .. nn ; 
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~IOIU 

$p,,r.c., .. 1 

""'·~ 
No,....,~ 

Act,,.,.t,,,.,..,tol,o,,,,.fi,.i,ue11,,, •• h,lt,,. 

~,,.,t•f Wllh lhe C11of LOI ....... " ,,.d 
dtt 'f""' 1 nf C0flttt\lct'4 to fflUIMU 

110-n-mc.tonnd COt'lflldlY1ty 1n Ill• PIO!ed: 1t11d)o 

l R-1 l>•p••• • Ol"'ch lOdio,.lM l>: 0..-11h•lin,I 
Ml,,,, ....... pllut .... II i.111 J0d1:,1 pnc,rto 
u,.,wuctto,,. , ,:.c,,, 1tf\lC1-TMll,h,llt,., 
~ •1" t,,,1i,.wntn111c,r1nd~1"d 
•~ b)'Mt1ro. I.ADOT, ...ndCll1r...n1 ~ 
1pphu.bl1. 

n,. 1tr•• d~u•• , do ... l n "' d-1 C0"'11>'\1CIIOl'I 

11,0 ,h1IIH ~,,.,tl'dbttw..11 d't1 
cv<1111n,, 1gn atflllntVf, LA DOT, C1l1nn1 [,( 

••'"'l>'l• ...... c,lv.d).p,'tV• l • tw-.... • • . publ,c 
U&n lll 1ndb\M 091RIO-,-. lfflMJMCy ■ lftlGI 

o,,ovic1 ............. ..,hlo-'""""'u 
COflftNCDon•ritl•• .. Y.tucubrnffic unp,1m 
4ur11\1 di• p,r•\41ou, °"'""I"'""""' dow,.,, 
ua#llc lhal b• N-RH11•4 to ad)IQlf'lt • - v11 
e\11tt,MJA-'lklf_,,... ~ .. , flCIIC1 1l>.,llb., 
p,o111,l1d r~ ,dva.nuu,.,pP'ei.bl, p~tl ("ufbr 
r1.11det1CH, tff'olq:IIIC)'IUilU IM'O',ld_.. , p,.,bllc 

lnfl••t•ndt,,.o,, op.'11tJ:tn.th•t,,qdecommunt1, 
bw1w,•uu, 111d c,,ll""•z- ol fPIO•I _ .. l:l) 
u.,rMP1k•· · ... .. t,fy~tddce11 ... 
1ch14i.l .. ..,d dl'l:l>\ltn:,.,..t11 u -u .u 

T Number: 1 Author. 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 2/28/2019 2:22:26 PM 

6'1-fflfl 
U t1tk111S ... lic,,nt 

~ Metro 

Closures along Cesar Ch.lvez (especially this street as it is a major arterial for peak hour traffic) and Vignes for any kind of lxidge work will 
generate considerable delays. M itigation measures will help, bot impacts will most likety remain significant and onavo idable. 
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AGE 3-18 A new section, Section ES.3, was added to the 
Executive Summary of the Final EIR. The text is as 
follows: 

ES.3 Existing Conditions at Los Angeles Union 
Station 

LAUS was opened for service in 1939 and is the 
central hub for regional transportation in 
Southern California, providing direct linkages 
for the Metro rail system (e.g., Red, Purple, and 
Gold Lines), Metrolink commuter trains, 
Amtrak intercity and long-distance trains, and 
Metro and municipal bus systems. 

The existing LAUS does not have adequate 
operational and passenger capacity to serve 
future rail transportation needs. Rail yard 
operations and passenger circulation at LAUS 
are currently constrained, congested, and 
nearing capacity. The combination of limited 
throat track and stub-end track capacity, along 
with the limited concourse capacity resulting 
from the current configuration of the pedestrian 
passageway and platforms, restrict Metro’s 
ability to accommodate the forecasted increase 
in rail and transit service (including 
accommodation of the planned High-Speed 
Rail [HSR] system) and corresponding increase 
in passenger capacity within the existing facility. 

 

AGE 3-18 

1.1 Existing Conditions at Los Angeles Union Station 

LAUS was opened for service in 1939 and is the central hub for regional transportation in Southern 

C,liforni•. providing direct link,ges for the Metro rai l system {e.g .. Red, Purple, ,nd Gold Lines), Metrolink 

commuter trains. Amtrak intercity and long-distance trains. and Metro and municipal bus systems. 

Page: 109 
,=: Number: 1 Author: 382146 SubJect H1qhhght Date 2/28/2019 10:35 00 AM 

This is perfect for the "Need" section (answers why the proJect is needed ~ Section ES.4 Project Objectives). Should be included at the very 
beginning of the Executive Summary section so it is very clear to readers why the project is needed, 
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AGE 3-19 The Draft EIR provides a full evaluation of the 
CEQA Proposed Project (as described in Section 
2.0, Project Description) within Sections 3.2 
through 3.13 and Section 4 of the Draft EIR. 
Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR provides an evaluation 
of: 1) No Project/No Build Alternative; 2) Build 
Alternative; and, 3) Reduced Historic Impact 
Alternative.  

The comment appears to be specific to the Phase A 
interim condition, which is Metro’s proposed 
project implementation approach, described in 
greater detail in Section 2.10 of the Draft EIR.  

AGE 3-19 

Tobie 2-1. Definition ofKeyTenninology 

NoHo--Predude 

Sha,OOT~ck Alignment 

Interim Coi'KJitlon 
(Phas, A) 

Page: 132 

Ddinrlton 

llte WSAB line project; future HSR-related infrastructure ot1tside of the project 
footpt"int; fuurnt tran,it improvtmfnts, sudl ts tt1 lntierc.ity Su< Platt t t LAUS; and 
flJtu,e aaiv. transportation Improvements In and uound LAUS arc firturo projects 
not preclYded from imp!t mentalion bec8use project-related iraf,asu ua ure is 
designed 10 be comp,tlble and avoid conflla.~ with futc.Ht projeas. 

In a shared t1ack .ihsnmcnt. two of six Mad trads north of lAUS would be deslg,ncd 
to accommodate operation ofl ISR tralns and r~glonal/intcrclry rail trains on the 
~ me tracks. f,or the purposes of thls f lR,, the proposed p,ojea ind ude~ the shared 
u.idr altgnmcnt north ofLAUS. 

fi) Apr1 2013. Cal1forn1a St.ate Transportation Agcl'K)' awarded an S87S m,110n grant 
u~, th~ TIRCP to SCRRA for implemeiitation of the SCOR[ Program The g,ant 
includes $398 mHl"o 'I to implement the first phase of run duough Set"vice at lAUS 
for regional/ nterc.ty rall trains via early act,o"l/intcnm lmp,ovements (also referrt'd 
to u lhc lntt!um Cond,tion or Pli;nc A ofthl! l mk US proicc.t). Cl ISRA al-so 
commitu>d $413 m·llion of Propo~ition IA/ H SR Rond~ for ti~ proi~ In its 
2018 Business Plan. 

The e3rly .J.ction/inter,m imJ)l'~ments arll! p1,m.1rtty as5ociated with the 
tPgionalfin~Prc.ity rtil run tt1 rou1,,t1 uack inf1t1'.itructu1(' '1011th of I ALIS and wou d 
include nect>ssa ry sigMI mod1fic.atiM S, roadway mod.f1eations, and pro~rty 
acciu1S1ltons to facilitate new rurHhiough servici!.. F1tJ.se A dod not irtelude new 
lp3d trac.lts, d,e P f>V3ted rail ya1d. or th e new p:a,;senge1 conc.o;.,r,;;f. Farly 
aa~n{inttrim improvtrMnt! could bf compltttd as tarfya5 2026 to provid~ tarly 
mob•ltly and tnv,,onmental IJen~its. 

T Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 2/28/2019 1:35:09 PM 
This is very confusing - - so for the purposes of this EIR, are there three build alternatives, and one no build alternative? In the Executive 
Summary, it simply states a no build, build alternative, arid t he "Redl!ced Historic Impact Alternative·, 
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AGE 3-20 See response to Comment AGE 3-19. 

 

AGE 3-20 

Table 2-1 . Definitior1 of Key Terminology 

Full Build-out Condition 
(Pm,. 8) 

full Build ou1 with I ISR Cond11on 

Notu: 

Definition 

~ efull bu'ld-outcond,tion evaluated ,n this EIR is the 1.1mefrtme cotresporKlin& to 
Unk US opening year (2.031). In du:i fu I build out cond'ilon, construction of al 
major p10,i('ct compont<nts wou'd ~ complttl'd including RC!W lf-.ad trach .n dw.­
th roat ~P&ment, thtt «" E>Vated rail yard, and new pa<j"-M&E"t' concourn. In the full 
build out cond Lon, 1egional/in:crcrty m1ins would operate on o.11 lc;id tracks ln d1c 
tlroat segm4'nt, including compatible 1"1d tracks idf"T'lti1ied for (uture HSR ">MViQ". 

Retionalf nterc.ity tta:ns would al<;o have full u<;e oftrao,;:<; ,n the rail yard {with 
exception of l rac.k:s 1 and 2) and run through uacks in tho full build out c.ond tioo. 

The foll build out with I ISR cond 1.10n evaluat<!d 1n thts CIR ts tht< t1mefraffle! 
corr,spomJing to wht"n compatible 1nfrastructu1e would bt modified and/01 
convened for ~he planned HSR system (iilS early as 2033). In the fuU build out with 
I ISR cond,tion, compatibk! ~.ad trades would bt tla:ttflt'd, and up to tv.o rail yard 
pl;atforms would be' ,am!d to~et e"'l-bo;a,d,ng 1t-qu11emt"nts for tht" plannt"d 
HSR system. VCEs would also rcqu re extension to ac.commodone elevated 
platforms. Wrth n W ra1lya1d and solllh oflAUS, I ISR trains 'NOuld op«att on 
dfod'attd elf'ctrified Ulilc\-:~. lo authoritfl HSR oplf'fatlon-; at LAUS, a u-;e airtem('nt 
or o.hcr !cg.illy bind,ng ag1cement would be rcqu ied between the rc'cvant pan cs 
to fo,mally alloc.att" upto two platform, and four track, at LAUS fo, u,t< byCI ISRA. 
tfthp plannt>d HSR 'iynem dot>,;: not utirize IAUS as a ,;:talion location, 
rtSl-onal/in~rcrty rail ua1ns would continue to operate on infiastruaurc 
con,trl.lCT.t-d n the nte1im and (u l b..1 11d out cond tion,. 

1 Rrlocot1oft of tM 4NSFV/m IJoM Y«d & aclttowl«lied in o l,ttu from IJNSF to Mrtro (8NSF 20-U,. 

CHSRA-Conjnnlo Hls"--Spud RoH Aut.ltorlty; C"-Conirot AH,ir; Cl...,ffl'fronm•nJul lm,aa n,,«t; Els-«wlfOflmwtt•l lmJNld 
now11Mi; FRA-Frtfoal Railroad Admi"imo:io.,: HSR-Hish•Spml Roit LA.US-Lo, AnJrfa V"io" S.1iorr; U"i: U.S-Lfflt Union Sruion; 
SCORE-SodHm Col,foml• OptJmlud Roil O,IMnslon: SCRRA-Soudie,11 C.t/famlo RIJNHl•I R11llrood A&llitority: TIRC~Tronslt Md 
l,itrn:ity R•il CopitM Pro,r•m; YCr.llWttkol t.irr.1Alotion .l.m,ntr; WSA.S-\Vut Sonto Ano 8 ron,I, 

Page: 133 
T Number. 1 Author. 382146 Subject: Hi9hlight Date: 2/28/2019 4:04:00 PM 

Same as previous cornrnent 
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AGE 3-21 Addition of the project footprint boundary to this 
particular figure would not be appropriate because 
the text in the narrative preceding Figure ES-2 and 
Figure ES-3 (located in the Executive Summary of 
the Draft EIR) does not discuss project related 
impacts that would occur within the boundary of 
the project footprint.  

 

AGE 3-21 

LIMu.... .. s,111.., • 0-.!1,111 ,...,,..__,,.,_ 

1-)l 

Page: 135 
Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SllbJeci:: Stic~ Note Date: 2/20/2019 11:02:20 AM 
This proJect footprint 1s helpful • - consider "'dd1ng this to figures ES-2 "'nd ES-3 in Execut !Ve Surmn"'ry section? 
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AGE 3-22 A full evaluation of the run-through track 
structures, including the US-101 viaduct, is 
included in Section 3.4.5 (see Visual Assessment 
Unit #5) of the Draft EIR. As discussed in response 
to Comment AGE 3-12, in Section 10.0, Final EIR 
Project Supporting Documentation, of the Final 
EIR, two additional visual simulations are included 
that depict the viewpoint of the travelling public on 
the US-101 (NB and SB key views).   

 

AGE 3-22 

Link Union Sllltion - Draft EIR 

2.0 Projed Deuription 

January 2019 

• Run-Through Trades - The proposed project includes up to 10 new run-through tracks (including 

a new loop track) south of LAUS in Segment 3 o f the proJect study area (run through segment). 

The run-through tracks would facilitate connections for regional/intercity rail trains and HSR trains 

from LAUS to the main line tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River.lil "rommon· 
vi;1d1JCt drck OVf'r us 101 and ('mbankm('nt 50llth o f US 101, f~om Vicn('5 Str('('( to C"C'ntC'r Str('('t, 

would bP ron~t1u<"lPd w1df' C'no,i t 10 su 0•1 eg1Q al trrc !y ,ail run rh,l"'IUC"h <:£J1v1n>, and futwf' 

run-th1oug• ~t>rvi1 t' fo, d,i;, pl.1nnt>d 11~~ sy-:,,tt>rri . 

The proposed project would also require modifications to US 101 and local streets (including potential 

stfeet closures and ge()f'nelric modifications); railroad signal. Pre, and communications-related 

improvements; modifications to the Gold Line light rail platform and tracks; modifications to the main line 

tracks on the west bank of the Los Angeles River; modificatio ns 10 Keller Yard and BNSF West Bank Yard 
(First Sueet Yard); modifications to the Amtrak lead track; new access roadways to the railroad ROW; 

additional ROW: new utilities; utility relocations, replacements, and abandonme nts; and new drainae,e 

facilities/water quality improvements. 

Page: 139 
T Number: l Allthor: 382146 Stlb)Kt: H1.9hh9ht Date: 2;20120,9 1,:~1:40 AM ] 

Please see comment in Executive SL1mlll<'lry Section regarding Visual Impact Analysis, Has thtS been studied / considered? This will dramatically 
change the visual features along US-101. 
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AGE 3-23 A full evaluation of the run-through track structures 
south of US-101 is included in Section 3.4.5 (Page 
3.4-45) of the Draft EIR. As part of the Draft EIR 
project, Items 3 and 4 were two separate aerial 
structures. As part of the Final EIR project, the 
Center Street Bridge would transition to an 
embankment and both would be common 
structures that could accommodate the planned 
HSR system. 

AGE 3-23 

LYll..,.....,S,~-Onotl,­

M , .... °""'"""""" 

1-)l 

Page: 149 

-·~-..--· 

Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SL1bject: Sticky Note Date: 2/20/2019 1:S2:20 PM 
Item Ns 3 and 4 are aeria l structures?ltso, has visual analysis been conducted? 

1-)~ 

] 

©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-53 

 

 

AGE 3-24 In response to this comment, the Final EIR 
Section ES-5 of the Executive Summary has been 
revised to include a brief summary of the interim, 
full build-out, and full build-out with HSR 
conditions as follows: 

Based on funding commitments, the project is 
proposed under the following two main phases.  

Phase A – Implementation of early 
action/interim improvements primarily 
associated with the regional/intercity rail 
run-through track infrastructure south of LAUS 
and necessary signal modifications, roadway 
modifications, and property acquisitions to 
facilitate new run-through service would occur 
in the interim condition (Phase A: 2026)  

Phase B – New lead tracks, the elevated rail 
yard, and the new modified expanded 
passageway would occur in the full build out 
condition (Phase B: 2031).  

Implementation of the planned HSR system 
could occur as early as 2033, and this scenario 
is identified as the full build out with HSR 
condition. 

It is noted that these are the three build-out years 
considered in the EIR based on when infrastructure 
is anticipated to be constructed, not options for 
proposed infrastructure.  

 

AGE 3-24 

2.9.1 Track Improvements 

Throat Segm e nt 

The proposed project includes .a six-track throat with regional/intercity rail tr.1ins and futurt: HSR trains 

sha,;ng the weswn oompa,;ble lead vacks no,-th of LAUS. The proposed p,o,ect would ;ndude 

reconstruction of the throat with the addition of one trade within the existing railroad ROW. Retaining 

wall(s) would also be requ;red within the e,isting railroad ROW. Track improvements that would occur in 

the throat segment irfilhe rilerin. fu l,uild-out. Jr d full ln1il<l-out with HSR condit·or1 are summarized 

below. 

Page: 156 

• In the interim condition, lead tracks would not be consttucted in the throat segment; however, 

special tuck work consisting o( replacement o( turnouts and track at CP Moss ion would occur to 

facilitate run-through service south of LAUS. 

• In the full bu;ld out cond;t;on, the throat would be reconstructed with an add;tional lead track, for 

a Lotal of s ix lead tracks. The two western lead tracks would be constructed with a minimum 

650'-0"radius curve and with turnouts compatible for future o peration o f the planned HSR system. 

• In the full build-out with HSR condition, regional/intercity rail trains and HSR trains would share 

compatil,le tracks. 

T Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SLibject Highlight Date: 3/1/20191:44:24 PM ] 
This was not discussed in the Executive Summary, are these three options part of each of the two build alternatives? This needs to be clarified. 
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AGE 3-25 A full evaluation of the run-through track structures 
south of US-101 is included in Section 3.4.5 (Page 
3.4-45) of the Draft EIR.  

AGE 3-26 The Executive Summary provides a summary of the 
impacts of the proposed project (Draft EIR project 
and Final EIR project) and is not intended to 
provide specific impact details associated with 
project alternatives, including the Build Alternative, 
which this comment is referring to. Figure 2-67 and 
Figure 2-69 (located in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR) depict the project 
phases – specifically Phase A and Phase B of the 
project implementation. These figures are not 
intended to illustrate differences between project 
alternatives; therefore, they do not show the 
differences between the proposed project and the 
Build Alternative. Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR contains the impact evaluation details for 
each alternative considered.  

 

AGE 3-26 

AGE 3-25 

,..--J't ...... -o.,t t1!1( 
,.er~~ 

-- --·-· .. -- --·-·-... ---·--
1-)l 

Page: 183 

0 - ···--- . -··---
• -·--- 0 ~-·- ·-: gfd. : =:-:.:-:. 

0 --·-: =-----:-• . ·--· 

Number. 1 Allthor. 382146 ~ect: Sti~ Note Date: 2/21/2019 9:26:06 AM 
as stated previously, impacts to visual resources must be considered especia lly with the addition of so many new aerial structures. J 
Number. 2 Author. 382146 Subject Sticky Note Date: 2/21/2019 9:2:S:OO AM J 
This figure along with the one on page 2-69 would be most helpful to include in the execut ive summary to provide readers a quick visual of the 
proposed changes between both build alternatives. 
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AGE 3-27 Correct. Initial engineering concepts and 
evaluation related to the US-101 viaduct 
improvements are not anticipated to pose a sight 
distance issue for motorists on the freeway. As 
discussed in the Link US Traffic Impact Assessment, 
Appendix E of this EIR, in Section 8.4, horizontal 
stopping sight distance would be improved along 
US-101 as part of the project. 

AGE 3-28 Correct. 

AGE 3-28 

AGE 3-27 

Unk Uni911 Station - Drift EIR J1n1.a,y 2019 
J.1 lnilodudion to f.nui,onnimfol A.,wrlpit-

Table 3.1 l. Updat.d CEQA GuicW1r1111 Efflnronmerad Checkl111 - N#W et Modified 

• LnL US '1R U&al•n .. .. 
Mino, [ dl 

Page: 200 

@ 1•1rto&dC: Wo111d th•IW'O!tll 1 .. Ntan1ttlf 
,.,cr,u,k..:.1.1d, .. •io•1-tncd.1>tn 
ftall;rf (•C-,t,upc.o""• Or • ..,I"°"'' 
,.,1t,t1Cl•"""l)Or1"'C-ptt,t,lt11UI {t ... ,r, • ...., 
eo,i,o,r,MI)} 

t lli,-ho&dC:Wo11W th•ll"Oltll,,n 111on ­
-,,t,._,"'td ...... . utt,un1>1l:,dtplld.di1 
p_,1bl'l1 ,.,..,.1 CAt,. <J., o, q-..,1,'1 o1.,.,.b'>c 
~-• of11\t lilt t lld ftl lll~ll~ltp (pi,11,1,c 
~-.w11nlhouff'11t1,.~c~ 
pubfldy t«.Mt,t.lt unu1t ""°'Q Ujt~ prq,CI 
"•II,., .. rb,n,u4 lftl wowld ""' p,o,td 
c.c,,,llor.t-il,,11i,pl,c..abl.((><",.,l•"'d ,,t._. 
,_p,l1t1«11 IO'fl"' "I K_,<cq~11q) 

1,-,..,~3..J 1.►. w~, .. 11,1,,"", .. ' 
hu,,d , bcuMo/1 .. .,,.ru1ur1 (11,, 
11!1rpo.,rYt1 ord111pr04111W1Urttct10ftt)Or 
IIICIHnPttN, 111• , .. , .. fum ■-IPffiMl(I 

S.C:lioftl.4:Au!IMl:ia 

n ,..~J.«:,s .. N~nti,ltydtsr•d•t"­

'°'u""l"''"''1 d u,1C111J Of q,.,~'7ot'di1 1,tt 
Ofltl , u-nd"'P 

l .1 -lC 

T Number. 1 Author. 382146 Subject: Highllght Date: 2/21/2019 10:03:46 AM 

C.IIIIINftH 

La1■ ihtn$pur..:.... 

0,.•lllll'Olll 

l111 th11,$1p!,fict .. 

....... 

C....CN .. I" 
Lau ih111$;1",fict.,t 

a.., ..... 
l111 th1n$1p!,fict,. 

Gt Metro 

Just to be sure • - the new bridge/ deck over US-101 for the run through tracks won't pose a sight d istance issue for motorists on the freeway? 

:r Number. 2 Author: 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 2/21/2019 10:10:19 AM 
Just to be sure the new bridges in Segment 3 have been analyzed and impacts are 1ess than significant? 
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AGE 3-29 The following text was added as the last row of 
Table 3.2-1 of the Final EIR to address Vision Zero 
Los Angeles 2015-2025: 

Vision Zero is a City initiative to eliminate all 
traffic deaths by 2025. The High Injury Network 
identifies where strategic investments will have 
the biggest impact in reducing deaths and 
severe injuries. Alameda Street, and portions of 
Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street north 
of LAUS are part of the High Injury Network. 

AGE 3-29 

Table 3 2·1. Applicable Laws1 Regulations, and Plans for Land Use and Planning 

Law, Regulation, or Plan 

LAUS Su,tainabl< Neighborhood 
Assessment 

Dc,cnption 

lhe LAUS Sustainable Ntighborhood AsSe$Srnent wn develo?41d by a non-p,ofh 
organization, Clob:11 Creen USA, with a gnam from the U.S. EPA's Office of 
Sustainable Comrnunities. Global Green USA used 1he neighborhood assessrnent us 
t means to ev.alutte existing conditions t nd provide recomMt-ndnions for LAUS 
and the surrounding area that would ina ease the neighborhood's overall level of 
sustainability. 

~ LAUS Surulnable Neighborhood Assessment w.is referenced in ~ scoplng 
comment by U.S. CPA ar,d includes four recommendations with associated aalons. 
Ir, p:uticubr, R~ mrt~dationi 2 ~nd 3 p.ovid@ for fflh.anc-EI ~ ighbo,hood 
conncctivitywiihin tho arc.a surrounding lAUS and conrteelions to dw Los Arigoles 
RIYN. 

City of Los Angeles TOM Program The Oty's TOM program is designed to decrease dependency on single occupancy 
vchldes. lAOOl ruonglycncouragcs the dovelopmcnt of a comprdtcnsivc I OM 
p,ogram to efiminate es many new projec.t llips as possible. Consistent with LAOOT 
Tniflic Impact Study Cuidtlints (LAOOT 2016), mitigation prog,ams fo r impacts 
that are expected to be significant under CEQAshould be dow loped to primarily aim 
to minimize the dem.•ind (o, t rips by single·oC.CUJXlnl vehicles by enco1u agini;1 

promotinr,. t nd suppon.ing the use of othtr susi,in:able modes of travel like public 
transit. walklng. and bicycling. LADOT l®m.ifN1s mttlgation cat.cgorlcs, th,11 should 
be considered when evaluating and proposinc uansporunion mitigation measures. 

LAOOT Oicydc Program LAOOl established th e 8icydc Program within th e O.pertmcnt's Aaive 
Transportation Division. The Bicycle Program's gotl is to work togei.he, 10 

implemen t bilceW3ys and programs that support bicydiAfl in the Oty, 

fi)ol.iility P:an ~JS Th@ Mobility Plan 20)5 is th~ City oflos Ange!t's Cer~ral Plan Tr.am1po,ution 
ElemenL lhe plan incorporates "Complete Streets• principles and lays the policy 
foundation for fuwrt City oflos An~lts roadways. Tht 11Complrtt Sut!tts1

' co~ pt 
takes into account the many community ne«ls th:tt sueets folfi ll. The pbn identlfies 
goals, objectives, poricies, s nd action items that servf' ss guiding tools for rNking 
sound transportation d(!Chlons. 

Page: 217 
T Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subject: Highlight Date: 2/21/201912:50:17 PM 

May also be worth ment ioning: City of Los Angeles Vision Zero Initiative 
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AGE 3-30 The following text was added to the Final EIR 
Section 3.2.5: 

Indirect Impacts 

Once constructed, the project could encourage 
planned residential and commercial infill 
development by providing an economic driver 
for such development. Indirect impacts on 
surrounding land uses (induced growth) could 
also be beneficial by encouraging sustainable 
neighborhood development principles and 
other initiatives that would advance more 
efficient land use patterns and increased real 
estate values consistent with regional 
transportation and urban planning goals for the 
City of Los Angeles and the region as a whole. 
Investment in improved public transit systems 
and transit oriented developments would also 
contribute toward achieving state and regional 
air quality and GHG reduction goals, and 
reduced VMT and private vehicle use for 
commuting. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

 

AGE 3-30 

l,iJ,di~<I Impacts 

Once constructed, the proiect could encourage planned residential and commercial infill development by 
providing an economic driver for such development Indirect impacts on surrounding land uses (induced 
growth) could also be beneficial by encouraging sustainable neighborhood development principles and 
other initiatives that would advance mOfe efficient land use patterns and increased real estate values 
consistent with regional transportation and urban planning goals for the City of Los Angeles and the region 
as a whole. Therefore, no impact would occur. 

Page:237 
T Number. 1 Author: 382146 S~jed: Highlight Date: 2/21/20191:22:22 PM 

May also be worth mentioning that from a long term, regional perspective, investment in better public transit systems and transit oriented 
developments should help achieve state and regional air quality / GHG redllction goals (reduction in VMTs and private vehicle use for 
commuting). 

1-)~ 
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AGE 3-31 See response to Comment AGE 3-10.  

 

AGE 3-31 

n- ..-,_,.,c._-.••••-••••­
~ .. ._ .. _i.,,,,,.,._,..~ . . _ ... ......, 

_,...,__,-''-tf/> n _ _ ,.,._,. __ T_..,_ .. _ ., -- _,.....,.._...,,. ~t-•«._!_ ~~.._-,., """_ .... __ ,.. ... _ ........ ..__ .. _..,,...,.1 
..,__,of ... wt-1' ...... --·•-l-• .... -.4 

ft• .. Ml.11.-•••-•-- _____ ......,. _ __ .... _ ,, .. ___ ,°' 
_ ................ ...-___ .,..,..., __ ! __ ,,__ .. ......-..... ~ 
n- '"'w1x.-1o ,.,...-1. .,-.... - ..._.,,.,.,,.,,,.__"'-"' ..,..,....,_ .. ,..._ ....... ,.._ ........... .. ........... -~ .... -.... ...,.-

Page:243 
T Number. 1 Allthor. 382146 Sllbje-ct: Hig~ht Date: 2/21/20191:32:22 PM 

Ii}-.. ,,.,._ 

Please ensure accuracy; typically, traffic delays are significant and unavoidable even after mit igation for major Metro projects (for example, 
Regional Connector, Westside Purple Line Extension, etc). 
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AGE 3-32 Per the provisions of Mitigation Measure LU-1 
(discussed in Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning, 
of the Draft EIR), Metro shall implement either 
Class II or IV bike lanes that consist of only 
pavement striping and bollards (no additional 
right-of-way and no raised median will be required) 
along Commercial Street from Alameda Street to 
Center Street. If additional funding is identified, a 
dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 
could be constructed in place of the new bicycle 
lanes described above. If a dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge is funded and selected 
for implementation, the design of this new 
infrastructure, including potential aesthetic 
treatment and design details, will be coordinated 
with the City of Los Angeles.  

 

AGE 3-32 

--..... ~ ..... -....~c.--------·-----•'-''"' .... _._ ....... __._ .. _ .. ,.-......... _-. ....... 
"'"""""'"•· 

n-1.loo.•-••...,.._-•-- -•~.._,. .._,,,...,_.._,_...,..., ........ ..__. n..-.... 
_.,,..._ • .....,,_MOM _ W __ l n.o ..... --•--_ .. _.___,,._., ___ .,..,_, 

!!:~~- -···---............. __ ,.,.,._...., 

n-...w1••··-~ ...... -· .. -- ........, • ......,..._._....., ............ .,_h•--.--1--"' , _ __,._.-._.,.0,114 • ., --,-~ ~-
---.-......... 

n- ...,,~ .. --..,_.,....., .. .., ..._ .. _..,,, .... _ _.._ .. _, Iii-¥-.··-­._ ...... ow-~-~.........,__'""'._· .. -~ .. -.., .... -.,, __ ,,,_.,,__ .. __ .__ ....... ~----.,..,. .. 
::~.::~.":;!.T..::::.~=::==:~~-=-"' __ , __ .., 

Page:244 
T' Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SllbJect: H19hh9ht Date: 2/25/2019 8:35:55 AM 

Will there be use of specific patterns and aesthetic treatments along the bike/ ped bridge to soften it? 
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AGE 3-33 See response to Comment AGE 3-32. 

 

AGE 3-33 

u .. u.. . .. s,--- - o-••t,t 
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Page:245 
T Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 2/2S/2019 8:38:04 AM ] 

For the bike / ped bridge -- will the lighting be directed lower towards the ground? if so, this is worth mentioning as a mitigation measure (also 
u~e of shields to reduce glare and unwanted am~ ent light). 
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AGE 3-34 In the Final EIR, text in the “Significance After 
Mitigation” column of Table 3.2-2 for Threshold 
3.6-A, 3.7-C, and 3.8-A, was revised as follows:  

No Impact Less than Significant 

Text in the “Significance After Mitigation” 
column of Table 3.2-2 for Threshold 3.11-C was 
revised as follows: 

Less than Significant No Impact  

 

AGE 3-34 

"-o.11,, • .._._ ____ ..., 

=:.-'.:::.::-;::; .:.-=::.:: 
:::::""..::."' ..... - .. -··-"-
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Page: 248 
T' Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SllbJect: H1,9hh9ht Date: 2/25/2019 2:18:39 PM J 

should be no unpact? (thts 1s a g lobal comment th<'lt apphes throughout t he following tables + • rf no m1t igat1on 1s proposed, t hen m theory there 
should be no impact under the •significance after mit igation· section), 

1-)~ 
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AGE 3-35 See response to Comment AGE 3-10.  

 

AGE 3-35 

n.~11,<,._ •• , ........ __..__.......,. _........,._...., ,. • ........,.c._,,... ~.:=::~s~ = ... :t.:"'-""Z:'-~:..-:::-.7"..:.:.-::~:.-~--:= ___ ..,,...._, ______ .. _ .. c.-_, __ ,.,,. 

......... -:-:: ...................... _ .. ...,_ 

Page:257 
T Number: 1 Allthor: 382146 SLJbject Highlight Date: 2/2S/2019 2:19:1S PM 

As stated previoLJsly - - please ensLire accLJracy, trattlCimpacts during construction periods are typically significant and unavoidable even after 
mitigation measures. 
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AGE 3-36 Cesar Chavez Avenue and Vignes Street are not 
planned to be closed at the same time during the 
construction of bridge improvements. Therefore, 
either Cesar Chavez Avenue or Vignes Street would 
remain open for through-traffic at all times.  

The comment is correct in that closure of Cesar 
Chavez Avenue is required for bridge work. Figure 
3.3-3 was revised to identify the affected portion of 
Cesar Chavez Avenue under the railroad bridge as 
"Road Closed." 

AGE 3-36 

Figure 3.J.J. Construction 0£fou,s and Street Closures 

©Metro 1-)~ 

Page:289 
- Number: 1 Author: 382146 Subject: Sticky Note 

Wouldn't Cesar Chavez be closed as well for bridge'work? 

1-)~ 

Construction Detows and Street Closures 

Lll'iK UNION STATION (LINK US) 

Date: 2/28/2019 4:08:29 PM ] 
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AGE 3-37 Key views within each visual assessment unit were 
selected based on the presence (or lack thereof) of 
visual resources in the study area. Three key 
viewpoints were selected to depict infrastructure 
south of LAUS, and a thorough consideration of 
potential visual changes to motorists on the 
US-101 is included in Section 3.4.5 of the Draft EIR. 
In the Final EIR, two additional visual simulations 
are included in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, that depict the 
viewpoint of the travelling public on the US-101 
(NB and SB key views). 

AGE 3-38 See response to Comment AGE 3-12.  

AGE 3-38 

AGE 3-37 

LfCfND 

~:::: Ptv;KtSW.-ArM n 

Page:333 
Number. 1 Author. 382146 Subject: S~ Note Date: 2/ZS/2019 11:02:S8 AM J 
S1m1lar to other comment regarding key views for motorists going along US-101; there should be one here for southbound travelers looking east 

Number. 2 Author. 382146 Subject Sticky Note Date: 2/26/2019 9:24:08 AM J 
Were key viewpoints for motorists along US 101 consK.lered? I think it vx,uld ,be appropriate to have one here- looking YJf'St along US 101 
Northbound. With the run through tracks going acros.s the freeway, I think this will be a considerable change 
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AGE 3-39 See response to Comment AGE 3-38. 

 

AGE 3-39 

Unk Union Sta~on - Draft EIR 
3.4 Aesthetics 

Viewer Groups 

RESIDENTS 

January 2019 

I his viewer e,oup includes residenu in lh~ William Mead t-lomes residential de'Jelopment. the Mozaic 

Apartments, and the One Santa Fe Apartments. Residents ,n the William Mead Homes development would 
have views of the retaining wall and sound wall along the reconstructed lead tr.icks in Segment 1: Throat 

Segment. Residents m the Mozaic Apartments would have variable views of the elevated rail yard and new 
above grade passenger concourse in Segment 2: Concourse Segment. Residents of the One Santa Fe 
Apartments on Santa Fe S\feet, south of First S\feet 1n Segment 3: Run-Through Segment, would have 
v,ews of the proposed run-through track structures south of l.AUS, but from a substantial distance. Given 
this distance from the project, focus is placed on residents in the William Mead Homes and the Mozak 

Apartments. 

BUSINESS OWN~RS/EMPLOYEFS 

This viewer group includes business owners, employees. and patrons at commercial, industrial, and 

institutional land uses ,n the pfOJCct stvdy area. mdvding those along Alameda Succt. Cesar Chavez 
Avenue, •nd Commercial Street. This viewe, group would have views that would be relatively dose to 
difft!rent elements o f the project in all visual assessment units, with the exception of Visual Assessment 

Unit# 1. There would be a high number of viewers in this view-er group because the project would be visible 
from seve,•I commercial/indust,ial corridors, includine Vignes Street (Visual Assessment Unit #2), Cesar 
Chavez Avenue (Visual Assessment Unit HJ), Alameda Street (Visual Assessment Unit # '1), Commercial 

Street and@s l(J {V1'.'1iu.1 /\ssc-ssmpnt Unit n~). and buildings surrounding LAUS (Visual Assessment Unit 
/16). Some prOJect elements would also be visible from high-rise buildings and other elevated a,eas in a 

larger surroundine area. Most viewers would have short·te,m exposure to views in the prOJect study a,ea 
when a,rivine and leaving businesses; however, exposure would be often and potentially daily. Some 

business owners and/or employees may have a. longer period of elCposure if they hi1ve views of the pro1ect 

from their places or business. Overall e.posure of this viewer group is considered moderately high. 

Page:335 
T Number. 1 At1thor. 382146 Subject Highlight Date: 2/25/201911:0~33 AM 

Please refer to comments on page 3.4-11(PDF page 333) regarding US-101 motorists views. 
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AGE 3-40 For the proposed project, since it is located in an 
urban environment, the BSA is set to be equivalent 
to the project limits (see Appendix I, Natural 
Environmental Study (Minimal Impacts), of the 
Draft EIR). A buffer is typically added in a natural 
environment to assess potential indirect impacts 
on biological resources that may be impacted by a 
project. For the proposed project, the BSA 
boundary was set based on the presence (or lack 
thereof) of biological resources that could be 
affected by proposed infrastructure and is 
consistent with industry standards. Please note 
that the Link US Natural Environment Study 
(Minimal Impacts) (Appendix I of the Draft EIR) 
includes the results of the IPaC, CNDDB and CNPS 
database searches that were conducted for the 
project (see Appendix A of the NES). The database 
searches covered nine USGS quads surrounding 
the project area, which is also beyond the 
suggested 0.25-mile-radius. The potential for 
special-status species known to occur within the 
database search area was assessed based on their 
habitat requirements and the vegetation 
communities present in the BSA (Tables 3-1 and 
3-2 of the NES).  

 

AGE 3-40 

,1,,,1..,....,s,._ _ _ o,.tut 

iail--·· -- ..... __ C: 
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Page:515 
Number: 1 AL1thor. 382146 Sll~: Sticky Note Date: 2/26/2019 9:26:00 AM 
The BSA should provide a little bit of a buffer from the proJect footprmt; m this case,~ 1/4 mile out is approprW1te. ] 
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AGE 3-41 Exhibits of the drainage sub-areas can be viewed in 
Appendix C of the Link US Preliminary LID Report, 
Appendix K of the EIR (PDF Pages 81 through 89 
of 148). 

AGE 3-41 

Link Union Station - Dr11ft EJR 

3.8 Hydrology nnd Wnter Quality 

January 2019 

overflow before conveyance to one of the two existing municipal storm drain systems previously mentioned. 

All stormwater that is not utilized on site would be dischareed to the municipal storm drain system. 

Runofrfrom the roil yard north of the pedestrian passageway (Sub Areas Al, A2, and A4) is tributary to the 
proposed Garden Track Cistern and would be discharged to the existing municipal storm drain in Cesar 
Chavez Avenue. The rail yard south of the pedestrian passageway and the West Plaza, the baggage handling 
building, and adjacent parlcin& areas (Sub Areas AJ. A5. AG. and A8) arc tributary to the West Plaza cistern 
and would be discharged to lhe municipal sto,m drain in US-101 . 

• Glib Ar<'a A 1 - Sub Area A 1 primarily encompasses the throat portion of the rail yard and the 
portion of lhe rail yard known as the Garden Tracks. both located north of Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

Precipitation that falls in these two areas would be collected and conveyed to the Garden Track 
cistern for treatment, located north of Cesar Chavez Avenue. Treated runoff and overnow (matching 
existing capacities and patterns) ~uld be conveyed to the existing municipal storm drain system 

in Avila Street, which eventually outlets to the 108-rnch City of Los Angeles storm drain pipe rn 
Cesar Chavez Avenue. 

Page: 547 
T Number. 1 Author. 382146 Subject: Highlight Date: 2/26/2019 1:03:43 PM 

Global comment for all sub areas - -would it be possible to develop closeup maps for each of the subareas? 
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AGE 3-42 Table 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR is populated with 
resource data obtained from the records of the 
SCCIC, the repository that houses Los Angeles 
County data on historical resources on behalf of 
the California Historical Resources Information 
System. California Historical Resources 
Information System works under the direction of 
the California OHP and the State Historic 
Resources Commission. For this reason, it is the 
industry standard that the information center 
provides historical resources data that help to 
comprise the baseline conditions for cultural 
resources. The SCCIC provided Metro a shapefile 
of the location, where a segment of Zanja 6-1 was 
physically encountered during construction along 
Temple Street, between Alameda Street and Garey 
Street. As listed in the Draft EIR Table 3.12.6, the 
physical location where a segment of Zanja 6-1 has 
been encountered is not within the ADI (it is 
approximately 300 meters south and outside of the 
area of direct impact associated with the project), 
but is identified as being located within the 
0.25-mile buffer area. 

The information provided by the city as it pertains 
to its NavigateLA records, along with other 
“as-built plan” maps, will be taken into 
consideration during implementation of Mitigation 
Measure HIST-5 (discussed in Section 3.12, 
Cultural Resources, of the Draft EIR), which 
requires a CRMMP. The CRMMP would include 
development of a preconstruction site-specific 
sensitivity model.  

AGE 3-42 

Table 3.12-6. Archaeological Resources within 0.25 Mile of the Area ofDired Imp ads --P 19 000837 CA IAN 33711 

P-19-002828 CA-IAN-2828H 

P-19-0031 03 CA-IAN-3103H 

P-19•00ll33 CA•IAN-333311 

P• 19-0033«) CA-IAN-33«>1 I 

P 19003353 CA IAN 335311 

p. I 9-004112 CA-IAN-411211 

P 19 004113 CA IAN 411311 

Page: 675 

Description and Age 

Wall and building fouOO.ltlon, of c ghtecnth. 
nineteenth, and twentieth century buildings; 
trash lonse5; portion of lanjg M.idre; 1.~,000 
artifacts ln association with S~n sh/Mex\C.an 
perk>d m;dden 

Histo,ic µe,iod corn-ne-cial deb,r.,,, la~ 
l!OOs to early 19<:X)s 

ZanJa Madre (wale' convtyarKe ftaturt. th is 
segment only}. a. 1131 io ca. I~ 

Subswface historic: ref'u~ ~ posit 

Subsu,(ace ti:s,10,C ,e<ust- ~ posit 

Subsurfact h1storic refuse deposit 

I listoric pti,nod rt-side-ntial ,1nd commerci3! 
deb,is and sttuctu,al fe:nu1es, late 13005 to 
wly l900s 

6l, eittcn.s,on ofZanja 6, 1 ,:onsuuacd ca. 
1817 

Evaluation and Elig:1bility 
St3tuS 

Staw, Cod, 3S 
Recomf'l"lt!ndPd ellgib!e fo, thti 
NRHP 

Su.tu,; Code /R - ldentifll!d in 
rt'connalssance la-el survey:: 
nol ~ aluated 

Status Code 6l -Evaluattd and 
dcwrml~d rmvliglble 

Sutus C~ 7R- l~nt.Jfted in 
rec;onnais$anc.e level nuvcy. 
not evaluated 

Sutus Codit JR-ldtntifit'd in 
,econnai~sance level survey. 
not evaluated 

Staws Code 7R- ldentlfted in 
reconnaissance lfll' tl survey. 
not eva!Jaurd 

Status Codit 7R- ldentifit'd in 
,econna~~ance IE'Vel survey: 
not eva!u:ittd 

Staws Cod~ 7R Identified in 
1Pconnaissance IE'Vtl'I i urvey. 
not ev1lua1"d 

T Number. 1 At1thor. 382146 ~ ject: Highlight Date: 2/28/2019 8:B:47 AIV1 ] 
According to NavigateLA records, the ZanJa 6-1 crosses the Segment 3 run through track area near Commercial Street and the area just east of 
the US-101 southbound Alameda offramp. 
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Agency 4 Comment 

Name: Billy Hoe 

Agency: Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering 
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AGE 4-1 The Final EIR has been modified to include 
Section ES-3 (see response to Comment AGE 
3-18).  

The proposed outline of the highlighted text 
provided in this comment, as it relates to the EIR’s 
discussion of alternatives considered, does not 
follow the structure of the environmental 
evaluation for the proposed project. All alternatives 
are considered in Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the 
Draft EIR, and are not part of the proposed project. 
A summary of the project alternatives considered 
in bullet form is provided in Section ES.10 (now 
ES.12) of the Final EIR.  

AGE 4-2 The Final EIR has been modified to include an 
excerpt of the interim, full build-out, and full 
build-out with HSR conditions (see response to 
Comment AGE 3-24). 

AGE 4-3 The project objectives were prepared pursuant to 
CEQA Guidelines 15124(b). The primary reasons 
for the project are outlined in Section 1.1 of the 
Final EIR. A summary of the existing conditions 
that provide the basis for the project was also 
added to the Final EIR Executive Summary (see 
response to Comment AGE 3-18).  

AGE 4-4 See response to Comment AGE 3-40. 

AGE 4-5 Comment noted. 

AGE 4-6 See response to Comment AGE 3-11.  

AGE 4-1 

AGE 4-2 

AGE 4-3 

AGE 4-4 

AGE 4-5 

AGE 4-6 

Link Union Station Draft EIR 
Oty of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering. Environmental Management Group Review & Comments 

RevieY.-er: Billy Ho 

Executive Summary comments: 

Restructure Executive Summary Sections so it is easier to follow and clearer for readers who have no prior knowledge o f 

the project: 

Perhaps switch the order of ES3 and ES4? 

1. Intro 
2. Project location and study area 
3. project purpose and need (what and the why) 

4. project overview / proposed project? 

a. No build a lternative {~ ils to meet purpose and need) 

b. Build Alternative (meets all purpose and need criteria) 

c. Reduced Histo rK Impact Alternative (meets most purpose and need criteria) 
i. May be helpful to spell out m sho,t bullet points and m tabular fonn, the key differences 

between the two build alternatives, and the respective environmental pros and cons of each 

Section 2 talks about the interim, full build-out, and full build-out w/ HSRoption; none of this was mentioned in the 

Exiecutivc Summary. Please provide a brief explanation and clarification. 

#Project Objectives" section general comments: 

The ' Project Objectives" section is a little vague and could use refinement. Simply put, this sect ion should be called the 

Project purpose and nttd section. It should addrMs the following: "'what is being proposed , and why it is being done?1' 

For example , is the current facility o1t its operational capacity? Are there excessive delays? Are there safely hazards that 
could be corrected with a newer and improved design? Does t he current facil ity lack ADA com pliant infrastructure? Are 
station capacity additions built in re sponse to meet growing mass transit demand, and to ultimately meet stale and 

regional GHG reduction targets? Or is the proposed project built to accommodate the anticipated CAHSR? The 

document answers these quest ions in t he subsections later, but the key findings/ determinations need to be stated in 
the Executive Summary. 

Btologtcal Section general comments: 

) 

• Biological Study Area should cover a ¼ mile buffer that e<tends beyond the project footprint; we know this may ] 
change the n:~port as it will capture any addi tional nora and rauna that may be e.-:istent in the LA River to lhe 
east. 

• Overall significance determinat ion may not change as t his area is heavily developed and urbanized. likelihood of ) 
impacting rare/ endangered species should be fairly low. 

Cuhural / Hist oric/ Paleontological Resources general comments: 

Historic reco,ds suggest that there is a potential presence of cultu ral / archaeoiogjca l resources at the site; what 

construction methods will be used? Will there be any use of TBMs o r m icrotunneling? If historic resources a re to be 
discovered using these construction methods, they cannot be safely recovered and will be destroyed in the process. 

This could potentially result in a significant and unavoidable impact , even after implementation of feasible mitigation 

measures. I believe pile driving activities result in the same outcome as well. 

March 1, 2019 
C:\Users\290573\Downloads\Unk union station Draft EIR review notes.docx 
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Agency 5 Comment 

Name: Jose Huizar 

Agency: City of Los Angeles 
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AGE 5-1 Metro acknowledges and appreciates the Council 
District 14 comments on the Link US Draft EIR. 
The Link US project has properly addressed 
minimization of impacts on sensitive 
environmental resources with modifications to the 
Draft EIR project and proposed mitigation 
measures to minimize those impacts, especially 
where significant impacts have been identified 
related to land use, aesthetics, and traffic.  

Please refer to response to Comments AGE 5-2 
through AGE 5-6, as these address environmental 
topics. It should be noted that impacts related to 
land use, aesthetics, and traffic would be less than 
significant with implementation of mitigation 
measures.  

AGE 5-2 The Link US project is a regional rail project that 
will relieve congestion in our freeway network in 
Southern California. The Link US project includes 
an active transportation component as a part of 
Mitigation Measure LU-1, which includes a new 
Class II bicycle facility on Commercial Street 
between Alameda and Center Streets. This 
improves the active transportation network in the 
Union Station area by completing an east-west 
connection in the network. The proposed active 
transportation elements would complement new 
active transportation corridors on Alameda Street, 
from Cesar Chavez Avenue to First Street (to be 
constructed by Metro’s Alameda Esplanade and 
First/Central Station Improvement Projects), and 
on Ramirez/Center Street, from Vignes Street to 
First Street (to be constructed by Metro’s 
First/Central Station Improvement Projects). In 
addition, the active transportation elements on 

AGE 5-1 

AGE 5-2 

AGE 5-3 

AGE 5-4 

1-)~ 

March 4, 2019 

J O S E HL I ZAR 

C ou:-.:cr1M rv1 11 ci.: , "14 T II D I S T RIC T 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Link US - Drafi EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

I am writing regarding the Draft EIR for the Link US project. Link.US is an extremely important project] 
for the region that will remove a bottleneck in the Southern California regional rail network and upgrade 
Union Station to serve the needs of the greater Los Angeles basin. While the project does meet many of 
its proposed objectives, the LinkUS project fails to properly ' 'avoid and minimize impacts on sensitive 
environmental resources to the maximwn extent feasible" as stated in the Project Objectives. Specifically, 
the project does not adequately mitigate the land use, aesthetic, and traffic impacts caused by the project 
as is laid out below. 

Land Use & Planning ] 
The project by its own admission will conflict with the City of Los Angeles Mobility Plan 2035 Policy 
2.12 (Walkway and Bikeway Connections). This policy states that projects should "design for pedestrian 
and bicycle travel when rehabilitating or installing a new bridge. nmncl, or exclusive transit 
right-of-way". Link.US fails to provide safe bicycle and pedestrian access to Union Station, particularly 
from Metro's future LA River Bike Path and the area south oftbc US-101 Freeway. 

~ ] The run-through track section (Segment 3) will construct up to 10 railroad tracks over the US- IOI 
Freeway immediately south of Union Station. This will have a significant visual impact and has not been 
properly mitigated. In the Key Views tl1at Metro uses to assess the visual impacts of the project (3.4-11 ), 
1here are no Key Views that assess Segment 3 from Boyle Heights and other points east. Westbound 
trnffic on the 1-10 as well as the residents of Boyle Heights will see their views of City Hall and 
Downtown severely obstructed by the new run-through tracks. 

Transportation & Traffic ] 
Through its own analysis, Metro has concluded that iliere will be substantial traffic impacts at local 
intersections, particularly at Commercial Street and Garey Street and at Commercial Street and Center 
Street (99,9 second delay in the PM peak hours). Part of this delay is due to Metro's design, which 
proposes to close Vignes Street at Commercial Street in order to build piers for the Segment 3 viaduct. 
Moreover, failure to address the impacts of additional traffic along Alameda Street will force pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and vehicles into a congested corridor as they cross the US-101 Freeway. 

2 03 5 CU LORAD(l [!Ol U :v,,KI) • 1.os AK\. 1"1 , CALlHlJ,: ',11 .,\ 9 tHl4 1 

l'HON~: (32)} 254 ',295 • f.H . (21 J ) ·1 8 5 878 8 
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Commercial Street at the Center Street intersection 
facilitates a future potential connection to the 
proposed LA River Path Project at Center Street 
(should the proposed LA River Path Project include 
a Center Street connection). The proposed active 
transportation elements would enhance 
neighborhood connectivity with the active 
transportation network being constructed on 
Center Street/Ramirez Street up to Vignes Street 
and to the LAUS East Portal being constructed by 
Metro’s First/Central Station Improvement 
Project.  

In lieu of the at-grade improvements, if additional 
funding is identified, a dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101, connecting 
Patsaouras Bus Plaza to Center Street, is also 
included as a part of Mitigation Measure LU-1 in 
the Final EIR. Staff has been coordinating closely 
with the LA River Path Project team, in addition to 
the Alameda Esplanade Project and Alameda/US-
101/El Monte Busway Project Study Report teams 
to ensure consistency across various planning 
efforts. Coupled with other Metro active 
transportation plans and projects in the Union 
Station area, the Link US project improvements will 
complete the active transportation network that is 
integrated with the LA River Path Project.   

To further enhance neighborhood connectivity 
consistent with the Los Angeles River Revitalization 
Master Plan, RIO Overlay District guidelines, LAUS 
Sustainable Neighborhood Assessment, City of Los 
Angeles Mobility Plan, Connect US, and Metro’s 
LA River Path Project, Mitigation Measure LU-1 
also includes provisions to upgrade the new Class 
II bicycle facility to a Class IV bicycle facility on 
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Commercial Street between Alameda and Center 
Streets. This would be possible provided that the 
City of Los Angeles will approve a minimum lane 
width of 10 feet, removal of street parking on 
Commercial Street to accommodate a Class IV 
bicycle facility on pavement striping, and bollards 
with no raised median to avoid additional ROW 
acquisition. The Class IV bicycle facility would also 
require Caltrans approval where Commercial Street 
intersects the existing on- and off-ramps. Due to 
the funding constraints on the Link US project, the 
Class IV bicycle upgrade is only feasible if City of 
Los Angeles is agreeable to work with Metro to 
ensure that the cost increase due to the upgrade 
from Class II is kept at a minimal.  

If additional funding is identified, a dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 could be 
constructed in place of new bicycle facilities along 
Commercial Street. The Link US project provides 
safe bicycle and pedestrian access to Union 
Station. The proposed active transportation 
infrastructure and connection points with other 
active transportation projects in and around LAUS 
is shown as Attachment A at the end of the 
responses to AGE 5. 

AGE 5-3 The new US-101 run-through track bridge structure 
will be designed with improved visual quality. 
Metro will continue to identify additional funding 
and/or savings in coordination with the City of Los 
Angeles to construct and/or apply aesthetic 
treatments to the US-101 viaduct structure.  

Impacts disclosed in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the 
Draft EIR are based on the presence of protected 
scenic vistas, scenic resources, including scenic 
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highways, and the existing visual character and 
quality in the project study area. From views east of 
the Los Angeles River, some changes to the visual 
character in the study area may occur, although any 
visual change associated with proposed 
run-through track infrastructure is anticipated to be 
nominal, because the proposed run-through track 
infrastructure would extend across US-101 and 
would resemble similar transportation 
infrastructure (i.e., Gold Line, US-101, Silver Line) 
currently present and operating in the study area.  

The thresholds for determining significance of 
potential aesthetic impacts are explained on Page 
3.4-30 in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR. 
Metro does acknowledge the proposed 
run-through track infrastructure would introduce 
new visual changes to the study area; however, no 
protected views or scenic resources are present in 
the study area, and the visual quality for Segment 3 
(Visual Assessment Unit 5 in the Draft EIR) was 
determined to be low due to the presence of the 
US-101 and local roadways with overhead power 
lines, railroad infrastructure, commercial/industrial 
buildings, parking areas, and vacant lots. Due to 
the overall lack of visual resources present in the 
study area, impacts relative to aesthetics were 
determined to be less than significant.  
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Two additional viewpoint locations were 
considered in the Final EIR (Key View #5d and Key 
View #5e) based on comments received on the 
Draft EIR. In the Final EIR, two new visual 
simulations are included that depict the viewpoint 
of the travelling public on the US-101 (NB and SB 
key views). Any obstruction of views to City Hall 
and downtown Los Angeles, although minimal, 
would not be considered a significant impact 
requiring mitigation, as no protected views or 
scenic resources would be affected. As depicted in 
the simulation provided in Section 10.0, Final EIR 
Project Supporting Documentation, of the Final 
EIR, views of City Hall and downtown Los Angeles 
would be partially obstructed for drivers on the 
US-101 depending on lane location and height of 
vehicle. Views of City Hall and downtown Los 
Angeles from the Boyle Heights community, 
located at a higher elevation than the US-101 and 
further east of this viewpoint, are anticipated to be 
less obstructed than for drivers on the US-101 from 
the two viewpoints considered. The proposed 
design of run-through track infrastructure will be 
reviewed by both Caltrans and the City of Los 
Angeles. All applicable codes and ordinances 
would be met or exceptions would be sought 
during the final design process.  

See response to Comment AGE 5-5f.  

AGE 5-4 The Alameda Street corridor was analyzed for 
traffic impacts in Link US Traffic Impact Assessment 
(Appendix E of the EIR) and Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR (see 
Figure 3.3-1 and analysis in Section 3.3-5). Based 
on the LADOT’s significant impact criteria, there 
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would be no project-related significant impacts to 
the Alameda Street corridor (see Page 3.3-38 and 
3.3-39 of the Draft EIR).  

Based on ongoing coordination with the project 
stakeholders and in an effort to reduce project 
impacts, Metro proposes to remove the loop track 
component from the proposed project in the Final 
EIR. With the removal of the loop track, the 
modified run-through track alignment shifts north 
of Commercial Street, and therefore, the 
realignment of Commercial Street is no longer 
required and the intersection of Vignes Street and 
Commercial Street would remain open to vehicular 
traffic. Furthermore, the Final EIR project would 
avoid the previously-identified operational traffic 
impact at the intersection of Garey Street and 
Commercial Street. Hence, this significant and 
unavoidable impact was removed in the Final EIR. 
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AGE 5-5 See response to Comment AGE 5-5a through AGE 
5-5h. 

AGE 5-5a See response to Comment AGE 5-2 and AGE 5-5c. 

AGE 5-5b See response to Comment AGE 5-2.  

AGE 5-5c With the project modifications described in the 
Final EIR, both Vignes Street and Garey Street will 
not be affected by the Final EIR project. For the 
portion of Commercial Street between Alameda 
Street and Center Street, pedestrian lighting, wider 
sidewalks, and street trees would not be precluded 
by the proposed infrastructure located north of 
Commercial Street. 

AGE 5-5d To avoid impacts to Commercial Street in the 
interim condition, the embankment would be 
supported with vertical retaining walls.  

AGE 5-5e As part of the Caltrans Encroachment Permit 
process, a Project Report and Advance Planning 
Study are under preparation. A Structure Type 
Selection Report would be prepared subsequent to 
the preparation of the Advance Planning Study. 
The engineering and safety elements of the 
structures in addition to other civil, property, 
access, and aesthetic features of the structure(s) 
will be further addressed and analyzed in the 
preliminary engineering and final design.  

AGE 5-5f Pursuant to a motion on behalf of the Metro Board 
of Directors on March 23, 2017, Metro’s Union 
Station/Civic Center Taskforce will establish a 
volunteer-based, architectural review panel to offer 
suggestions and recommendations aimed at 

AGE 5-5 

AGE 5-5b 

AGE 5-5c 

AGE 5-5d 

AGE 5-5e 

AGE 5-5f 

AGE 5-5a 

AGE 5-5h 

AGE 5-5g 

AGE 5-6 
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C O U N CI L\.1 E MBE R , l4r11 D fS T RJ C T 

Proposed Mitigations ] 
Through implementation of the following mitigation measures, Metro could substantially reduce the land 
use, aesthetic, and traffic impacts caused by the project. 

• Construc.f a dedicated bicycle and pedestrian bridge from the future LA River Bike Path into J 
Union Station to allow riders and pedestrians to access the Metro and Regional Rail networks 

• Construct a Class 1 bike path or Class 4 protected cycle tracks on Commercial Street between J 
Alameda Street and Center Street 

• Install pedestrian lighting, wider sidewalks, and street trees on Commercial, Vignes, Center, and J 
Garey Streets on portions north of Ducommun Street 

• Ensure Segment 3 's embankment has vertical retaining walls in order to maximize the remaining J 
land for the construction of housing or other community-supported uses 

• Perform a Structure Type Selection Report, as required by Caltrans, and utilize a different ] 
structure type for the Segment 3 viaduct that will have a thinner deck in order to preserve views 

of Downtown and City Ha11 from Boyle Heights, while at the same time maintaining access at the 
Center Street and Vigncs Street intersection 

• Create a Design Advisory Committee made up of local stakeholders and design professionals to J 
inform the Segment 3 viaduct design 

• Create a Public Art Advisory Committee made up of local stakeholders and artists that will J 
ensure there is a robust public art component for the Segment 3 section 

• Widen Alameda Street between the El Monte Busway and Commercial Stteet and reconfigure the ] 
El Monte Busway entrance to provide two dedicated right tum lanes and two dedicated through 
lanes from northbound Alameda Street to the El Monte Busway wltile also connecting the 
northern and southern portions of the Alameda Esplanade by constmcting a Class I bicycle path 
between the two segments 

I am pleased to see that Metro is moving forward with the LinkUS project as it will dramatically Jmprove ] 
connectivity in the region. However, I am concerned that Metro has not fully evaluated and mitigated the 
impacts of the project on the adjacent communities, particularly Little Tokyo and the Arts District. I urge 
you to implement the mitigation measures listed above in order to ensure that the project maximizes the 
benefits to the public and the Southern California region. Should you have further questions, please do not 
hesitate to contact Edna Degollado from my office at edna degol1ado@lacitv.org. 

Sincerely, 

Jose Huizar 
Council.member, 14th District 
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ensuring design consistency in and around Union 
Station that amalgamates the historic and modern 
elements of the surrounding area while promoting 
innovative ideas. It is anticipated that local 
stakeholders, including the City of Los Angeles, 
and other design professionals associated with the 
neighborhoods surrounding Union Station would 
participate in the taskforce. The US-101 viaduct 
would meet the vertical clearance requirements of 
the El Monte Busway and US-101 (16.5 feet 
minimum clearance) and the loading requirements 
per Metrolink, Amtrak, and CHSRA standards. In 
coordination with the City of Los Angeles and 
Caltrans, Metro will construct and/or apply 
aesthetic treatments to the US-101 viaduct 
structure to establish its presence as a signature 
infrastructure improvement. Metro will continue to 
coordinate with the City of Los Angeles to identify 
additional funding to further enhance the aesthetic 
treatments of the US-101 run through track bridge 
structure. 

AGE 5-5g Metro will convene an Artist Selection Panel. The 
panel will be comprised of visual art professionals 
from the community to ensure that all artworks will 
be created specifically for their transit site. 

AGE 5-5h As noted in response to Comment AGE 5-4, 
Alameda Street between US-101 and Cesar Chavez 
Avenue does not have any project-related 
significant impacts, as per the significant impact 
criteria stated in the LADOT’s Traffic Impact Study 
guidelines. Therefore, no mitigation measures are 
required of the project on Alameda Street. 
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AGE 5-6 Metro appreciates the Council District 14 office 
providing comments on the Link US Draft EIR. 
Applicable updates to the mitigation measures 
were made where feasible and reasonable, based 
on the extent of project-related impacts. 
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Response to Comment Letter AGE 5, Attachment A  
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Agency 6 Comment 

Name: Ronald Kosinksi 

Agency: California Department of Transportation 
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AGE 6-1 Metro appreciates Caltrans’ review of the Draft EIR 
in accordance with provisions of CEQA Guideline 
15096(d). 

AGE 6-2 Metro recognizes that Quaternary older 
(Pleistocene) deposits and the Puente Formation 
underlie portions of the project site, and that these 
formations have high paleontological potential for 
occurrence in proximity to the RSA. However, 
paleontological resources are not identified as a 
potential area of controversy based on prior 
comments received by agencies and the public 
during the course of project 
development/preparation of the Draft EIR. The EIR 
does identify the potential for paleontological 
resources to be encountered during construction 
and mitigation measures are proposed to address 
their potential presence (see Draft EIR Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources).  

AGE 6-3 For clarification, the text in Section 1.0, 
Introduction, on Final EIR Page 1-2 has been 
modified as follows: 

The current configuration of the pedestrian 
passageway causes ponding during rain events 
(rainwater runoff currently drains down 
stairways and also down the ramps that provide 
passenger access up to the rail platforms) 

AGE 6-4 Draft EIR Section 2.1.3 describes how the 
previously approved project, as well as changed 
circumstances, have culminated in the current 
design for the Link US project. All the modifications 
listed in Section 2.1.3 were taken into 

AGE 6-1 

AGE 6-4 

AGE 6-3 

AGE 6-2 

AGE 6-5 

STATE Of CALFORNIA--CA1.1FORNIA STATE TRANSPOfUATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT? 

,· \ 
100 S. MAIN STREET, SUITE 100 
LOS ANGELES. CA 90012 
PHONE (213) 897-0362 
FAX (213) 897-0380 
TTY 71 1 
\'N,w.dolca.gov 
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March 4, 2019 

Jeanet Owens 
Senior Executive Officer 
Program ManagemenVRegional Rail 
Metro 
One Gateway Plaza 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Ms. Owens, 

Thank you for the invitation to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for Link 
Union Station (US) proposed by the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(Metro). As a Responsible Agency, the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has 
reviewed the Draft EIR in an effort to advance the environmental review process for this project. 
The main component of this project proposes to construct an overhead rail bridge structure 
extending from Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS), extending over US-101 and terminating onto 
Commercial Street within the City of Los Angeles. The Link US project also proposes 
modifications to the passenger concourse vAthin LAUS and the lead tracks approaching the 
railyard. The Draft EIR is prepared in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA) and Caltrans appreciates the opportunity to provide the following comments. 

ES. ExecuOve Summary ] 
Under ES. 12 Areas of Controversy, paleontological resources also exist within the project area 
and should be menlioned within this section. 

1.0 Introduction l 
In 1.1.2 Limited Passenger Concourse Capacity. lhe slalement. "waler drains down stairways and 
ramps to platform" seems incorrect. It seems more correct to state. "water drains dovm stairways 
and ramps from platform· or "waler drains down stairways and ramps lo passenger concourse." 
Please consider revising lhis sentence for clarifying purposes. 

2.0 Project Description ] 
II is unclear whether lhe modifications proposed in lhe projects listed in 2.1.3 were taken Into 
consideration when analyzing the implemenlation of the Link US projecl Provide clarification. 

Wilhin Section 2.6.4 Structural lmprovemenls. a rendering of the structure over US-101 is not ] 
shown, although renderings are shown for other proposed structures. Callrans recommends that 
a visual be provided within the environmental document to better illustrate the proposed work 
since this structure is a major component of Link US and will impact various agencies and the 
general public. 

., 
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consideration in developing the current conceptual 
design. 

AGE 6-5 The Draft EIR includes two visual simulations of 
the US-101 viaduct from LAUS looking south 
(Section 3.4, Aesthetics, Figure 3.4-35) and from 
Commercial Street looking north (Section 3.4, 
Aesthetics, Figure 3.4-37). Given the existing 
urbanized site context, these visual simulations 
were adequate to perform the environmental 
impact evaluation in the Draft EIR.  

Key views for the travelling public along US-101 
were not depicted in the Draft EIR due to the 
urbanized environment and heavy presence of 
existing transportation infrastructure in this 
portion of the study area. Multiple visual 
simulations included in the Draft EIR depict the 
US-101 viaduct within Caltrans ROW, including 
Figures 3.4-35, 3.4-37 (revised in the Final EIR), 
and 3.4-39 in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the EIR. In 
the Final EIR, two additional visual simulations are 
included in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, that depict the 
viewpoint of the travelling public on the US-101 
(NB and SB key views).   

The key views within Visual Assessment Unit #5 
were evaluated to determine if significant aesthetic 
impacts would occur as a result of visual changes 
to motorists on the US-101. As noted in Section 
3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, on Page 3.4-59, 
and within Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, of the Final EIR, this 
segment of US-101 is not a protected scenic 
highway and travelers along US-101 may be subject 
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to a visual change with introduction of new 
run-through track infrastructure. 
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AGE 6-6 Table 3.1-1 was revised to include complete 
sentences within the second column of the table. 
For the portion of the table on Page 3.1-7 that was 
commented on, text was revised as follows:  

Section 3.10: Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

Threshold 3.10-H: This threshold is Threshold 
identified as requiring no further analysis. The 
project is located in an urban area and wildfire 
risk is low. The project study area is not located 
within a State Responsibility very high fire 
hazard severity zone (CAL Fire 2007). 

AGE 6-7 The Link US Traffic Impact Assessment, provided as 
Appendix E to the Draft EIR, provides separate 
tables depicting the LOS for each of the scenarios 
analyzed: 1) the no project; 2) the 2031 plus 
project; and 3) the 2040 plus project conditions. At 
the request of the commenter, a new table that 
shows LOS comparison between Existing and Plus 
Project Conditions was added to Section 10.0, 
Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation, of 
the Final EIR.  

AGE 6-8 In response to this comment, Metro provided a 
copy of the MOU to Caltrans on April 10, 2019. 

AGE 6-9 Portions of streets will be vacated as part of the 
project, as indicated in the EIR. A street vacation is 
a type of easement in which a government 
transfers the ROW of a public street, highway, or 
alley to a private property owner. The use of the 
term “street vacations” is also common amongst 
governmental agencies and has the same meaning 

AGE 6-6 

AGE 6-7 

AGE 6-8 

AGE 6-9 

AGE 6-11 

AGE 6-12 

AGE 6-13 

AGE 6-14 

AGE 6-10 

AGE 6-15 

1-)~ 

March 4 , 2019 
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3.1 Introduction to Environmental Analysis ] 
In Table 3.1-1 Updated CEQAGuidelines Environmental Checklist- New or Modified, the Wildfire 
section is left incomplete. The discussion of Threshold 3.10-H does not end In a complete 
sentence. The table is located on Page 3.1-7. 

3.3 Transportation and Traffic ] 
A general table surrmarizing the level of service for the current condition and with the constructed 
project section for all of the intersections 'Nithin the project study area should be added to this 
section for comparison purposes. 

On page 3.3-37, the document mentions an assumed 80% transit trips and 20% non-transit trips] 
for traffic trip generation was approved in the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) submitted 
to and approved by Los Angeles Department of Transportation. Caltrans requests a copy of this 
MOU to bettor understand tho methodology. 

On page 3.3-56, the word "vacations" seems misplaced 'Nithin the sentence, "Pedestrian and] 
bicyclo accoss to and from LAUS would also be temporarily affected, and bicyclists could be 
subject to hazardous conditions near work zones during the construction of bridge improvements 
(e.g., Cesar Chavez Avenue and V,gnes Street) and modifocations to local streets (including 
potential street closures and vacations)." Did Metro intend to use "vacate" instead of "vacations?" 

In Mitigation Measure TR-1 please continue coordinating with Caltrans throughout the] 
development of the Construction TMP not only "i ramps are involved." On page 5-31, Metro 
proposes closures of the US-10t , "to last up to 20-consecutive days." Cattrans v.ill need to be 
involved prior to issuing approval for any temporary closures. 

3.4 Aesthetics 
Section 3.4 Aesthetics fails to objectively to consider impacts to the US-101 users by not creating) 
a key view for the traveling public. 

A more detailed discussion concerning the US-101 viaduct structure needs to be incorporated in] 
the Section 3.4 Aesthetics. 

3. 7 Biological Resources 
The first page of Section 3.7 Biological Resources, incorrectly names the study area 
"biological stud area· and should be changed to, "biological study area." 

On page 3.7-4, the abbreviation ·secs· is used but not defined previously in the document. 

On page 3.7-7 the document states, "the project would be construct.ed outside of the channel and] 
would not modify or otherwise impact the concrete-lined flood control channel in this area or in 
any other areas associated~ construction or operation of the proposed project." However, this 
assumption may not be entirely true. If there is proposed mrk of any kind over the LA River, 
Metro may need to apply for a permit to perform construction activities. Caltrans rocorrmonds 
Metro to coordinate further with US Army Corps of Engineers (USAGE) to verify. 
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as “vacate” in the context of the EIR text referenced 
in this comment.  

AGE 6-10 Metro will coordinate closely with Caltrans 
throughout the development of the Construction 
TMP and the potential temporary closures of any 
Caltrans facilities.  

AGE 6-11 See response to Comment AGE 6-5.  

AGE 6-12 The analysis of visual changes from the Draft EIR 
project, as experienced by drivers along the 
US-101, is provided in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of 
the Draft EIR, on Page 3.4-45 and is based on the 
description of run-through tracks for the Draft EIR 
project as provided in Section 2.0, Project 
Description. An analysis of visual changes from the 
Final EIR project as experienced by drivers along 
the US-101 is provided in Section 10.0, Final EIR 
Project Supporting Documentation, of the Final 
EIR.    

AGE 6-13 Text in the first sentence of Section 3.7, Biological 
Resources, of the Final EIR, was corrected as 
follows: 

This section provides an evaluation of the 
proposed project in relation to existing 
biological resources within the biological study 
area (BSA).  

AGE 6-14 SCC is not used. SSC is defined in Section 3.7.4 
under Wildlife Species. 

1-)~ 
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AGE 6-15 All construction work would take place above the 
surface of the North Main Street Bridge and would 
not involve the discharge of dredged or fill material 
into the Los Angeles River. Therefore, no permit 
would be required under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. However, Metro will coordinate with the 
USACE to verify that no other permits or agency 
approvals would be required. 
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AGE 6-16 Contaminants listed in the Phase I are 
incorporated into Table 3.8-2 in Section 3.8, 
Hydrology and Water Quality, of the Draft EIR. 

AGE 6-17 It is important to note that the 180-day expiration 
for Phase I ESA reports specified in the ASTM 
E1527-13 protocol is specific to Superfund liability. 
Since the issues in the project study area and 
vicinity do not include CERCLA (which established 
Superfund) sites, the expiration is not applicable. 
This Phase I ESA was prepared to assist with 
design decision-making, and as such, was never 
intended to provide CERCLA liability protections. 

Metro will update the parcel-specific Phase I 
documents within 180 days of property acquisition, 
as part of the real estate due diligence process. 
These parcel-specific efforts will include site 
reconnaissance on each parcel, including 
reconnaissance of buildings and building interiors. 
Any parcel-specific Phase I documents performed 
in the future would benefit from the project-wide 
Phase I ESA, as well as the follow-up Phase II work 
required per Mitigation Measure HAZ-2. 

AGE 6-18 Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 was revised as follows:  

HAZ 5: LUC Sites and Coordination with the 
DTSC: Prior to construction on properties with 
a LUC, Metro shall coordinate with the DTSC 
regarding any plans specified in HAZ 4, 
construction activities, and/or public outreach 
activities needed to verify that construction 
activities on properties with LUCs would be 
managed in a manner protective of public 
health and the environment. 

AGE 6-16 

AGE 6-17 

AGE 6-18 

AGE 6-19 

AGE 6-20 

AGE 6-21 

AGE 6-22 
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3.8 Hydrology and Water Quality ] 
Include the other contaminants that were listed in the ISA and omitted from this section (e.g., 
SVOCs, PAHs, lamp black, voes, TPH, etc.) 

3.10 Hazards and Hazardous Materials ] 
HOR Engineering Inc. states that the Draft Phase I ESA is valid for a period of 180 days and may 
be updated during the 180 days to 1-year timeframe. The Draft Phase I ESA was completed more 
than 2.5 years ago. HOR Engineering Inc. shall incorporate all review comments and update the 
Draft Phase 1 ESA to final version. 

Page ES-1ix, Haz-5, the last statement in the mitigation measure should be rev.orded to include] 
protection of the environment, in addition to public health. The statement should be modified to 
read as, • ... and/or public outreach acti~ies needed to verWy that oonstruction activmes on 
properties with LUCs v.ould be menaged in a manner protective of public health and the 
environment." 

Section 3.10.2 Regulatory Framework - Include the folowing : 
• CaVOSHA regulations contained in Hie 8 California Code of Regulations 
• Title 22 and Title 27 Calfornia Code or Regulations for hazardous waste 
• Clean Water Act 
• Clean Air Act and Air Pollution Control Laws 
• The South Coast Air Quality Management District Rules l 

Section 3.10.3 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts - the Phase I ESA is discussed as 
the basis or the environmental impacts and hazards that could result from project construction 
and operational activities. However, it only identWies the RECs, HRECs, and CRECs and 
prevention of releases to the environment during oonstruction. The DEIR needs to include the 
impact to the environment from the specffic oonstruction activities and the measures that will be 
taken so that construction and resultant operations do not exacerbate or contribute to existing 
contamination, or allow oontamlnation to migrate beyond the current oontaminant plumes, the 
oonstruction and operation or tho run through tracks will not result in hoa•h risks to persons on 
the project site or threat to the environment, no disposal of hazardous substances and petroleum 
products arc occurring on tho site, and that any necessary remediation will conducted 'Mien 
encountering oontamination. Include measures to prevent migration of oontamination and 
creating conduts for migration of contamination during and after construction. 

. 

Hazards and impacts arc idcntffied in Section 3.10, hov,cvcr, the mitigation of the hazards or ] 
remediation of the hazards are not discussed. Please includo the discussion. 

3.12 Cultural Resources 
Since Caltrans will need to issue an Encroachment Permit for the Project and a portion of P-19-l 
001575 (CA-LAN-1575/H) is a State-owned Historical Resource, Caltrans will need to ensure that 
the Project adheres to Public Resources Code (PRC) 5024 State-owned Historical Resources: 
policies to preserve; masterlist documentation. PRC 5024(1) states that "Each state agency shall 
submit to the State Historic Preservation Officer for comment documentation for any project 
having the potential to affect historical resources listed in or potentially eligible for inclusion in the 

·Provide a nf~. cu1t1lnable, lnte{Tt led and ~meJMt r,-1,upo,·tatJon sy,rem 
lo enhance Cdblia's ~ llnd ln,-abi'Ay· 
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AGE 6-19 The following measures were added to Table 
3.10-1, in Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, in the Final EIR, under the federal and 
state headers, where appropriate.  

Clean Water Act - The Clean Water Act sets 
regulations intended to be protective of the 
water quality in the nation’s waterways. The 
SWRCB implements and enforces the federal 
Clean Water Act, as well as additional State 
regulations. Plans developed for this project, 
such as Best Management Practices and 
Contaminated Materials Management Plans, 
will provide procedures that comply with the 
Clean Water Act and SWRCB regulations for 
protecting water quality. 

Cal/OSHA (CCR Title 8) - Cal/OSHA sets and 
enforces regulations related to safety in the 
workplace. Plans that will be developed during 
the course of this project, Health and Safety 
Plans in particular, will comply with Cal/OSHA 
regulations. 

CCR Title 22 and Title 27 - Title 22 of the 
California Code of Regulations sets regulations 
related to the identification and proper 
handling and disposal of hazardous wastes. 
Title 27 of the CCR sets regulations related to 
solid waste disposal. The handling of waste that 
will occur during the course of this project will 
comply with the regulations set forth in Titles 
22 and 27, as they relate to the storage, 
handling, identification, transportation, and 
disposal of both non-hazardous and hazardous 
wastes. 

1-)~ 
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Clean Air Act - The Clean Air Act sets 
regulations intended to reduce air pollution and 
protect air quality. CARB implements and 
enforces the federal Clean Air Act, as well as 
additional state regulations. The SCAQMD 
manages air quality regulations in all of Orange 
County and parts of Los Angles, San 
Bernardino, and Riverside Counties. Plans 
developed for this project, particularly AQMPs, 
will comply with the Clean Air Act, as well as 
state and local regulations. 

AGE 6-20 A Phase I ESA was conducted for the project, and 
the findings are incorporated in the Draft EIR, 
Section 3.10. See also Draft EIR Appendix M. The 
Phase I ESA investigative process included the 
ASTM mandated elements, including site 
reconnaissance, review of regulatory records 
(including review of existing Phase I and Phase II 
reports for the project footprint), historical data 
research (such as aerial photographs, Sanborn 
maps, and City Directories), and limited interviews 
with regulatory agency project managers.  

Metro has made every attempt to avoid potentially 
contaminated sites in the design based on where 
contaminated areas are known to occur within the 
project footprint. Given the nature of the project 
study area, Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR (Hazards 
and Hazardous Materials) has reported that:  

• The proposed project could result in the 
accidental release of hazardous materials and 
wastes during routine transport.  

1-)~ 
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• The proposed project may encounter 
contaminated soil or groundwater during 
excavation.  

• The proposed project has the potential to 
create a hazard to the public or the 
environment through accidental release of 
hazardous materials into the environment. 
The project study area contains 35 RECs 
(known issues of concern) and 7 properties 
with land use restrictions (due to the 
documented presence of hazardous waste 
impacts).  

As discussed in Table 2-2 of the Final EIR, the Final 
EIR project would result in similar impacts, 
although the magnitude of impacts is reduced. 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 
(described in Section 3.10.6 of the Final EIR) are 
proposed to mitigate the above mentioned 
potential impacts to a level less than significant. 
These mitigation measures provide contractors 
with guidance on the safe methods to excavate, 
transport, and dispose of contaminated soil, in 
conformance with all federal, state, and local 
regulations for the handling of hazardous wastes. 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 was modified as part of 
the Final EIR to include a requirement that any soil 
imported to the site for backfill be certified clean 
prior to use. 

With regards to the location and history of the 
former Aliso Street Manufactured Gas Plant, this 
site is well documented and included in this 
project’s Phase I ESA. The soil contamination 
associated with this site, as well as naturally 
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occurring crude oil seeps, were included as REC, 
with a high risk of presenting a hazardous waste 
impact to the project. The risks to the project 
presented by sites documented in the Phase I ESA 
will be evaluated through a Phase II ESA sampling 
and analysis program (Mitigation Measure HAZ-
2). The Phase II investigation results will direct the 
development of procedures for the protection of 
public health, worker health and safety, and the 
proper handling and disposal of impacted soil. 
Furthermore, the Draft EIR documents sites with 
known contamination that will require coordination 
with the DTSC for characterization and 
redevelopment (Mitigation Measure HAZ-5). 
Metro will prepare and implement Hazardous 
Materials Management Plans and Soil 
Management Plans based on the Phase II ESA 
investigation results and coordination with the 
DTSC (Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, HAZ-3, and 
HAZ-4).  

As presented in Section 3.10.7 of the Final EIR, 
upon implementation of Mitigation Measures 
HAZ-1 through HAZ-8, impacts related to hazards 
and hazardous materials would be reduced to a 
level less than significant.  

The likely presence of hazardous materials, such as 
lead based paint and asbestos containing 
construction materials, is well documented and 
expected. In accordance with Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-8 in the Draft EIR, surveys for lead and 
asbestos containing materials will be conducted on 
man-made structures prior to demolition. These 
materials will be handled in conformance with all 
federal, state, and local regulations. As presented 
in Section 3.10.7 of the Final EIR, upon 
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implementation of Mitigation Measures HAZ-1, 
impacts would be reduced to a level less than 
significant. 

AGE 6-21 Mitigation for project-related impacts is provided 
in Section 3.10.-6 of the EIR.  

AGE 6-22 This comment notes that Caltrans, a CEQA 
Responsible Agency, will need to issue an 
encroachment permit for the project and that a 
portion of Archaeological Site P-19-001575 
(CA-LAN-1575/H) extends into the state-owned 
ROW. Metro recognizes that Caltrans, as the state 
agency with jurisdiction over the resource, will 
need to adhere to PRC 5024 and will need to 
submit the documentation to the SHPO. 

Metro, as the CEQA lead agency, has identified this 
resource as potentially eligible, identified the 
potential for significant impacts, and identified 
Mitigation Measure HIST-6 (discussed in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources) in the Draft EIR to reduce 
impacts on this resource to a level less than 
significant.  

Metro and the FRA have consulted with the SHPO 
regarding the identification and evaluation of 
Archaeological Site P-19-001575 
(CA-LAN-1575/H). In order to facilitate SHPO 
review under PRC 5024(f) and 5024.5, when 
Caltrans is ready to consult with the SHPO 
regarding the significance determinations of the 
newly encountered features within the 
Caltrans-owned ROW and the impacts of the Link 
US project on the portion of the site that is 
considered a state-owned resource, Metro will 
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support Caltrans with the documentation needed 
for this consultation that includes: 

• A copy of the FRA determination of the 
Archaeological Site P-19-001575 
(CA-LAN-1575/H) for eligibility for NRHP and 
the letter of concurrence received from the 
SHPO on this determination 

• Copies of the Link US Draft EIR and 
supporting documentation that describe the 
proposed action for the SHPO to understand 
the proposed work and how it might affect 
Archaeological Site P-19-001575 
(CA-LAN-1575/H). Additionally, this 
documentation includes a description for the 
Native American consultation conducted by 
Metro to date, as it pertains to this historical 
resource/tribal cultural resource. Finally, this 
documentation will include the mitigation 
measures developed for this resource that 
include HIST-05 and HIST-06, TRC-1, and 
HR-01 that mitigate the impacts to a level less 
than significant. 

Metro recognizes per PRC 5024.5(d) that, prior to 
issuing the encroachment permit for the project 
that Caltrans, the state agency with jurisdiction 
over the resource, will need to consult with SHPO 
to ensure that “prudent and feasible measures that 
will eliminate or mitigate the adverse effects” are 
provided. 
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AGE 6-23 Comment noted. 

AGE 6-24 The acronym for CRMMP, as defined in the Table 
of Content, Acronyms and Abbreviation section in 
the Draft EIR on Page xviii, was revised as follows: 

CRMMP Cultural Resource Mitigation and 
Monitoring Management Plan 

The acronym, as defined in the Executive Summary 
of the Draft EIR notes for Table ES-1, on Page ES-
lxxxiii, was revised as follows: 

Notes: AB=Assembly Bill; BMP=best 
management practice; Caltrans=California 
Department of Transportation; 
CARB=California Air Resources Board; 
CBC=California Building Code; CCR=California 
Code of Regulations; CDFW=California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife; 
CEQA=California Environmental Quality Act; 
CFR=Code of Federal Regulations; 
CGP=construction general permit; 
CHC=Cultural Heritage Commission; 
CHSRA=California High-Speed Rail Authority; 
CIH=Certified Industrial Hygienist; 
CRMMP=Cultural Resource Mitigation and 
Monitoring Management Plan; 
DTSC=Department of Toxic Substance Control; 
EIR=environmental impact report; 
ESA=environmental site assessment; 
HABS=Historic American Buildings Survey; 
HACLA=Housing Authority of the City of Los 
Angeles; HMMP=Hazardous materials 
management plan; LABOE=Los Angeles 
Bureau of Engineering; LADOT=City of Los 

AGE 6-22 
Contd. 

AGE 6-23 

AGE 6-24 

AGE 6-25 

AGE 6-26 

AGE 6-27 

AGE 6-28 

AGE 6-29 

AGE 6-30 
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National Register of Historic Places or registered as eligible for registration as a state historicalJ 
landrmrk." Therefore, Caltrans will require coordination wth SHPO via Metro and their consultant 
regarding the potential for the Project to affect P-19-001575 (CA-LAN-1575/H), a State-owned 
Historical Resource. Caltrans can facilitate consultation w th SHPO utiizing the prooedures 
specified in the Caltrans 5024 Memorandum of Understanding with SHPO. 

Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6 could benefit from an additional readthrough by a] 
qualified archaeologist to provide another attempt at refining the language for darity. 

Mitigation Measure HIST-5 can be enhanced with the following changes: l 
• Clarify what the CRMMP acronym stands for. In some places the CRMMP is a Cultural 

Resource Mitigation and Management Plan, elsewhere it is a Cultural Resouroe Mitigation 
and Monitoring Plan. Also Note: there are at least two plaoes in the EIR v.tiere there is 
an extra ''M" as in "CRMMMP." Check multiple locations in the EIR to make appropriate 
changes. See Table 3.2-2 Potential Impacts Resulting from Active Transportation 
Infrastructure as an example. 

• Should the CRMMP mention Native American Monitoring, as in Mitigation Measure TCR·i 
1? That mitigation measure says that the CRMMP shall guide Native American Monitoring, 
but ii was not reflected in HIST-5. Check multiple locations in the EIR to make appropriate 
changes. For exa1r9le, see page ES-lxxiii under Archaeological Monitoring bullet o r add 
a separate bullet? 

• In Table ES-t HIST-5, page ES-Ix.xi, ii reads, "Prior to construction, Metro's ... determnes] 
thresholds of significance for each of the feature types that may be encountered .. ." Insert 
italicized text? Add inserted text elseV'.tlere as appropriate. 

• In Table ES-1 HIST-5, page ES-Ix.xi, it reads, "The CRMMP shall be consistent with SOIS] 
standards, etc .... and the California Office of Historic Preservation's Archaeological 
Resources Management .• The =rds "Report: Recorrmended Contents and Format• 
may be missing. See Table ES-1 Hist-5 Archaeological Reporting bullet on page ES-lxxxv 
and indicate that the Office of Historic Preservation is the author of the Archaeological 
Resources Management Report: Recommended Contents and Fonnat. Check document 
for to update. 
In Table ES-1 HIST-5 , page ES-1.xxii, it reads, "Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place:] 
"The CRMMP .... shall atte1r9t to avoid impacts . .. and preserve in place .. . • Add "if feasible" 
to the end of the sentence? 

• In Table ES-1 HIST-5, page ES-lxxii, ii reads, "Development of a Preconstruction Site•] 
Specific Sensitivity Model , 1st sentence: Should "serve as the basis for impact'' be "serve 
as the basis for impacts ," i .e., plural? 

• In Table ES-1 HIST-5, page ES-bocii, Development of a Preconstruction Sile-Specific 
Sensitivity Model, 2nd sentenoe: Comparison of final design with historic maps is 
completely appropriate. However, Caltrans suggests the final design should also be 
compared to ·as-builts" or "as-built plans," especially as they relate to U.S. 1 0t, and this 
should be explicitly stated in the measure. Regarding P-19-001575 (CA- LAN-1575/H), we 
need to know the level of disturbance that previously occurred within U.S. 101 ROW V'.tlere 
the proposed bent will be placed to assist in our predictions as to how far the 
archaeological deposits/foatures/site may extend beneath the frecw.:,y where =rk is 
proposed. 

#Provide• n te, susr•illilble, integ•te<I ij/Jdefr,ciffll llltll$palslion system 
ro ennence Caff:,rnJ.t '.s ~ ud trvabi!iV 
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Angeles Department of Transportation; 
LAHCM=Los Angeles Historic-Cultural 
Monument; LAUS=Los Angeles Union Station; 
LOSSAN=Los Angeles-San Diego-San Luis 
Obispo; LUC=Land Use Covenant; 
MBTA=Migratory Bird Treaty Act; 
MOU=memorandum of understanding; 
NAHC=Native American Heritage 
Commission; NOX=nitrogen oxides; 
NPDES=National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System; OHR=Office of Historic 
Resources; OSHA=Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration; PAH=polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbon; PMP=Paleontological 
Mitigation Plan; PRC=Public Resources Code; 
ROW=right-of-way; RWQCB=Regional Water 
Quality Control Board; SCAQMD=South Coast 
Air Quality Management District; 
SCORE=Southern California Optimized Rail 
Expansion; SCRRA=Southern California 
Regional Rail Authority; SWPPP=stormwater 
pollution prevention plan; TMP=traffic 
management plan; TPH=total petroleum 
hydrocarbons; UBC=Uniform Building Code; 
USFWS=United States Fish and Wildlife 
Service; WB=westbound; WEAP=worker 
environmental awareness program  

The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 in the 
Executive Summary of the Final EIR (Table ES-1) 
and in Section 3.12, Cultural Recourses was revised 
as follows to correct for erroneous addition of a 
third “M”:  

Archaeological Monitoring: The CRMMMP 
CRMMP shall identify monitoring locations and 
protocols based on the final design and 
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potential impacts. Metro shall retain 
archaeological monitors who will be supervised 
by a qualified archaeologist who meets the 
Secretary of Interior’s Professional 
Qualification Standards in Archaeology and 
experienced in analysis and evaluation of the 
types of material anticipated to be encountered. 
All archaeological monitors shall be trained in 
the types of materials they may encounter. The 
CRMMP shall rely on an Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration-qualified 
determinations in regards to the safety of 
monitoring locations and the potential for 
contaminated soils or other hazards.  

Text in the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” 
column of Table 3.2-2 for Threshold 3.12-B and E 
was also revised as follows: 

HIST-4: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H – 
Preparation of a Cultural Resource Mitigation 
and Monitoring Management Plan 

HIST-4: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H – 
Preparation of a Cultural Resource Mitigation 
and Monitoring Management Plan 

AGE 6-25 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

Archaeological Monitoring: The CRMMP shall 
identify monitoring locations and protocols 
based on the final design and potential 
impacts. Metro shall retain archaeological 
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monitors who will be supervised by a qualified 
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
in Archaeology and experienced in analysis and 
evaluation of the types of material anticipated 
to be encountered. All archaeological monitors 
shall be trained in the types of materials they 
may encounter. The CRMMP shall rely on an 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration-qualified determinations in 
regards to the safety of monitoring locations 
and the potential for contaminated soils or 
other hazards. 

Native American Monitoring: The CRMMP 
shall identify Native American monitoring 
locations and protocols based on the final 
design and potential impacts. Metro shall 
retain Native American monitors consistent 
with the requirements detailed in Mitigation 
Measure TCR-1. The CRMMP shall rely on an 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration-qualified determinations in 
regards to the safety of monitoring locations 
and the potential for contaminated soils or 
other hazards. 

Worker Environmental Awareness Program 
Training (WEAP): A qualified archaeologist 
shall be retained to prepare a cultural 
resource-focused WEAP training that shall be 
given to all ground-disturbing construction 
personnel to minimize harm to Archaeological 
Site CA-LAN-1575/H and any previously 
undiscovered archaeological resources. Topics 
to be included for WEAP training shall be 
identified in the CRMMP. All site workers shall 
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be required to complete WEAP Training, with a 
focus on cultural resources, including 
education on the consequences of 
unauthorized collection of artifacts, and a 
review of discovery protocol. WEAP training 
shall also explain the requirements of 
mitigation measures that must be 
implemented during ground-disturbing 
construction activities in archaeologically 
sensitive areas. 

AGE 6-26 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: 
Preparation of a CRMMP: Prior to construction, 
Metro’s qualified archaeologist shall develop a 
CRMMP that includes the treatment and 
management for known historical resources, 
determines thresholds of significance for each 
of the feature types that may be encountered, 
and the process for treating unanticipated 
discoveries. The CRMMP shall contain a robust 
research design, a data recovery plan, a 
monitoring plan for sensitive areas, and a plan 
for the analysis and long-term curation of 
archaeological materials recovered during 
construction. The CRMMP shall detail the 
discovery protocol if human remains and/or 
funerary objects, sacred objects, and objects of 
cultural patrimony are encountered and shall 
include a plan for reburial in an appropriate 
location. The CRMMP shall be consistent with 
the Secretary of Interior’s Standards and 
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Guidelines for Archaeological Documentation 
and the California Office of Historic 
Preservation’s Archaeological Resources 
Management. 

AGE 6-27 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised  
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: 
Preparation of a CRMMP: Prior to construction, 
Metro’s qualified archaeologist shall develop a 
CRMMP that includes the treatment and 
management for known historical resources, 
determines thresholds of significance for each 
of the feature types encountered, and the 
process for treating unanticipated discoveries. 
The CRMMP shall contain a robust research 
design, a data recovery plan, a monitoring plan 
for sensitive areas, and a plan for the analysis 
and long-term curation of archaeological 
materials recovered during construction. The 
CRMMP shall detail the discovery protocol if 
human remains and/or funerary objects, sacred 
objects, and objects of cultural patrimony are 
encountered and shall include a plan for 
reburial in an appropriate location. The 
CRMMP shall be consistent with the Secretary 
of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Documentation and the 
California Office of Historic Preservation’s 
Archaeological Resources Management Report: 
Recommended Contents and Format. 
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The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in the Table ES-1 and 3.12-84 as follows: 

Archaeological Reporting: All archaeological 
reports shall meet the requirements set forth 
for reporting in the CRMMP and be submitted 
to Metro. 

• Evaluation and Data Recovery Reports: 
Where archaeological evaluation and data 
recovery are required, the results shall be 
documented in an evaluation and data 
recovery report. This document shall 
summarize the evaluation efforts and 
data recovery results. For each site or 
feature that undergoes data recovery, the 
report shall be prepared in accordance 
with the guidelines established by the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
Archaeological Documentation and the 
Office of Historic Preservation’s 
Archaeological Resource Management 
Reports. 

AGE 6-28 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

The CRMMP shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

• Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place: 
The CRMMP, per CEQA Guidelines 
15162.4(b)(3), shall attempt to avoid 
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impacts on Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and preserve in place 
any areas where significant components 
of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
are known to exist, if feasible. 

AGE 6-29 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

The CRMMP shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

• Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place: 
The CRMMP, per CEQA Guidelines 
15162.4(b)(3), shall attempt to avoid 
impacts on Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and preserve in place 
any areas where significant components 
of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
are known to exist. 

• Development of a Preconstruction 
Site-Specific Sensitivity Model: Final 
design feature location and the respective 
level and depth of ground disturbance 
shall serve as the basis for impacts on 
known locations of previously recorded 
archaeological features. Comparison with 
historic maps for the area shall identify 
specific site features buried within the 
project study area, if any. Further, specific 
geotechnical boring results and past 
archaeological reports that identify depth 
of fill shall determine the level of 
sensitivity to encounter archaeological 
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remains for each construction 
component. A three-dimensional model 
or other relatable graphic depiction shall 
be created to assist Metro with the 
interpretation of potential archaeological 
impacts. 

AGE 6-30 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR,  as follows: 

The CRMMP shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

• Efforts to Preserve and Protect in Place: 
The CRMMP, per CEQA Guidelines 
15162.4(b)(3), shall attempt to avoid 
impacts on Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H and preserve in place 
any areas where significant components 
of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 
are known to exist. 

Development of a Preconstruction Site-Specific 
Sensitivity Model: Final design feature location 
and the respective level and depth of ground 
disturbance shall serve as the basis for impact 
on known locations of previously recorded 
archaeological features. Comparison of final 
design feature location with “as-built plans” 
especially as they relate to US-101 with and 
historic maps for the area shall identify specific 
site features buried within the project study 
area, if any. Further, specific geotechnical 
boring results and past archaeological reports 
that identify depth of fill shall determine the 
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level of sensitivity to encounter archaeological 
remains for each construction component. A 
three-dimensional model or other relatable 
graphic depiction shall be created to assist 
Metro with the interpretation of potential 
archaeological impacts. 
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AGE 6-31 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

HIST-5 Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H: 
Preparation of a CRMMP: Prior to construction, 
Metro’s qualified archaeologist, herein defined 
as a person who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
in Archaeology and experienced in analysis and 
evaluation of the types of material anticipated 
to be encountered, shall develop a CRMMP that 
includes the treatment and management for 
known historical resources, determines 
thresholds of significance for each of the 
feature types encountered, and the process for 
treating unanticipated discoveries. The 
CRMMP shall contain a robust research design, 
a data recovery plan, a monitoring plan for 
sensitive areas, and a plan for the analysis and 
long-term curation of archaeological materials 
recovered during construction. The CRMMP 
shall detail the discovery protocol if human 
remains and/or funerary objects, sacred 
objects, and objects of cultural patrimony are 
encountered and shall include a plan for 
reburial in an appropriate location. The 
CRMMP shall be consistent with the Secretary 
of Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for 
Archaeological Documentation and the 
California OHP’s Archaeological Resources 
Management. 

AGE 6-31 

AGE 6-32 

AGE 6-33 

AGE 6-34 

AGE 6-35 

AGE 6-36 

AGE 6-37 

AGE 6-38 

AGE 6-39 

AGE 6-40 

AGE 6-41 

1-)~ 

March 4 , 2019 
Page 5 

• Make sure that Metro's qualified archaeologist "meets the SOIS Professional] 
Qualifications Standards" in various places in the document. Some places only say 
Metro's qualified archaeologist. Be consistent. ) 
The acronym 'WEAP" is not defined previously in the document. 
Caltrans staff will need to review the CRMMP to ensure that it adequately treats P-19-J 
001575 (CA·LAN-1575/H) , a State-owned Historical Resource. 

Mitigation Measure HIST-6 Development of a Public Participation o r Outreach Plan can be] 
enhanced by including a statement that the development of a Public Participation or Outreach 
Plan will be developed by a team of cultural resources professions, including but not limited to 
qualified archaeologists, historians, and/or arcMectural historian, and conducted in consultation 
with interested parties, such as interested Native American parties, and local history groups. 

Does HIST~ only apply to P-19-001575 (CA-LAN-1575/H) or to the other historic properties asJ 
well? If rt only applies to the archaeological site, please state so . 

Consider adding CEOA Guidelines and PRC Section 5024 (f) to Table 3.12·1 . J 

How do the federal law, regulation, or plans ctted in Table 3.12.1 relate to CEQA? Explain in a J 
footnote. 

On Page 3.12-6 Gabrielino Ancestors, not all the Gabrielino refer to themselves as Tongva . The l 
Gabrieleno Band of Mission Indians Kizh Nation night be offended by the frequent use of the 
word "Tongva" in this section. Make sure that the Gabrieleiio Band of Mission Indians Kizh Nation 
is ctted correctly elsewhere in 1he document. See for example Page 3.12-22: "Metro is continuing 
consultation wtth the Gabrieleno Band ... " See also page 3.12-43 lo make this change. 

On page 3.12-7 in the 2nd paragraph, "Masters (2012)" is not cited in Section 8 .0 References. J 

On page 3 .12-36 Archaeological Sile P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H), last ] 
paragraph on the page, 2nd sentence, explain that current research indicates that the srte extends 
into the US-101 right of way. 

On page 3.12-37 Archaeological Srte P-19-001575 (Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H): 2nd 
set of bullets: Under the statement that archaeological testing, monitoring, and excavations at 1he 
s rte were performed for three projects, Caltrans recommends adding a 4th project, Patsaouras 
Plaza Busway Station Project. Which is currently underway and the results of that study are 
pending, but earty information indicates that intact portions of the stte extend into Caltrans' right 
of way. Depending on the liming of the completion of the Patsaouras Plaza studies, any results 
available should be crted in the CRMMP prepared for this project. Since Patsaouras Plaza 
Busway Station Project is a Metro project, Caltrans recommends that the Link US consultant 
coordinate with Metro and tts Patsaouras Plaza consultant before the finalization of the EIR. This 
coordination will be useful further down the line when the CRMMP is prepared and for consultation 
with SHPO. The discussion of Archaeological Srte P-19-001575 (CA-LAN-1575/H) should have 
greater detail. 

·Provide a n f~. cu1t1lnable, lnte{Tt led and ~meJMt r,-1,upo,·tatJon sy,rem 
lo enhance Cdblia's~ llnd ln,-abi'Ay· 
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The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

Archaeological Monitoring: The CRMMP shall 
identify monitoring locations and protocols 
based on the final design and potential 
impacts. Metro shall retain archaeological 
monitors who will be supervised by a qualified 
archaeologist who meets the Secretary of 
Interior’s Professional Qualification Standards 
in Archaeology and experienced in analysis and 
evaluation of the types of material anticipated 
to be encountered. All archaeological monitors 
shall be trained in the types of materials they 
may encounter. The CRMMP shall rely on an 
Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration-qualified determinations in 
regards to the safety of monitoring locations 
and the potential for contaminated soils or 
other hazards. 

AGE 6-32 WEAP is defined on Page xxi of the Acronyms and 
Abbreviations section of the Draft EIR, is first 
introduced in the Notes for Table ES-1 in the 
Executive Summary, and in its first use in 
Mitigation Measure HIST-5 in Section 3.12, 
Cultural Resources, on Page 3.12-83. No change is 
warranted. 

AGE 6-33 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-5 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
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of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

Consulting Tribes under AB 52 for the project 
shall have the opportunity to review and 
comment on the Draft CRMMP. Provisions 
within the CRMMP may include arrangements 
with tribal representatives, for example, to 
respectfully reinter tribal resources on site if 
practicable.  

Caltrans shall have the opportunity to review 
and comment on the Draft CRMMP. 

AGE 6-34 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-6 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

Development of a Public Participation or 
Outreach Plan: Prior to construction, Metro 
shall develop a public outreach and educational 
plan that includes continued consultation and 
input from Native American Tribes consulting 
under AB 52, cultural resource professionals 
including but not limited to qualified 
archaeologists, historians, and/or architectural 
historians, and other potential stakeholders 
such as local historic societies. The plan may 
include visual/educational exhibits or murals 
within LAUS, the development of an 
educational telephone application, or other 
published or digital educational material that 
may be used to inform the public regarding the 
significance of Historic Chinatown or earlier 
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use and sacredness of the area as it relates to 
Native Americans. 

AGE 6-35 The text of Mitigation Measure HIST-6 was revised 
in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR 
and the “Proposed Mitigation Measures” column 
of Table ES-1 in the Executive Summary of the Final 
EIR, as follows: 

Development of a Public Participation or 
Outreach Plan for P-19-001575 
(CA-LAN-1575/H): Prior to construction, Metro 
shall develop a public outreach and educational 
plan that includes continued consultation and 
input from Native American Tribes consulting 
under AB 52 and other potential stakeholders. 
The plan may include visual/educational 
exhibits or murals within LAUS, the 
development of an educational telephone 
application, or other published or digital 
educational material that may be used to 
inform the public regarding the significance of 
Historic Chinatown or earlier use and 
sacredness of the area as it relates to Native 
Americans. 

AGE 6-36 Three new rows in Table 3.12-1 (located in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources, of the Final EIR) were 
added to include relevant CEQA and PRC Section 
5024 (f) as follows.  

CEQA, Title 14 CCR Section 15064.5 - Section 
15064.5 directs lead agencies to determine 
whether cultural resources are historically 
significant resources. 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-116 

CEQA, Title 14 CCR Section 21084.1 - A project 
with an effect that may cause a substantial 
adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource is a project that may have a 
significant effect on the environment. 

PRC 5024(f) - This section requires that state 
agencies (Caltrans) must provide notification 
and submit documentation to the State 
Historic Preservation Officer early in the 
planning process for any project having the 
potential to affect state-owned historical 
resources on our eligible for inclusion in the 
Master List of State-Owned Properties. Under 
this provision, the state agency requests the 
SHPO comments on the project. 

AGE 6-37 This project is subject to CEQA and to the extent 
that a federal or local law or plan affects the 
identification, evaluation, mitigation, etc. of a 
resource, or helps to fill in the gap where CEQA 
does not provide guidelines, than it is also included 
in Table 3.12-1 (located in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources, of the Final EIR).  

AGE 6-38 Section 3.12.2, Gabrielino Ancestors, has been 
revised as follows 

Gabrielino Ancestors 

The project study area is on lands that were 
once inhabited by the TongvaGabrielino, also 
known as the GabrielinoTongva. The 
TongvaGabrielino come from a Uto-Aztecan (or 
Shoshonean) group that likely entered the Los 
Angeles Basin as recently as 1500 BP from the 
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southern Great Basin or interior California 
deserts. However, it is also possible that they 
migrated in successive waves over a longer 
period of time beginning around 4000 BP. It 
has been proposed that the Uto-Aztecan 
speakers displaced local Hokan occupants of 
the southern coast (Appendix N of this EIR), as 
Hokan language speakers in the area are 
represented by the Chumash to the north and 
the Diegueño to the south. Much of the review 
of the TongvaGabrielino presented here is 
based on William McCawley’s book, The First 
Angelinos (Appendix N of this EIR). 

The TongvaGabrielino lived in an area of more 
than 1,500 square miles and included the 
watersheds of the Los Angeles River, San 
Gabriel River, Santa Ana River, and Rio Hondo, 
as well as the southern Channel Islands. There 
were at least 50 residential communities, or 
villages, each with 50 to 150 individuals. Each 
community consisted of one or more lineages 
associated with a permanent territory 
represented by a permanent central settlement, 
with associated hunting, fishing, gathering, and 
ritual areas. A typical settlement had a variety of 
structures used for daily living, recreation, and 
rituals. In the larger communities, the layout 
was a little more intricate, characterized by a 
ritualistic or sacred enclosure that was 
encircled by the residences of the chief and 
community leaders, around which were smaller 
homes of the rest of the community. 
Sweathouses, cemeteries, and clearings for 
dancing and playing were also common at 
larger settlements (Appendix N of this EIR). 
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TongvaGabrielino subsistence was inclusive of 
many surrounding resources, including forest, 
water, and mountain animals. These included 
mule deer, pronghorn, rabbits, small rodents, 
freshwater and maritime fish and shellfish, sea 
mammals, snakes, lizards, insects, quail and 
mountain sheep. Botanical resources included 
native grass seeds, pine nuts, acorns, berries, 
and fresh greens and shoots. Food resources 
were managed by the chief, who was in charge 
of food reserves, and families were known to 
keep aside rations for times when resources 
were less abundant. A complex trade network 
among themselves and their neighbors made 
the TongvaGabrielino among the most 
materially wealthy of California’s native groups 
(Appendix N of this EIR). 

The TongvaGabrielino were artistic people who 
had many forms of cultural materials, including 
beads, baskets, bone and stone tools and 
weapons, shell ornaments, wooden bowls and 
paddles, and steatite ornament and cooking 
vessels (Appendix N of this EIR). These items 
were also traded frequently, and with the 
Chumash, who often exchanged Olivella shell 
beads as currency for Tongva goods.  

Many tribal accounts reported that a 60-foot-tall 
sycamore tree known as El Aliso was a place for 
important gatherings of tribal elders and 
traders of the Yangna community. The tree was 
located approximately 250 feet south-southeast 
of the southeast corner of LAUS. Masters 
(2012) identified the location as 150 feet 
northeast of the intersection formed by 
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Commercial Street and Garey Street, south of 
US-101, now believed to be a raised island 
adjacent to a US-101 on-ramp. 

Today, the TongvaGabrielino continue their 
traditions in Southern California, with an 
approximate representation of 2,000 
individuals. The project footprint is located 
north of the historically documented village of 
Yangna (or group of villages forming the village 
community of Yangna). 

Text has been revised on Page 3.12-22 as follows: 

Metro is continuing consultation with the 
Gabrieleno Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians 
– Kizh Nation, the Gabrieleno/Tongva San 
Gabriel Band of Mission Indians, the Tongva 
Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation, and the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation regarding CEQA 
historical resources and TCR per CEQA, as 
amended by AB 52. The one archaeological site 
within the ADI, Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H, is being treated as a TCR 
under CEQA. Information and comments 
received from Native American tribes and 
individual regarding tribal resources or 
historical resources is summarized in the Link 
US Cultural Resources Impact Assessment 
Report (Appendix N of this EIR). To date, the 
information gathered from the tribal 
consultation does not indicate that 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H has 
cultural values other than those associated with 
NRHP/CRHR Criterion D/4 (discussed below). 

Text has been revised on Page 3.12-43 as follows: 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-120 

Chairman Andrew Salas of the Gabrieleno 
Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation addressed the significance of the area in 
a letter dated June 15, 2016: 

AGE 6-39 "Masters 2012" has been added to Section 8.0, 
References, of the Final EIR as follows: 

Master, Nathan. 2012. El Aliso: Ancient 
Sycamore Was Silent Witness to Four Centuries 
of L.A. History. Accessed December 10, 2016. 
https://www.kcet.org/shows/lost-la/el-aliso-an
cient-sycamore-was-silent-witness-to-four-cent
uries-of-la-history 

AGE 6-40 The text in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR, has been revised as follows: 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H was 
determined NRHP eligible under Criterion D by 
FRA with SHPO concurrence on September 27, 
2018, and is automatically eligible for the 
CRHR. The period of significance for Link US 
archaeological materials is Late Prehistoric 
Period (AD 1000) to AD 1940, which 
encompasses Native American cultural 
remains and cultural materials deposited up 
until the demolition of the Original Los Angeles 
Chinatown and subsequent completion of 
LAUS.  

The recent field survey for Link US did not result 
in observations of any remnants or indications 
of Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H. The 
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recorded area of the site is completely covered 
by buildings, structures, and pavement; 
however, based on previous investigations of 
the site, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H is 
present within the ADI under the current urban 
landscape and, therefore, the potential for the 
ADI to yield buried historic and prehistoric 
archaeological resources is considered high. 

Recent construction work for the Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway 
Station project, which encompasses areas 
within or immediately adjacent to the Link US 
ADI, is ongoing. Archaeologists have recently 
encountered multiple archaeological features 
and human interments (of which at least one 
has been identified as prehistoric in nature) 
within Caltrans right-of-way that appear to be 
related to the University Medical College shown 
on the 1894 Sanborn Fire Insurance Map of Los 
Angeles and potentially associated with 
Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H (Harper, 
Caprice. 2019. Conversation with Nina Delu, 
Los Angeles, California. 4, 2019). Although 
documentation and evaluation regarding the 
exact nature and spatial location of these 
potential site features is pending, these recent 
finds confirm the high sensitivity of the ADI for 
the historic period landscape that may be 
associated with the American Period (1850s to 
1971) components of Archaeological Site 
CA-LAN-1575/H. 

AGE 6-41 See response to Comment AGE 6-40, where recent 
information regarding the archaeological site, as it 
pertains to the recent Patsaouras Plaza studies, is 
introduced, and the fact that it may extend into the 
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ROW is discussed. It is not appropriate to add the 
suggested information to Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources, of the Draft EIR, Page 3.12-37, as the 
baseline information from the three projects is 
used based on projects that are completed, and 
where the known connections to the site have been 
established. These three projects were considered 
within the evaluation of the eligibility of the site. 
Metro agrees with the comment that any relevant 
information regarding the site should be 
incorporated into the creation of the CRMMP 
prepared for this project, assuming the completion 
and availability of the evaluation of the newly 
discovered features in the ROW, found during 
construction of the Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station 
Project. Metro is coordinating consistency in the 
preparation of management plans for Metro Union 
Station/Patsaouras Plaza El Monte Busway Station 
Project and the Link US project.  

See response to Comment AGE 6-40 for the 
additional detail that has been added to Section 
3.12 regarding the archaeological site. 
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AGE 6-42 The text in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, of the 
Final EIR, Section 3.12.5 has been revised as 
follows: 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H 

Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H extends 
throughout the parcel boundaries of LAUS and 
likely extends farther, as evidenced by recent 
discoveries made during the construction of 
the Metro Patsaouras Plaza Busway project that 
appear to extend the site farther both south and 
east from the LAUS parcel boundary and into 
the Caltrans ROW. If the discovered features in 
Caltrans ROW are found to contribute to the 
significance of CA-LAN-1575/H, the portions of 
the site that extend into the ROW would be 
considered a state-owned historical resource 
that needs to be treated in accordance with PRC 
5024.  

AGE 6-43 As noted in Mitigation Measure TR-1 (Section 3.3.6 
of the Draft EIR), closures will be coordinated with 
Caltrans and other entities.  

AGE 6-44 A quiet zone is not part of the proposed project; 
however, the project does include safety 
improvements at the North Main Street Bridge to 
facilitate future implementation of a quiet zone by 
the City of Los Angeles. The project-related noise 
and vibration impact evaluation does not assume 
a quiet zone is in place. Future implementation of 
a quiet zone is anticipated to result in a cumulative 
noise reduction benefit.  

AGE 6-42 

AGE 6-43 

AGE 6-44 

AGE 6-45 

AGE 6-46 

AGE 6-47 

AGE 6-48 
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On page 3.12-73: Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, 1st paragraph, 1st sentence, state that] 
the site is known to extend farther from the LAUS parcel boundaries and into the Caltrans right of 
way. Also state in this section that because portions of the site extend into Caltrans' right of way, 
which make portions of the site a State-owned Historical Resource that need to be treated in 
accordance v.;th PRC 5024. 

4.0 Cumulative Impacts 
On page 4-16 the document states, "access to southbound US-101-from Commercial Street may l 
be either partially or fully restricted for extended periods during construction of the US-101 viaduct 
over the existing on- and off-ramps." Considering the duration of construction may be several 
years, the details conceming the closure of access to southbound US-101 needs to be disclosed 
to Caltrans and in the environmental document. 

On page 4-24 the potential noise reductions that sensitive receptors may experience and was ] 
analyzed in the report were estimated with the assumption that a quiet zone ,vould be 
implemented. Noise impacts should be analyzed with the absence of a quiet zone in the event 
that one is not created, especially since it is not understood that a quiet zone is a project feature 
of the Link us project. Please clarify in the final environmental document. 

Section 4.4.9 discussing Release of Hazardous Materials into the Environment docs not mention] 
that some parcels proposed for acquisition contain hazardous materials. This should be analyzed 
and discussed as a cumulative impact as hazardous materials might be introduced into the 
environment during clean-up to dove lop tho parcel. 

5.0 Alternatives 
Page 5-8 briefly mentions, "The build alternative would also require modffications to US-101 and] 
local streets (Including potential street closures and geometric modifications);" There is no 
indication as to where the modifications would occur (I.e., north bound lanes, southbound lanes, 
ramps). Please revise and add details. including weaving and merging analysis for mainline US 
101 and queuing analysis for impacted ramps. 

Renderings of tho viewsheds from US-101 should be incorporated into tho environmental l 
document similar to those in Figure 5-13. As the EIR states, US-101 contains a large number of 
commuters whose view will be affected from the overhead bridge structure. A rendering would 
show how their view is expected to change and allow the ability to visually analyze impacts to the 
commuting population. 

The document states on page 5-92, "Because Caltrans, Metro, and CHS RA have jurisdiction over ] 
various areas of runoff from the US-101, and other portions of the project study area, each agency 
is anticipated to implement dffferent post-construction BMPs based on applicable regulations and 
each agency would retain partial responsibility for long-term maintenance of BMPs." A description 
of the proposed BMPs will have to be disclosed in the project report IIIA>en Metro applies for a 
permit. This will also need to be disclosed in our Joint Permitted Use Maintenance Agreement 
(PUMA). 

#Provide• n te, susr•illilble, integ•te<I ij/Jdefr,ciffll llltll$pa lslion system 
ro ennence Caff:,rnJ.t '.s ~ ud trvabi!iV 
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AGE 6-45 The potential for cumulative impacts associated 
with hazardous materials is disclosed in Section 
4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR. For 
clarity, the text on Page 4-29 of the Final EIR was 
revised as follows to state that disturbance would 
occur on parcels proposed for acquisition: 

Release of Hazardous Materials into the 
Environment  

Implementation of the proposed project would 
require construction related disturbances on 
properties parcels proposed for acquisition 
with known potential for hazardous materials 
exposure, as discussed in Section 3.10, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials. 

AGE 6-46 In the Draft EIR, all proposed modifications/safety 
improvements to US-101 and roadways south of 
US-101 were the exact same for the proposed 
project and the Build Alternative. In the Draft EIR, 
these US-101 mainline modifications/safety 
improvements were discussed in Section 2.9.6. 
Based on the proposed modifications to the 
proposed project in the Final EIR, the 
modifications and safety improvements that would 
be implemented on the US-101 Main Line were 
adjusted.  

The following highway modifications/safety 
improvements within the Caltrans ROW would be 
implemented as part of the Final EIR project as 
discussed in Section 10.0, Final EIR Project 
Supporting Documentation, of the Final EIR: 
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US-101 Main Line 

• Improved median and shoulder 
horizontal clearances 

• Increased horizontal stopping sight 
distance to provide required design 
speed 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced 
horizontal clearance and safe refuge 
area for disabled vehicles 

• Increased lane widths for reduced 
sideswipe collisions 

• Improved lane geometry to provide 
increased comfort speed for existing 
superelevation 

• Increased tangent length between 
reversing curves for improved drivability 
(greater distance between curves allows 
the driver to see the upcoming 
horizontal curve, prepare for the curve 
ahead, and adjust driving/steering 
accordingly)  

Alameda Street Off-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased deceleration length 

• Standard ramp exit diverge angle 
(provides standardized exit geometry 
matching driver expectations for safe 
exits) 

• Increased shoulder width for enhanced 
horizontal clearance and safe refuge 
area for disabled vehicles 
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• Increased weaving length, which 
provides for safer exit from US-101 

Commercial Street On-Ramp (Southbound) 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced 
horizontal clearance and safe refuge 
area for disabled vehicles 

• Increased inside lane width for 
improved truck driveability and reduced 
sideswipe collisions 

Vignes Street On-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased weaving length, which 
provides for safer merges onto US-101 

In early 2019, a weaving analysis was prepared to 
determine the operational benefits of the proposed 
modifications/safety improvements along US-101. 
Since the proposed improvement measures are 
related to safety, sight distance and driver comfort, 
the results of the weaving analysis suggest that 
there will be no change in the operations along the 
freeway. The weaving analysis was provided to 
Caltrans, April 10, 2019. 

In regards to a queuing analysis at the off-ramps 
serving the project, the project would not add 
enough peak hour traffic to any off ramp that would 
cause the queue lengths to measurably increase. As 
discussed in Section 7.5.4 (page 120) of the Traffic 
Impact Assessment, the project would enhance 
regional mobility by increasing regional/intercity 
rail capacity by 60% and would accommodate a 
new HSR system. The resulting automobile trip 
generation of the project is minimal with the only 
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project component that generates vehicular traffic 
being the 160,000 square feet of transit passenger 
serving retail for 52,000,000    (200,000 x 52 weeks 
x 5 days) annual passengers by 2040 and 30,400 
square feet of office space. As presented in Table 
2-3 of the Draft EIR, total daily train movements 
(revenue and non-revenue) through LAUS are 
estimated to increase from 233 trains per day to 
830 trains per day by 2040. In the Draft EIR, the 
project would generate 40 vehicular trips in the 
morning peak hour and 127 vehicular trips in the 
afternoon peak hour. Approximately 48% of these 
trips would use the freeway system to 
approach/depart the LAUS site, but the 
accumulation of project trips on any single freeway 
segment or interchange ramp system is dispersed 
among the numerous freeways that serve the site.  
In terms of off-ramp usage, project trips would use 
the following off-ramps to approach the site: 

       Ramp            Peak Hour Project Trips 

                                         AM        PM 

SB SR 110 & Hill                3           6 

EB US 101 & Broadway      2           1 

EB US 101 & Commercial  3           2 

WB US 101 & Vignes         3           6 

WB US 101 & Alameda      3           6 

None of these hourly project trip flows would be 
sufficient to cause off-ramp queue lengths to 
measurably increase (refer to bold text above). 
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Therefore, the queuing analysis was not conducted 
at the off-ramp intersections. 

No significant impacts that would cause major 
operational impacts were identified for the US-101 
mainline or at any of the ramp intersections. The 
proposed improvements along ramps are related 
to safety and driver comfort and there is no change 
in the capacity or current operations at any of the 
ramps as part of the project.  

AGE 6-47 See response to Comment AGE 6-11. 

AGE 6-48 A description of all proposed BMPs within the 
Caltrans ROW will be identified in the Project 
Report and Joint Permitted Use Maintenance 
Agreement. 
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AGE 6-49 The runoff to the US-101 main line is 
approximately 2 cubic feet per second and would 
be canceled out by reduction of equal 
measurement along US-101. This can be found in 
the Link US Preliminary LID Report (Appendix K of 
the EIR) and the Link US Water Quality Assessment 
Report (Appendix J of the EIR). This information 
will also be incorporated into the project report. 

AGE 6-50 Thank you for your review. 

 

AGE 6-49 

AGE 6-50 
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Within the Direct Impacts - Operations for Threshold 3.8-C states, "The runoff associated with] 
the US-101 overhead viaduct would not exceed the capacity of the tributary Caltrans system 
below". The amount of additional stormwater runoff needs to be disclosed in the EIR and the 
project report. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project prior to submitting an application. We] 
look forward to your response and the ongoing coordination between our agencies as a means 
to a more effective permit application process. If you have any questions about this letter, please 
contact Lourdes Ortega, Senior Environmental Planner at .Lourdes.ortega@dot.ca.qov. 

k ~ 
Deputy District Director 
Division of Environmental Planning 
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Agency 7 Comment 

Name: Roderick Diaz 

Agency: Southern California Regional Rail Authority/Metrolink 
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AGE 7-1 Metro appreciates SCRRA’s comments that 
recognize the cooperative working relationship that 
has occurred to date between Metro and SCRRA, 
as it relates to the Link US project and Metrolink 
operations within the limits of the Link US project.  

AGE 7-2 Metro is in receipt of the comments provided on 
the Administrative Draft EIR. Metro provided 
written responses to all comments provided on the 
Administrative Draft EIR in a matrix format on 
February 22, 2019. As noted in the responses, 
comments and suggested feedback were 
incorporated into the Draft EIR where applicable. 
The Metro project team will continue to work 
closely with SCRRA as part of the Final EIR process.  

AGE 7-3 Metro acknowledges SCRRA’s concerns related to 
construction impacts and maintaining current 
on-time performance during construction. Prior to 
construction, Metro and the construction 
contractor will coordinate closely with rail 
operators to develop a detailed construction plan. 
Clarifications were made to Mitigation Measure 
TR-3 (discussed in Section 3.3, Traffic and 
Transportation, of this EIR) as follows in response 
to the comment received:  

TR-3: Prepare Rail Operations Agreements and 
Temporary Construction Service Staging Plan: 
During final engineering design and prior to 
construction, Metro shall establish rail 
operating agreements and/or prepare a 
memorandums of understanding with each 
current rail operator, including but not limited 
to Metrolink SCRRA, LOSSAN and Amtrak, to 
outline mutually agreed upon on-time 

AGE 7-1 

AGE 7-3 

AGE 7-2 
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March 4, 2019 

Mr. Vincent Chio 

SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA REGIONAL RAIL AUTHORITY 

900 Wilshire Blvd. Suite 1500 Los Angeles, CA 90017 

Link Union Station (link US) Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

RE: Link US - Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

metrollnktrelns.com 

The Southern California Regional Rail Authority (SCRRA) has received and reviewed the DEIR ] 
for the proposed Link US project at Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS). As a Cooperating 
Agency in the project and one of the primary railroad operators at LAUS, we thank you for the 
opportunity to provide written comments on key issues relative to SCRRA/ Metrolink operations 
within the project limits. We appreciate the continued working relationships between our 
agencies and other stakeholders in this very important project that will transform the rail 
operations in and out of LAUS. 

General areas needing additional coordination with SCRRA or analysis in the DEIR include the 
following: 

1. General 
a. SCRRA has previously submitted in early January 2019 detailed comments on 

the various elements of design and sections of the Administrative DEIR that we 
received in December 2018 prior to release of the public document. We will 
continue working collaboratively with Metro to ensure our comments are 
adequately addressed prior to release of the Final EIR on the project. 

2. Transportation and Traffic Impacts Section 
a. Minimizing construction impacts while maintaining or improving current on-time 

performance (OTP) will be especially critical to the success of this project and is 
one of our most significant concerns related to the Link US Project. Mitigation 
Measure TR-3 (Prepare Rail Operations Agreements and Temporary 
Construction Service Plan) describes some of the required mitigations needed. 
Much detail in implementation of mitigation measures to maintain reliable service 
remains to be defined. Operations simulations at each stage of construction with 
a specific service plan to properly define construction impacts in detail are 
needed. Furthermore, a Temporary Construction Service Plan should be 
developed by Metro, approved by SCRRA, and implemented with proper 
mitigation monitoring. We look forward to working together to minimize these 
impacts for the continued success of our service. 

. 
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performance goals objectives to be achieved 
throughout construction, and how construction 
sequencing and railroad operational protocols 
would be incorporated into applicable 
construction documents (plans and 
specifications) and implemented to maintain 
the mutually agreed upon on-time performance 
during construction.  

Prior to construction, Metro and the 
construction contractor shall prepare detailed 
construction phasing temporary construction 
staging plans for each phase of construction 
that identify appropriate means and methods 
the contractor would implement to maintain 
mutually agreed upon on time performance 
goals objectives while minimizing impacts on 
pedestrians and passengers at LAUS. Prior to 
construction, Metro and the construction 
contractor shall also coordinate with current rail 
operators to ensure that any rail-to-bus or rail-
to-rail connections are uninterrupted 
throughout construction establish temporary 
construction detours for passengers that 
correspond to detailed construction phasing 
plans to minimize impacts on passenger 
transfer times. Detailed construction phasing 
plans temporary construction staging plans 
shall be deemed acceptable by the current rail 
operators prior to commencement of 
construction activities that could reduce on-
time performance. 

Throughout the duration of construction, 
Metrolink SCRRA shall participate in weekly 
construction coordination meetings to ensure 
that to evaluate the efficiency of the measures 
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in place to achieve the mutually agreed upon on 
time performance is met and shall coordinate 
with Metro and the construction contractor to 
implement changes to means and methods 
during construction to ensure the performance 
objectives are maintained at an acceptable level 
throughout construction of the project. 

An Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
was prepared for the project that outlines the 
entities involved with implementation and 
oversight of all mitigation measures in the Final 
EIR, including Mitigation Measure TR-3. 
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AGE 7-4 See response to Comment AGE 7-3. 

AGE 7-5 Metro appreciates the successful working 
relationship with SCRRA to develop the Link US 
plan, in conjunction with SCRRA’s implementation 
of the SCORE Program. All relevant findings and 
analysis outcomes have been incorporated into the 
project thus far and will continue in the future as 
more analysis is provided.  

AGE 7-6 Metro will continue to coordinate with SCRRA 
regarding operations and the proposed project in 
order to fulfill the needs of all rail operators during 
construction and operation of the project. Metro 
will also continue to coordinate with SCRRA 
regarding design standards and design exceptions 
to provide for thorough design reviews. 

AGE 7-7 Comment noted. Metro appreciates the contact 
information provided in this comment and will 
coordinate accordingly. 

 

 

AGE 7-4 

AGE 7-7 

AGE 7-6 

AGE 7-5 
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b. It will be very important to ensure that Mitigation Measure TR-3 also analyze and 
provide safe pedestrian routes and minimize travel times for rail and bus 
passengers making connections within the station during construction and full 
build out. 

3. Operational Analysis 
a. Over the next nine months, SCRRA will be undertaking a detailed operations 

planning exercise for the Southern California Optimized Rail Expansion (SCORE} 
Program that will look at future operating strategies, crewing and infrastructure 
needs to maximize our operations throughout the system utilizing run-through 
capabilities. We look forward to sharing this analysis with you and other 
stakeholders and request that Metro incorporate this analysis in the analysis of 
the Link US project to identify additional investments and revisions to operating 
strategies needed. 

4. SCRRA Design Standards 
a. Given the significant impact of Link US to the operation of the rail system, there 

are areas that still require coordination and satisfactory resolution beyond the 
current planning phase for the complete Link US concept to be fully accepted by 
SCRRA. There are design exceptions in the current design which cannot be 
considered final until SCRRA has completed a more thorough design review and 
approval. We are committed to working with all stakeholders to finalize the 
design to fulfill the needs of all operators during construction and through final 
build-out. 

Thank you again for providing us with the opportunity to comment on this important 
transportation project. We look forward to our continued participation with Metro in the planning 
and design of Link US and to realizing the many benefits to the traveling public. 

Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at (213) 452-0455 or via e-mail 
at diazr@scrra.net. 

~fr~ 
Roderick Diaz 
Director, Planning and Development 

Cc: Stephanie Wiggins, Chief Operating Officer, SCRRA 
Elisa Konove, Deputy Chief Operating Officer, SCRRA 
Darrell Maxey, Chief Operating Officer, SCRRA 
Elizabeth Lun, Dep. Chief Operating Officer, Planning & Project Delivery, SCRRA 
Justin Fornelli, Director Engineering & Construction, SCRRA 

l 

-
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Agency 8 Comment 

Name: Charles C. Holloway 

Agency: Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
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AGE 8-1 Thank you for providing comments to the Link US 

Project Draft EIR. The following responses shows 
the project will not have impacts to the water 
system infrastructure/operations, as outlined in 
the responses below. 

AGE 8-2 The Draft EIR included an evaluation of two 
concourse options: above-grade passenger 
concourse with new expanded passageway 
(Proposed Project); at-grade passenger concourse 
(Build Alternative). For the purposes of 
determining an estimate of water demand for the 
Draft EIR, the at-grade passenger concourse was 
used as a basis for the estimate because it was the 
larger of the two concourse options considered 
and therefore the estimate would be more 
conservative. The estimate was derived by 
identifying the required fixture units per code, then 
determining the peak gallon per minute estimate 
for the total building load (310 gallon per minute), 
and converting this quantity to acre feet/year 
(500.4 AFY).  

The proposed project in the Final EIR has been 
revised to remove the above-grade concourse and 
include a modified version of the new expanded 
passageway below the rail yard. This change has 
reduced the scope and scale of the project 
described in the Draft EIR and resulted in a 
significantly reduced water demand. In addition, 
the water demand calculation has been revised to 
consider the project’s incremental increase in 
water demand based on projected ridership and 
phased implementation of the Link US project. 
Based on Metro’s 2010 Water Action Plan that 
includes an estimate of actual water usage per 

AGE 8-1 

AGE 8-2 

AGE 8-3 

Los Angeles 
Department of 
Water & Power 

CUSTOMERS FIRST 

JII B•nlu B•r•d 
Owbtfn.l E. r,,oon.n 

Aut•VMC:IM:Z 

Be1b.• E.. HOKhol, Sectttar>,o 
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Mr. Vincent Chio 
Link US Deputy Project Manager 
Los Angeles County Metropolttan Transportation Authorny 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

Subject: Comment Letter Regarding the Link Union Station Project 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) is pleased of the opportunity to ] 
provide comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Link Union Station 
Project. The mission of LADWP is to provide clean, reliable water and power to the C~ of 
Los Angeles. In reviewing the DEIR, the LADWP has determined that the project may have 
impacts to the Water System infrastructure/operations and respectfully submits the comments 
below: 

COMMENTS 

1. Page 3.11-12 of Section 3.11.5 Environmental Impacts 

Under the discussion on •Direct Impacts-Operations,' tt states that the projected water ] 
demand is 500 AFY. The CEQA leading agency shall verify if this project's water 
demand is subjected to California Water Code Sections 10910-10915 for a Water Supply 
Assessment 0/VSA). 

2. An LADWP recycled water pipeline may be in conflict with the Link Union Station Project 
area as depicted in the DEIR. The Downtovm Water Recycling Project (DlWRP) indudes 
the installation of approximately 1 O miles of 16-inch ductile Iron pipeline throughout the 
downtown region. The Final Environmental Impact Report for the DTWRP was certffied 
in June 2016, with the certified alignment running on Vignes Street and heading north on 
Bauchet Street. LADWP is also considering an alternative alignment which would continue 
on Vignes Street to Ramirez Street, cross the US-101 freeway to Center Street, and then 
veer west on Temple Street. The majority of the DlWRP will be installed using cut and cover 
methods, however jacking and boring may be necessary at special crossings. The DTWRP 
is currently in design and is anticipated to start construction in 2021. A general alignment of 
both the certified alignment for the project, and the alternative alignment currently under 
consideration can be seen below: 

ffl ff J,ooc,e Stt'Mt. LcsAnG,ttn. c.ro,"'N 90012·2501' MallngAdd'HS' PO 801 snr. 1 OS Antft,, CA 900Sl•S700 
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passenger (0.48 gallons), the existing or baseline 
(2016) water demand is 20 AFY for the existing 
regional/intercity rail passengers, including a 
5-percent contingency for employees, tourists and 
other individuals who use the proposed modified 
expanded passageway but are not passengers. The 
Link US project’s incremental addition of water use 
would occur over 20 years as the number of 
forecasted train trips and associated ridership at 
LAUS incrementally increases. Based on the 
horizon years considered in the Final EIR, the 
revised water demand estimate is as follows: 

• 2026 – Phase A (without the new modified 
expanded passageway) – 25 AFY (5 AFY over 
baseline condition) 

• 2031 – Phase B (with the new modified 
expanded passageway) – 30 AFY (10 AFY over 
baseline condition) 

• 2040 (Full build-out and 20-year horizon year) 
– 47 AFY (27 AFY over baseline conditions) 

Therefore, Metro does not believe preparation of a 
water supply assessment is necessary to support 
the Final EIR conclusion of a less than significant 
impact related to water use. Metro will continue to 
coordinate with LADWP as the Link US project 
advances to preliminary engineering design phase.   

AGE 8-3 Thank you for the information regarding the 
LADWP-planned recycled water pipeline as part of 
the DTWRP. Portions of the proposed water 
pipeline alignment on Center Street and Vignes 
Street do cross the Link US Draft EIR project 
footprint. On Vignes Street, the Link US project will 
reconstruct the existing railroad bridge and does 
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not require modification to Vignes Street or 
construction of any columns within Vignes Street. 
Metro will coordinate with the LADWP to ensure 
that the proposed Downtown Water Recycling 
Project is not impacted by the future construction 
of the Vignes Street bridge. 

In the Draft EIR, lowering and realignment of 
Center Street were required to accommodate the 
new viaduct and retained fill structures for the 
run-through tracks. This would have had significant 
impacts to any subsurface utilities within Center 
Street. However, the Final EIR includes a revised 
alignment of the run-through tracks that avoids the 
lowering or realignment of Center Street. The Final 
EIR track alignment requires construction of two 8-
foot diameter columns within Center Street, 
between Commercial Street and US-101. These 
columns will likely be located within a proposed 
median of Center Street and within a proposed 
traffic island located between the southbound 
through-lane and the right turn lane at the 
intersection of Center and Commercial Streets. In 
order to accommodate these two columns, any 
subsurface utilities located within the footprint of 
the column foundations (likely cast in drilled hole 
caissons) will need to be relocated or realigned.  

On, April 24, 2019, the Link US project team met 
with LADWP staff to present the conceptual design 
of the Link US project on Center Street and discuss 
how the Link US project would interface with the 
proposed reclaimed water pipeline project. At the 
meeting, LADWP agreed to evaluate the feasibility 
of rerouting the proposed water line to avoid 
conflicts. The Link US project team will continue 
regular coordination with LADWP staff throughout 
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the preliminary design of the two projects to ensure 
compatibility. 
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AGE 8-4 Comment noted. 

AGE 8-3 
Contd. 

AGE 8-4 

1-)~ 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Page2 
March 4, 2019 

II the DTWRP was not included in your planning, the LADWP would like to advise of 
the potential construction conflicts associated with the Link Union Station Project 

If you have any questions regarding the above comments. please contact Mr. Brian Gonzalez, 
of my staff. at (213) 367-2612 or via email at brian.qonzalez@ladwp com. 

Sincerely, 

11. a,ctL 9 p~ {) 
Charles C. Holloway 
Manager of Environmental Planning and Assessment 

BG;gn 
c; Mr. Brian Gonzalez 

] 
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Agency 9 Comment 

Name: Jwalin Champaneria 

Agency: Los Angeles Department of Transportation 
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AGE 9-1 As identified in the footnote on Page 2-28 of 
Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR, 
the year 2040 corresponds to the horizon year and 
corresponding service goals and objectives of 
multiple statewide plans and mandates. Using year 
2040 as the horizon year was agreed to by LADOT 
based on the MOU executed at the start of the 
project (see Appendix A of the Draft EIR Appendix 
E, Link US Traffic Impact Study). 

AGE 9-2 The loss of parking is not required to be evaluated 
under CEQA; however, based on the design of the 
Draft EIR project, parking loss would occur 
primarily along Commercial Street, between 
Vignes Street and Center Street. In the Draft EIR, 
the buildings that use the parking spots along the 
south side of Commercial Street were proposed for 
acquisition; therefore, no impacts would occur. 
The impacted parking would not need to be 
restored. 

For the Final EIR project, the buildings that use the 
parking spots along the south side of Commercial 
Street would not be acquired, although loss of 
parking may still occur if restriping is implemented 
in conjunction with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure LU-1. As discussed above, loss of parking 
is not required to be evaluated under CEQA.  

AGE 9-3 Mitigation Measure TR-1 (discussed in Section 3.3, 
Traffic and Transportation, of this EIR) includes a 
30-day prior to construction requirement.  

See response to Comment AGE 9-2 regarding 
parking.  

AGE 9-1 

AGE 9-2 

AGE 9-4 

AGE 9-3 

AGE 9-5 

AGE 9-6 

AGE 9-7 

AGE 9-8 

AGE 9-9 

1-)~ 

Name: Jwalin Champane-ia 

Agency: LADOT 

Date Received: 3/5/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Apoend,x E Part 1 

ix - Why was 2040 specifically chosen? 

x - How will the loss of parking be offset during const-uction and in restoration? 

) 
) 

xi . Potential mitigations include sig1alized inte-section turn phases. Traffic l 
Ma1agement Plan (TM P) should be app 'oved at least 30 days prior to co1struction. 

Sign ifica1t impacts i1clude loss of pa-king, and mitigation is -equired for this. 

19 • Include Center St & Te-nple St; Banni1g St & Santa Fe Ave; Garey St & Te-nple 

St 

49 • Alameda St & Los Angeles St turn ohasing and restrictions a re not finalized. 

lnte-section #3: Vignes St & Commercial St. Which oroject proooses this 

configuration? 

J 

l 
50 - How was the cu'l'lulative t raffic growth rate increase at 0.2% per year ) 

dete rmined? 

Apoendix E Part 2 

87 • Provide a map showi1g detours fo r Ce1ter St closure at the suoerbent location J 
and oossible detour alignment east of the suoerbe1t. 

97 • No haul routes south of US-101? Two-thirds of the staging a reas are here. 

102 • No trucks assumed to travel south of US-101? 

) 
) 
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AGE 9-4 The list of study intersections was agreed to by 
LADOT based on the MOU executed with Metro. 

AGE 9-5 The configurations outlined on Page 49 of the Link 
US Traffic Impact Analysis (Appendix E of the Draft 
EIR) are based on the LAUS Forecourt and 
Esplanade Improvements Project, which were 
approved by approved by the City of Los Angeles. 

AGE 9-6 The 0.2-percent increase in annual traffic growth is 
based on the SCAG 2016 RTP/SCS traffic model 
and was agreed to by LADOT based on the MOU 
with Metro for the project. 

AGE 9-7 The TMP required as part of Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 (discussed in Section 3.3, Traffic and 
Transportation, of this EIR) includes requirements 
for preparation of specific detour routes to 
appropriately illustrate the need at this location. 

AGE 9-8 No designated haul routes exist south of US-101. 
Staging areas are located directly adjacent to 
US-101. The Final EIR project also includes 
removal of some staging areas that were previously 
proposed in the Draft EIR.   

AGE 9-9 Please see response to Comment AGE 9-8.  
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AGE 9-10 The information presented in the Link US Traffic 
Impact Assessment (Appendix E of the Draft EIR) is 
based on the Final EIR for the Forecourt Esplanade 
project. The lane configuration assumed along 
Alameda Street is also shown in Figure 7-1 in 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR. 

AGE 9-11 A new figure was added to Section 2.9.6 of Section 
2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR, depicting 
these improvements. 

AGE 9-12 In the Draft EIR, the intersection of Garey Street 
and Commercial Street (Intersection #2) was 
identified as a location where a significant and 
unavoidable impact would occur because 
implementation of mitigation in the form of new 
lanes to increase capacity of the intersection would 
require ROW where there are current limitations.  

The project-related impacts at the Garey Street and 
Commercial Street intersection disclosed in the 
Draft EIR are avoided in the Final EIR. It should be 
noted that based on the changes to the Final EIR 
project design, the realignment of Commercial 
Street is no longer proposed. The significant and 
unavoidable impact at this intersection is avoided 
with the Final EIR project. 

AGE 9-13 See response to Comment AGE 9-2. 

AGE 9-14 As part of the Draft EIR project, the intersection of 
Center Street and Commercial Street was proposed 
to be closed during construction, and traffic would 
have been diverted via detours as part of the TMP 
required by Mitigation Measure TR-1. Therefore, 
discussion of the LOS during construction at this 

AGE 9-10 

AGE 9-12 

AGE 9-13 

AGE 9-11 

AGE 9-14 

AGE 9-16 

AGE 9-15 

AGE 9-17 

AGE 9-18 

AGE 9-19 

AGE 9-20 

AGE 9-21 

1-)~ 

Apoendix E Part 3 

142 - "Restricted left tur1 f,om Los Angeles Street to Alameda St,eet" 1ot ] 

determined as final. 

153 - Provide a map showing safety and ADA--elated improvements. J 
156 • Previous page details 11itigations fo, Garey St & Commercial St, contrary to ] 

what is stated 11 the third parag raph. Why is ROW a restrictio1 on feas ible mitigation 

measu ' es fo , Garey St & Com'11erc ial St? 

169 - What mitigations are proposed for oarking spaces lost? J 
171 • Section 8.5 does not d iscuss LOS of Center St & Commercial St during a partial ] 

closure , 1or m itigat io1s at the inte-sect ion. 

3.3 Transportation a1d Traffic 

3.3-1 Include Downtown Design Guide, adopted June 8 , 2017. 

3.3-16 Include Santa Fe Ave. 

J 
J 

3.3-30 Detou,s for Segment 2 and Segme1t 3 overlap each other, thus, Metro should ] 

plan so that constructio1 does1't haopen concurrently. 

3.3-43 No feasible '11il1gation measures for 1'11pacts at Garey St & Commercial St? 

Have you co1sidered signage, alt routes, etc? 

3.3 53 - Disingenous to s tate that TR l is able to mitigate impacts to a level less than 

significant, especially due to roadway geo '11et,y. 

3.3-57 - Indicate which elements in the figure are variable (i.e. med ian) Provide a 

map showing Pedestrian and Bike Facilities im orovements. Pe r Co1nect US Action 

Plan, 1'11proveme1ts such as bicycle lanes s hould be continious on Commercial 

Street all the way to Alameda. 

] 

] 

l 
3.3-58 - Conslructio1 TM P should be app 'oved by all agencies at least 30 days prior ] 

to construction. TMP aporoval of 180 days before contruction is orefe,able. 
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location is not relevant to the environmental 
impact evaluation. Traffic control will be provided 
to accommodate existing traffic at the intersection 
in accordance with the TMP required by Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (discussed in Section 3.3, Traffic 
and Transportation, of this EIR). This intersection 
is intended to remain open during construction. 

AGE 9-15 Based on Figure 1-1 of the Downtown Design 
Guide, the project is not within one of the 
applicable highlighted districts.  

AGE 9-16 See response to Comment AGE 9-4. 

AGE 9-17 Comment noted. The majority of Phase A 
construction activity would occur in Segment 3, 
south of LAUS. When Phase B is constructed, the 
run-through infrastructure south of LAUS would 
have already been in place. See Section 2.10 of the 
Draft EIR.  

AGE 9-18 The Garey Street and Commercial Street 
intersection serves as the entrance/exit to US-101; 
therefore, a viable alternative route in the study 
area is not available west of the Los Angeles River. 
Some traffic would use the adjacent ramps at Los 
Angeles Street, although diversion of traffic onto 
other adjacent ramps such as Los Angeles Street 
would be limited due to high congestion along 
Alameda Street. Therefore, the diverted traffic 
would not be significant that would result in a 
change in LOS results to negate the significant 
impact identified for this intersection in the Draft 
EIR.  

It should also be noted that based on the changes 
to the proposed project in the Final EIR, the 
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realignment of Commercial Street is no longer 
proposed and significant and unavoidable long-
term impacts at this intersection would not occur. 
This previously-identified significant and 
unavoidable impact was removed in the Final EIR. 

AGE 9-19 The provisions of Mitigation Measure TR-1 
(discussed in Section 3.3, Traffic and 
Transportation, of this EIR) are adequate to 
mitigate impacts to level less than significant, as 
shown in Section 8.5.1 of the Link US Traffic Impact 
Assessment, Appendix E of the Draft EIR. For 
instance, the detours and installation of CCTV 
cameras will enable LADOT to monitor traffic in 
real-time allowing them to manually adjust signal 
timing in order to address any queuing and other 
operational issues that may occur during 
construction. This type of provision in the measure 
results in improvements to traffic operations 
during construction. 

AGE 9-20 Yes, the median would be the variable element of 
the roadway to maintain the other minimum 
widths for travel lanes and cycle tracks depicted in 
the figure. At the time when infrastructure 
improvements associated with Mitigation Measure 
LU-1 are selected by Metro (in coordination with 
the City of Los Angeles), a map of pedestrian 
and/or bicycle improvements would be available 
for distribution. 

AGE 9-21 Comment noted. See response to Comment 
AGE 9-3.  
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AGE 9-22 Comment noted. 

AGE 9-23 The traffic signal would be installed upon 
implementation of the run-though track 
infrastructure as part of Phase A (2026). 

A new bullet was added as the last provision of 
Mitigation Measure TR-1 (discussed in Section 
3.3, Traffic and Transportation, of this EIR) to 
include the suggested addition, as follows: 

• Contractor shall avoid concurrent 
closures of Cesar Chavez Avenue and 
Vignes Street north of LAUS 

AGE 9-24 Comment noted. 

AGE 9-25 Comment noted. 

 

AGE 9-23 

AGE 9-22 

AGE 9-24 

AGE 9-25 

1-)~ 

3.3-59 -TMP provisions should include turn phases a l signalized inte rsect ions as J 
recomme1ded by LADOT to a lleviate detour route co1gestion. 

TR-2 When will this new t raffic sig1al be installed? TMP should include coordination 

of detou rs/closu ' es with online navigation aids (i.e. Waze, Google Maps) TMP 

should state that Cesar Chavez Ave and Vig1es St shall not be closed concurre ntly 

at a1y t ime. TM P should detail pedestria 1 and bicycle access and detou rs du, ing 

any street closures. 

4.0 Cummulalive Impacts 

] 
4.4.2 • 17 • Note that the Intersection of Ala--neda and Los Angeles Street will be ] 

mod ified by Metro LAUS-FAE. Reductio1 of LOS could be higher than exoected 

5.0 Alte r1atives 

5.4.2-21 Bole,o Lane, 1ote that any trees that a re taken out, would need to be ] 

replaced 2: 1. O1-Slreet Parki ng should be retained as much as poss ible. 
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Agency 10 Comment 

Name: Jennifer Harriger 

Agency: Metropolitan Water District of Southern California 
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AGE 10-1 Comment noted. Please see responses to the NOP 

comments provided in June 2016 (Comments AGE 
10-5 through AGE 10-7).  

Metro understands the importance of 
transportation, vehicle circulation, and emergency 
access on the internal roads in LAUS campus and 
appreciates the continued coordination with MWD 
during the planning and environmental clearance 
process. Metro shall work and coordinate with 
MWD, a key neighbor on the LAUS campus, during 
the preliminary engineering and final design 
phases of the Link US project on any proposed 
changes to internal vehicle circulation on the LAUS 
site. Metro shall maintain emergency access 
around the LAUS campus during and after 
construction and any emergency access provisions 
throughout the LAUS site subject to approval of the 
local Fire Department prior to construction.  

See response to Comment 10-3 for a description of 
proposed infrastructure in the vicinity of the MWD 
facility in the Draft EIR, and the modifications to the 
project proposed in the Final EIR.  

AGE 10-1 

March 18, 2019 

n/£ METROPOUTAN WATER DISTRICT 
0, SOtmlCIIN CAJ.lfORNIA 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Link US Deputy Prnjccl M1t11•ger 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Slop 99-17-2 
1.os Angeles. CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

Notice of Availability 
of a Draft Envirolllllenµl Jmpact Repon for the Linlc lJnjon S1a1io11 Project 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern C•liforoia (Metropolitan) has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the proposed Link Union Station Project (Project). 
11,c Project would transform Union Station from a "stub-end tracks station" into a "run-through 
tracks station" with a new aboveground passenger concourse and accommodate future growth 
and transportation demands in the region. /Is described in the Notice of Availability, key 
componcnL~ or Lhc ProjL-ct include an optimized throat with a new lead track, passenger 
platforms on an elevated rail yard, and run-through tracks over the US-IOI freeway. As ru, 
adjacent landowner and potentially affected responsible public agency, Metropolitan appreciates 
Los Angeles County Metropolitan Tronsponation Authority (Metro) staff meeting with us in 
September 2018 about the Project during preparation of the DEIR nnd the opportunity to 
comment on the DETR. 

Mctropolitnn previously provided comments on the Project in June 2016 (copy anached) in 
response to the Notice of Preparation for the DEIR stating that 1he Project's continued plwming 
and EIR analysis should consider transportation and vehicle circulation on the Union Station 
internal roadways, emergency service providL-r •cccss to Mctropolitan's Headquarters Duilding 
(IIQD), and safety and structural issues related to construction of the Project's improvementq in 
proximity to the buildi11g. As sbtlcd in the lcU'-'f, the HQB is located adjacent to the southern 
boundary of Union Station, east of the First 51.A building, and nonh of the IOI Freeway. 11,e 
building is an approximately 522,682-square-foot, concrete-frame structure consisting of a 12-
story high-rise tower with llll anached five-story wing. Twu subterranean parking lcvds provide 
766 vehicle parking spaces distributed amongst the HQD's occupants and for Metropolitnn's tleet 

700 N. ABTleda Slreet, Los Angeles, C81ilomla90012 • Mal'.illij Adchu: Box 54153, LogAngolog, callomla 90054--0153• Te:Opllone(213) 217-0000 
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AGE 10-2 The Link US project will permanent close the 
internal roadway adjacent to the Gold Line tracks 
between the MWD building and Mosaic 
Apartments, to create a new public open plaza 
(West Plaza) which will help transform Union 
Station to a world-class transit station destination. 
Metro will support MWD in its efforts to work with 
the City of Los Angeles to potentially transfer the 
public space requirement (as part of the Alameda 
District Specific Plan) from the MWD courtyard to 
the new West Plaza. It should be noted that the 
Link US project does not modify the west internal 
roadway (on the Alameda Street side) and 
therefore direct access from MWD to Cesar Chavez 
Avenue via the west internal roadway shall remain 
in its current state. The following text was added 
under Threshold 3.3-E in Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic. 

Direct Impacts – Operations 

Emergency access would be maintained from 
Patsaouras Transit Plaza which would provide 
emergency and fire lane access to the eastern 
side of LAUS. No modifications to the internal 
access road on the west side of LAUS would 
occur; therefore, direct access from MWD to 
Cesar Chavez Avenue via the west internal 
roadway shall remain in its current state. 

AGE 10-3 The comment is correct in that aerial mapping 
used for the figures in the Draft EIR (including 
Figure 2-6 in the Draft EIR) appears to depict the 
MWD building and associated fee property within 
the project’s permanent impact boundary. This is 
mainly due to the angle/projection of the aerial 

AGE 10-2 

AGE 10-1 
Contd. 

AGE 10-3 

1-)~ 

THE METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Page 2 
March 18, 2019 

services vehicles. The occupants of the HQB include approximately 840 Metropolitan staff, 200 
tenants, and frequent visitors inclucting Metropolitan's Board of Directors and the public. 

Metropolitan recognizes that the Project will permanently close a portion of the Union Station 
internal roadway between the Gold Line tracks and the baggage handling building on the east 
side of the station to make room for the proposed pedestrian plaza to be constructed under the 
Project's Segment 2, Concourse Segment. Under existing conditions, the roadway connects 
Union Station to Alameda Street and to Cesar Chavez Avenue. The Project's permanent closure 
of the roadway, as stated in Appenclix O of the DEIR, Metropolitan Water District Analysis: 
Traffic Reassignment Results, would necessitate more vehicular travel along the west internal 
roadway adjacent to the Alameda Street side of Union Station, including rerouting all HQB­
related travel to that roadway. However, neither the DEIR nor Appendix O indicate whether 
direct access to Cesar Chavez Avenue via the west internal roadway would continue upon 
completion of the Project or if the only vehicular access to and from Union Station would be 
provided by the Alameda Street driveway. Metropolitan requests that the Final EIR provide 
clarification on this issue. 

Although Figures 2-6 (Major Project Components) and 2-8 (Project Footprint) in the Draft EIR 
depict the Project's proposed Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New Expanded 
Passageway and Permanent and Temporary Impact boundaries abutting the HQB and 
overlapping Metropolitan fee property, the DEIR docs not describe the Project's permanent and 
temporary impacts or provide detail about construction of the Concourse Segment in proximity 
to the HQB. Please refer to the attached exhibit depicting the HQB and Metropolitan's 
associated fee property and permanent easements in relation to Union Station and the Project. 
As outlined on the exhibit, Metropolitan's fee property extends away from the HQB and to the 
west of the access roadway. Thus, our previously noted concern regarding potential safety and 
structural issues related to the construction of the Project's proposed improvements in proximity 
to the HQB remains. As stated in our previous letter, the improvements should avoid impacts to 
the HQB's basement walls, foundation system, and building tiebacks and access to the building 
by our employees, tenants and visitors should not unreasonably be interfered with during 
construction. P lease coordinate with Victor Ramirez, Metropolitan's Facility Management Unit 
Manager, at (213) 217-6957 as the Project's design plans are prepared to ensure no impacts occur 
to the HQB and to discuss the use of the internal access road on the east side of the building for 
construction access as depicted on Figure 2-8 prior to commencement of the Project. 

J 
. 

. 
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photograph relative to the conceptual design 
depicted on the figure(s). The Link US project will 
not impact the MWD building basement walls, 
foundation system, and building tiebacks. Based 
on the conceptual design of the Link US project, 
the proposed new West Plaza will require the 
permanent closure of the internal access road on 
the east side of the MWD building and 
modification of the existing access road adjacent to 
the MWD building. Any future new commercial 
developments on the LAUS site beyond the 
transportation improvements, including the new 
West Plaza and the new run-through tracks 
structure, are not part of the Link US project and 
will be addressed in a separate environmental 
document.  

The access road that provides vehicular access to 
the First 5 LA Headquarters, La Petite Academy, 
and MWD building (Figure 2-8), proposed as a 
construction access road in the Draft EIR, was 
removed from the Final EIR project. The primary 
access to the rail yard would be from the east side 
of LAUS and the northern entrance point to the 
LAUS campus along Cesar Chavez Avenue that 
provides current access to the baggage handling 
building parking lot. 
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AGE 10-4 Comment noted. 

AGE 10-4 

1-)~ 

THF. MF.TROPOUTAN WATER CHSTRICT OF SOUTHERN CAUFORNIA 

Mr. Vincent Ch.io 
Page3 
March 18, 2019 

We appreciate the continued opportunity to provide inpul lo your planning process and we look 
foiward to recejving future documentation on this Project. If you have any questions n:g.rding 
this letter or the comments herein, please contact Mr. Alex Maries at (213) 217-7629 ur via email 
at AMarks@mwdh2o.com. 

Vi,ry lruly yow,;, 

Jcnnilcr Harriger, 
Mannger, environmental Planning Scctio11 

AM:am 
st.m:Point\l.in.k lhrion Stauon J"mject num 

Enclosures 

l 
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AGE 10-5 Comment noted. 

AGE 10-5 

June 28, 2016 

THE MfTROl'Ol.lr,tN WA.TU DISTRICT 
tll SOlflHHlN OUJFORMA 

Mr. Mark Diericing 
Community Relations Manager 
One Gateway Plaza 
Mail Stop 99-13-l 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Dear Mr. Dierking; 

'otice of Preparation 

Via Electronic Moil 

~•pac1 Statement/Report for tho Link Union Sunjon l'roj~_,;i 

The Metropolitan Water District ofSouchem California (Metropolitlln) reviewed the Notice or 
l'repa.ratlon (NOP) of a joint Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIR/EIS) for the proposed Link Union Statioo Project (Link US or Project). The Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) will be the u,ad Agency under the 
Califomi:i l!nvironmental Quality Acl (CEQA) and the J"ederaJ Railroad Administration (FRA) 
the Lead Agency under tl,c National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). As an adjacent 
landowner and potentially afl'ected responsible public ugcncy, we appreciate the oppottunity to 
comment on the Link US project aud NOP for the EIR/EIS. 

As stared in the NOP, Metro and the FRA have identified the Link US project as a critical 
transportation project to respond to fon:cast ridership incre;ises in the region. Metro is pro1•isine 
Link US to transfonn Union Station from a "stub-end tracks station" into • "run-thmuch trac~s 
station'' while increasing operational capDCity to meet the demands of the broader rail system. As 
part oflbe Proj~t. each of the Link US build altemative,i wilJ potentially accommodate tlic 
construction of up to four High Speed Rail tracks and up to two High Speed Rail platfonns. 

Metropolitan is a public agency and regional wrucr wholesaler. It is comprised of 26 member 
public agencies serving about 19 million people in portions of six counties in Southcm 
CKlifomiu, including Los Anseles. Metropolillln's mission is to provide its 5,200 square mile 
service area with adequate and reliable supplies of high-quality water to meet present aod future 
needs in an environmentally and economically responsible way. Meuopolitan's Headquarters 
Building (HQB) is locate,! adjacent to the southern boundary of Union Station, cast. nf the fim 
SLA buildinu, and north of the IOI Freeway. The building is.,, approximately 522,682-squa.re 
foot, concrete-frame strucn,re consisting of a 12-stury high-rise tower with an aruched five-story 
wing. The occupunL, of the HQB include approxhuately 840 Mctropol itun st•ff, 200 tenants, and 
frequent visitors including Metropolitan's Board of Director,; and Ll,c public. An CJ<hibit depicting 
our HQB and Metropolitan's associated fee property and permanent easements io relaei.on to 
Metro's Union Station (under existing conclitions) is enclosed for i,our reference. 

700 N. A'ameda Sueet I.Do Angele<, c.i!Olnill IXJ0\2 • Mailng Ad<hu: Bo,5'4153, Los Ang~es.C..'>lfuriia90054--0153 • Telept,ooo (213)217-6000 
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AGE 10-6 Please refer to response to Comment AGE 10-1 
through AGE 10-3. 

The Link US project will avoid impacts to the MWD 
building, including the underground parking 
structure, basement walls, foundation system, and 
building tiebacks. The temporary construction 
impacts and permanent impacts associated with 
the closure of the internal access road on the east 
side of the MWD building will be coordinated very 
closely with the MWD to minimize or avoid 
impacts to MWD facility and operations. The 
access road that provides vehicular access to the 
MWD building (Figure 2-8) proposed as a 
construction access road in the Draft EIR was 
removed from the Final EIR project. 

AGE 10-7 Comment noted. 

AGE 10-6 

AGE 10-7 

THE METROPOl.fTJ.N WATCR OISTRfCTOF SOUTI ICRN CALJT()nNIA 

Mr. Mi\rk lJ:!.'rkmJ 
P11J:.-e2 
Jun<: 28, 2016 

Issues of importance to Metropolitan thut should be considc-rcd during Metro ond l'RA's 
continued projcGt planning and analysis of the environment,! imp•cls in !he EIR/F.IS include 
transportation and vehicle circulation on the Umon SlllhOI\ roadways that provide ingress IO and 
egress from the JIQB via Cesar Chavez Avenue and AIHmcda Str.:l:l and emergency service 
provider access to the buildmg. Metropolitan is also concerned about safety and structural i,osucs 
n.:latcd L<J con.struction of tloc p,.,jecl's improvements m proximity to the IIQB, which sbollld be 
considered in the Project's plnnning and analyzed in the EIR/EIS. Consoqueotly, the Link US 
improvement& should avoid impacts to tbel-JQR'• h•scmcnl walls, foun<lnlion system, and 
buildi11e ticb•cks. A,lditiunully, co1Lstruction and operation of1l1e Link US impl'ovemcnts should 
not unreasonably interfere with •ccc.'!8 to Mctropolitnu's HQB by our employees, tenants, and 
visitors. 

We apprcci•lc the opportunity to p,ovide input to your planning process and we look fotward to ] 
receiving future documentation on this project. For further assistance, please contact Mr. Alex 
Marks at (213) 217-7629. 

$1C 
~ Deirdre West 

Team Monager, EnvironmentAJ Planning Team 

1-)~ 

AM/urn 

EPT Job # ;Qt606?CEXT 

J::.udo1rnn.:: Exhibit dcpictiug Mctn.1.,alitm1's Heodquarters Building and M."i0Gh11M fee propeny 111d pemunen1 
ea:seme,tts in lbe project viciu.ity 

CJC: Ms. Stqilwmc Pert~ 

®Metro 
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Agency 11 Comment 

Name: Craig A. Steele 

Agency: RWG Law, on behalf of First 5 LA 

 

  

1-)~ 
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AGE 11-1 Comment noted.  

AGE 11-2 Comments received on the Draft EIR and 
responses to comments are included in this 
section of the Final EIR. RWG Law has been added 
to the distribution list and will be notified of all 
future notices and updates related to the project. 
Please refer to responses to comments below. 

AGE 11-3 The comment provides context with respect to the 
location of the First 5 LA building on the LAUS 
campus at 750 North Alameda Street, adjacent to 
US-101 mainline and on-/off- ramps, and also 
notes the current activities that take place at the 
facility. It is also noted La Petite Academy holds a 
lease for an accredited Pre-K early learning 
program. 

 

AGE 11-1 

AGE 11-2 

AGE 11-3 

//RWG 
Craig A. Steele 

T 21.3.626.8484 

r 2n.626.007R 

E csteele@rwr,law.com 

155 SOul h Grand Avenue 

40lf1Floor 

Los AnP,eles, CA 90071-3101 

rwglaw.com LAW 

March 4, 2019 

VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL LINKUNIONSTATION@METRO.NET 
AND U.S. MAIL 

Vincent Ch io 

Link Union Station Deputy Project Manager 
Metro Headquarters 
One Gateway Plaza (Mail Stop MS 99-17-2) 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re: Metro's Li nk Union Station Project Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

This f irm represents the Los Angeles County Children and Families First Proposition 10 l 
Commission, also known as First 5 LA. On beha lf of First 5 LA, we have reviewed the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse No. 2016051071), dated January 2019 
("DEIR"), which was prepared for Metro's proposed "Link Union Station" Project (the "Project"). 

Please include First 5 LA's comments on the DEIR into the record of this Project and incorporate 
the comments and responses to our comments into the Final EIR. Additionally, please provide 
responses, all future notices and circulated documents to this office. 

First 5 LA is a public entity that owns and occupies a building and property on the Union Station 
campus, in which most of the agency's over 100 full time staff members and operations are 
housed to carry out public functions. First 5 LA's building and property located at 750 North 
Alameda Street, at the southwest corner of the Union Station campus, includes a parking lot with 
dedicated spaces for employees and guests. The parking lot also houses a transformer and other 
support facil ities for First 5 LA's building. First 5 LA hosts numerous public meetings and business 
conferences in the build ing every month, with a significant number of public attendees. In 
addition, consistent w ith the agency's statutory public purpose of improving the lives of young 
children and their families, First 5 LA leases a portion of the ground floor to a childcare facility, 
La Petite Academy, where a lessee operator cares for approximately 75 very young children five 
days a week. The childcare facility includes an accredited Pre-Kand early learning program and 

] 

Los Ange s San Francisco Orange County Temecula Central Coast RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
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AGE 11-4 Operational Noise and Vibration. Figure 2-8 

(located in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
Draft EIR) identified the location of La Petite 
Academy simply as a preschool/daycare facility. 
This figure has been updated in the Final EIR to 
identify the name of the preschool/daycare facility 
as First 5 LA Headquarters - La Petite Academy. 
The facility, as identified in Figure 2-8 of the Draft 
EIR, was considered in all environmental analysis 
contained in the Draft EIR, as it is located adjacent 
to where a construction access road was proposed 
in the Draft EIR. In response to comments raised 
by the firm representing First 5 LA, modifications 
to the proposed project were made after Draft EIR 
public review. As described in Section 7.2, the 
existing access road adjacent to the First 5 LA 
building is no longer proposed for use during 
construction, and was removed from the proposed 
project in the Final EIR. 

Although La Petite Academy and the First 5 LA 
building are not specifically identified by name in 
Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate change, 
of the Draft EIR or the Link US Air Quality/Climate 
Change and Health Risk Assessment (Appendix G of 
the Draft EIR), they are included in the dispersion 
modeling that was conducted to evaluate the 
construction and operational emissions. Please 
refer to response to Comment AGE 11-27 for a 
description of the short-term construction and 
long-term operational health risks at the La Petite 
Academy and First 5 LA building. The cancer risks 
of the proposed project in the Draft EIR are below 
the 10-in-1-million threshold, per the results of the 
dispersion modeling conducted, and impacts are 
less than significant. 

AGE 11-5 

AGE 11-4 

AGE 11-6 

AGE 11-3 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

Vincent Ch io 
March 4, 2019 Page I 2 

a separate outdoor play area for the chi ldren, who range from infants to age 5, adjacent to First ] 
5 LA's parking lot. 

Inexplicably, the two most recent environmental documents Metro has prepared, of which we 
are aware, have virtually ignored the presence of First 5 LA and its childcare center on the Union 
Station campus. Last summer, we previously provided some similar comments on the Notice of 
Preparation for Metro's West Santa Ana Branch ("WSAB" ) project, which also fai led to note the 
presence of First 5 LA's offices and a childcare center within mere yards of the proposed project. 
The same oversight in this DEIR makes portions of the DEIR analysis flawed, as noted below, 
because CEQA, the SCAQMD, and CARB all consider childcare centers to be "sensitive receptors." 
While the DEIR identifies and analyzes impacts to schools and other sensitive receptors over a 
mile from the Project site, it ignores the childcare center that has existed on the Union Station 
campus for well over a decade. The error is especially egregious because the DEIR proposes that 
the street adjacent to First 5 LA's bui lding, the childcare center and the playground, w ill be a 
construction access route. This will expose employees, visitors and sensitive children to 
extraordinary and unacceptable noise, air quality, traffic and hazard impacts throughout the 
lengthy construction period. 

As a leading public child advocacy entity, First 5 LA is supportive of efforts to enhance family­
friendly t ransportation options for popu lations across Los Angeles County, in a way that has a 
positive impact on the environment. Enhanced rail transit has the potential to do that for many 
under-served communities across the County, so we want to be clear that First 5 LA does not 
necessarily oppose the goals of the Project. However, the Project as proposed, and as 
insufficiently-analyzed in t he DEIR, w ill have a significant impact on First 5 LA's building, its 
employees, v isitors and mission, and t he children and families served by the childcare center. As 
the owner of this building, First 5 LA has a fiduciary responsibility to the taxpayers and the public 
to protect the asset. Any activity that encroaches upon or creates a detrimental impact on the 
value of the building and property would be problematic, and any unmitigated impacts on First 
5 LA's staff, visitors and the children they serve would be unacceptable. Further, although not 
specifically called out in the DEIR, First 5 LA would oppose any attempt by Metro to acquire any 
portion of First 5 LA's building or grounds for any purpose. 

We believe that the DEIR in its current form fails to comply with the requirements of the ] 
California Environmental Quality Act (Pub. Res. Code §§ 21000, et seq. ), and the State of 
California Guidelines for the California Environmental Quality Act (14 Cal. Code Regs. §§15000 et 
seq.)1. For t hose reasons, and as detailed below, the DEIR must be revised and recirculated to 
provide the publi c and decision-makers with a meaningful opportunity to review, analyze, and 
offer comment on the additional information that must be disclosed and the additional 
environmental impacts that must be mitigated. 

1 The California Environmental Quality Act and the State Guidelines are collectively referred to as "CEQA," and the 
State Guidelines are referred to as the "CTQA Guidelines." 

RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 
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FTA/FRA guidance provides for a screening level 
assessment, which provides conservative 
distances beyond which analysis of operational 
(i.e., not construction-related) noise and vibration 
impacts are not required because the likelihood of 
impact is low. The screening distance for noise-
sensitive receptors located behind rows of 
buildings is 375 feet. The First 5 LA building and 
the associated preschool/daycare are located 
behind rows of buildings (i.e., historic LAUS and 
Metropolitan Water District headquarters) at a 
distance of 650 feet from the project, which 
exceeds the screening distance. Due to the 
distance from the project and the presence of 
intervening structures, the preschool/daycare was 
acknowledged and depicted on Figure 2-8 of the 
Draft EIR for site context purposes, although the 
preschool/daycare is not required by FTA/FRA 
guidance to be analyzed as a potentially affected 
sensitive receptor in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration, of the Draft EIR. 

The Draft EIR did not identify or include an analysis 
of noise and vibration impacts at schools located 
greater than 1 mile from the project. Instead, the 
Draft EIR evaluated noise and vibration levels at a 
public elementary school (Ann Street Elementary 
School), since this is the public school that is 
located nearest to the proposed project. This public 
school is located at a similar distance from the 
project as the First 5 LA building, approximately 
650 feet from the nearest tracks. Analysis at Ann 
Street Elementary School identified that there 
would be less than significant impact due to 
construction or operation of the proposed project.  

1-)~ 
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Other than the preschool/daycare, the remaining 
occupancy of the First 5 LA building is an office 
building and is not considered noise- or vibration-
sensitive, per FTA/FRA guidance. Because the First 
5 LA building is beyond the screening distance for 
land uses located behind intervening buildings for 
noise and vibration impacts and because, other 
than the preschool/daycare, the building is not 
noise-sensitive per FTA/FRA, the building was not 
identified in the Draft EIR as a sensitive receptor 
that requires an analysis of operational noise and 
vibration impacts. Although the First 5 LA building 
is located outside of the screening distance, in 
order to address this comment, Metro has 
provided data on the significant and unavoidable 
construction noise impacts presented in the Draft 
EIR, analyzed operational noise and vibration 
impacts at the property, and updated text and 
figures in the Final EIR to provide clarifications.  

This analysis comprehensively responds to First 5’s 
concerns raised in this comment. Figure 3.6-4 and 
Tables 3.6-7 and 3.6-8 (located in Section 3.6, 
Noise and Vibration, of the EIR) were updated in 
the Final EIR to acknowledge the location of the 
First 5 LA building. Section 3.6.4 of the Final EIR 
was updated as follows to clarify the presence of 
intervening buildings between the rail yard and the 
First 5 LA building, which is related to the FTA/FRA 
screening distance requirements, and identifying 
the location of La Petite Academy at the First 5 LA 
building.  

1-)~ 
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Project Study Area and Noise-/Vibration-
Sensitive Sites  

The following discussion provides a description 
of the noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses 
where sensitive receptors in the project study 
area (Category 2 and 3 land uses) occur. The 
receptor locations are used for predictions and 
represent a cluster of sensitive receptors, which 
is consistent with FTA/FRA guidance and 
regulations. The noise analysis area includes 
those noise-sensitive areas within the screening 
distance, or 750 feet, of the proposed 
alignment where no buildings are present and 
375 feet for areas where intervening buildings 
are present. Because vibration attenuates more 
quickly with distance, the vibration analysis is 
substantially smaller; therefore, it includes only 
those vibration-sensitive land uses and 
structures within 100 feet of the alignment.  

Figure 3.6-4 identifies the noise- and vibration-
sensitive land uses where sensitive receptors in 
the project study area (Category 2 and 3 land 
uses) occur, and community noise and 
vibration measurement locations for modeled 
receivers. The receptor locations are used for 
predictions and represent a cluster of sensitive 
receptors, which is consistent with FTA/FRA 
guidance and regulations. Noise- and vibration-
sensitive land uses include William Mead 
Homes, Metro Senior Housing, Mozaic 
Apartments, One Santa Fe Apartments, a 
daycare/elementary school (Ann Street 
Elementary), a preschool/daycare at La Petite 
Academy (First 5 LA Headquarters) and a park 
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(i.e., athletic fields at the William Mead 
Homes). Two jails are also located within the 
analysis area; however, there are no outdoor 
uses at these jails. For this reason, the jails were 
evaluated for indoor noise exposure from the 
proposed project (i.e., sleep disturbance). 

Construction noise and vibration. Construction 
noise and vibration, including proposed 
construction routes, were assessed for areas near 
LAUS, including the First 5 LA building and the 
associated preschool/daycare. The name of each 
individual tenant of every building near the station 
is intentionally not identified in the Draft EIR's 
construction noise and vibration analysis. Instead, 
construction noise and vibration impact conditions 
are generally assessed at areas within a specified 
distance (see Table 3.6-13 in Section 3.6, Noise 
and Vibration, of the Draft EIR). Section 3.6, Noise 
and Vibration, of the Draft EIR describes the areas 
that would be subject to construction noise and 
vibration impacts and Mitigation Measures NV-2 
and NV-3 (discussed in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration) are proposed to reduce these impacts. 
These mitigation measures would be applicable to 
the work and construction access that was planned 
in the Draft EIR adjacent to the First 5 LA building 
and the associated preschool/daycare. However, 
even after implementation of Mitigation Measures 
NV-2 and NV-3, construction-related noise and 
vibration impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. 

As discussed earlier in this response, the existing 
access road adjacent to the First 5 LA building is no 
longer proposed for use during construction.  

1-)~ 
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AGE 11-5 The commenter’s support for the capacity 
enhancements are acknowledged. Metro 
recognizes the important work First 5 does to 
support families in Los Angeles County.  

No encroachment into, or permanent acquisition 
of, the First 5 building or grounds is proposed. The 
proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR 
included use of an adjacent access road for 
construction purposes, but that access road is no 
longer part of the project.  

The project is not anticipated to cause detrimental 
effects on property values; however, as noted in the 
comment letter, the project would enhance 
family-friendly transportation options. In 
accordance with CEQA, mitigation measures are 
identified in the Draft EIR to reduce significant 
impacts to the extent feasible. Consistent with the 
comments provided, as disclosed on page 3.6-56 
of Section 3.6, Noise and Vibrations, the Draft EIR 
does indicate that, although construction-related 
noise impacts would be reduced through 
implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and 
NV-3, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. Similarly, as disclosed on page 3.5-58 
of Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change, the Draft EIR does indicate that although 
construction-related air quality impacts would be 
reduced through implementation of Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 
3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, of the 
EIR), construction emissions would exceed 
SCAQMD’s daily criteria pollutant, and LSTs and 
impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. 
The Metro Board of Directors would be required to 
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adopt the Statement of Overriding Considerations 
for any significant and unavoidable impacts 
resulting from the proposed project, should the 
Board of Directors decide to approve the project. 

AGE 11-6 The comments related to the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR have been considered and addressed in 
responses to comments AGE 11-1 through AGE 
11-34. The criteria for recirculation, as set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, have not been 
met. Furthermore, no substantial evidence was 
provided to support the claim that the Draft EIR 
should be recirculated. 

1-)~ 
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AGE 11-7 As indicated in Section ES.2 of the Executive 

Summary of the Draft EIR, Figure ES-2 depicts the 
project study area, which encompasses the extent 
of environmental study associated with potential 
direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from 
implementation of the project. As indicated in 
Section ES.3 of the Executive Summary of the Draft 
EIR, Figure ES-3 is intended to focus on illustrating 
the proposed project components. These figures 
were prepared to convey two different purposes, 
one for the overall study area, and one just to show 
the general location of major project components. 

AGE 11-8 Metro does not anticipate any project approvals 
required by First 5 LA that would necessitate a 
third-party cooperative agreement to be 
established with First 5 LA.  

AGE 11-9 The LAUS internal access road adjacent to the First 
5 LA building will not be closed for construction of 
the project. The TMP required as part of Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the EIR) would 
require the contractor to maintain safe and 
continuous access to public facilities throughout 
the duration of construction. 

Please also see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 
First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction.  

AGE 11-7 

AGE 11-8 

AGE 11-9 

AGE 11-10 

AGE 11-13 

AGE 11-12 

AGE 11-11 

AGE 11-14 
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We offer the following specific comments on the DEIR: ] 

1. Figure ES-2 includes the First 5 LA building (not labeled) within "Segment 2." Figure ES-3 
appears to leave the boundary short. Which is correct, or what explains the difference? 

2. As out lined in Section ES-7, will First 5 LA be one of the public entities with which Metro 
intends to enter into a third party cooperative agreement? If so, First 5 LA would expect to rely 
on a legally adequate Final EIR for its Board to consider in conjunction with approval of such an 
agreement and should be identified in the DEIR. 

3. With regard to Mitigation Measure TR-1, the construction TMP must maintain cont inuous 
public access to First 5 LA's public building and parking spaces, as well as public access to MWD's 
building and public parking, from Alameda for public business and, especially, public meetings. 
This access should be unimpeded by construction t raffic and closures. 

4. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 impermissibly defers the study and mitigation of operational air 
quality impacts. The idea that Met ro and rail operators will either implement new ra il technology 
or reduce rail traffic if annual reports reveal air quality exceedances, is unrealistic. The DEIR 
forecasts rail activities post-project and should be able to model and forecast air quality impacts 
post-project. The air quality impacts can be modeled and mitigated before construction. Once 
construction has been completed, Metro and rail operators have no incentive to comply w ith AQ-
3. 

] 
] 

l 
5. In threshold 3.5-F the Greenhouse Gas impacts analysis is incomplete and conclusory, ] 
especially given the DEIR's failure to adequately analyze post-project emissions from significantly 
increased rail t raffic and more passengers and workers on the site. 

6. Thresholds 3.6- A through C, inclusive, and the accompanying text in the DEIR, fail to 
analyze the impacts of noise and vibration on First 5 LA's building in general, and the sensitive 
receptors in the childcare center. Further, the mitigation measures that purport to mitigate 
significant impacts by requiring avoidance, not using pile drivers "where feasible," and employing 
standards such as "as far away as possible" or using the "fewest st reets possible" does not 
mitigate the impacts of noise and vibrat ion. What happens when it is not feasible to avoid the 
use of pile drivers? What happens when such equipment must be used in close proximity to 
other users? The proposed mitigation is vague and unenforceable, and these impacts should be 
l isted as significant and unavoidable. 

7. Under t hreshold 3.6-D, and in the environmental analysis, every listing of sensitive 
receptors in the project vicinity must note and analyze the childcare facil ity at First 5 LA location, 
likely the closest sensitive receptor facility to the Project. 

] 
8. Under Threshold 3.9-A and Mitigation Measure GEO 1, suggesting the future Project l 
design to comp ly with site-specific recommendations from the Geotechnical Report is 
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AGE 11-10 Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change, of the Draft EIR and the Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk 
Assessment (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) both 
quantify the potential air quality, climate change, 
and health risk impacts associated with the rail 
operations at LAUS. In no way does Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change, of the Draft 
EIR) defer implementation of mitigation due to the 
requirement for the provisions of the mitigation to 
be included on Metrolink funding and/or operating 
plans with Metro. This mitigation measure 
establishes specific performance standards to 
address air quality impacts associated with the 
development of each phase of the project. Annual 
emissions inventories would be conducted to 
determine the point in time that the impacts are 
anticipated to occur based on current train 
schedules. The advanced technology provisions of 
the mitigation measure would be applicable when 
impacts are anticipated based on actual train 
movements through LAUS.  

Mitigation Measure AQ-3 is proposed to ensure 
that all air quality and health risk impacts are 
properly mitigated based on quantitative results of 
criteria pollutant emissions and diesel pollutant 
concentrations in the project study area associated 
with actual/current train movements and 
corresponding pollutant concentrations through 
the year 2040. If the operators are not able to 
mitigate the future impacts, the proposed 
increases in rail operations cannot be 
implemented. CEQA requires Metro, as the lead 
agency, to implement reasonable and feasible 
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mitigation measures to reduce project impacts, 
and the provisions of Mitigation Measure AQ-3 
align with the regional and statewide projections 
for implementation of emerging technology. 
Furthermore, because the requirements of the 
mitigation measure would be incorporated into 
funding and/or operating plans, expansion of 
regional/intercity operations would be contingent 
upon meeting the provisions of the measure.  

AGE 11-11 Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change, of the Draft EIR and the Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk 
Assessment (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) both 
quantify the GHG emissions associated with 
construction and operation of the proposed 
project. Page 3.5-51 in Section 3.5, Air Quality and 
Global Climate Change, of the Draft EIR identifies 
the activities associated with project operations 
that could directly or indirectly contribute to the 
generation of GHG emissions. The Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk 
Assessment (Appendix G of the Draft EIR) 
calculated GHG emissions for the following 
operational activities: 

• Gas, electricity, and water use 

• Solid waste disposal 

• Motor vehicle use 

• Train emissions 

The operational emissions include passenger, 
worker, and rail activities.  
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AGE 11-12 See response to Comment AGE 11-4. Consistent 
with the comments provided, as disclosed on page 
3.6-56 of Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, the 
Draft EIR does indicate that, although 
construction-related noise impacts would be 
reduced through implementation of Mitigation 
Measures NV-2 and NV-3, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable. The Metro Board of 
Directors would be required to adopt the 
Statement of Overriding Considerations for any 
significant and unavoidable impacts resulting from 
the proposed project, should the Board of 
Directors decide to approve the project. 

Although the building is located outside of the 
screening analysis area for which to analyze 
operational noise and vibration impacts, Metro has 
elected to analyze operational noise and vibration 
impacts at the property to comprehensively 
respond to First 5’s concerns. See Table 4-5 of the 
2018 FTA Noise and Vibration Impact Assessment 
Guidance Document for operational noise impact 
thresholds. Project operational noise and vibration 
levels were predicted at the La Petite Academy 
playground using these thresholds and the same 
methods described in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration, of the Draft EIR. Although the office area 
of the First 5 property is not noise-sensitive per 
Table 4-3 of the FTA/FRA guidance, if it were, the 
predicted noise levels for the playground would be 
similar to those experienced at the exterior of the 
First 5 LA building.  

The following sections, figures, and tables in 
Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, 
were edited to address this comment: 
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• Second paragraph of Section 3.6.4 

• Figure 3.6-4 

• Table 3.6-7 

• Table 3.6-8 

Vibration from trains operating on the nearest 
tracks to the First 5 LA building were calculated 
assuming no building coupling loss at the La Petite 
Academy playground. According to FTA/FRA, this 
location would have a vibration impact threshold of 
75 VdB and the predicted vibration levels would be: 

• Gold Line Light Rail Transit on Track 1, 
located 650 feet away – 35 VdB 

• Commuter, Intercity, or Long-Distance 
Passenger Rail on Track 3, located 710 feet 
away – 47 VdB 

• High-Speed Rail on Track 3, located 710 feet 
away – 34 VdB 

Consistent with the findings of the FTA/FRA 
screening level assessment, there are no significant 
operational noise or vibration impacts to the First 
5 LA building predicted as a result of implementing 
the proposed project. 

CEQA requires that potential impacts be mitigated 
to the extent feasible. With respect to construction, 
the Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures to be 
implemented that can and will reduce overall noise 
and vibration impacts during construction. Metro 
recognizes that complete avoidance of certain 
construction methods, such as pile driving, is not 
possible; therefore, mitigation is proposed to 
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minimize these activities where feasible, but it is 
not possible to completely eliminate these 
construction impacts in order to implement the 
project.  

AGE 11-13 See response to comment AGE 11-4 and AGE 
11-12.  

Additionally, at approximately 650 feet (with 
intervening buildings) from the project's 
operational noise and vibration sources, La Petite 
Academy is not the nearest noise-sensitive 
receptor, because the Mozaic Apartments and 
William Mead Homes are both located closer to the 
proposed project infrastructure. The Mosaic 
Apartments and the William Mead Homes are also 
both located in direct line of sight to the proposed 
project, 

AGE 11-14 The text of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (described 
in Section 3.9, Geology and Soils, of the Draft EIR) 
was revised to mitigate the risk of seismic ground 
shaking and ground failure, including settlement 
and liquefaction. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 was 
revised as follows, to include the suggested 
additions of the commenter.  

GEO 1: Prepare Final Geotechnical Report: 
During final design, a final geotechnical report 
shall be prepared by a licensed geotechnical 
engineer (to be retained by Metro). The final 
geotechnical report shall address and include 
site specific design recommendations on the 
following: 

• Site preparation 

• Soil bearing capacity 
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• Appropriate sources and types of fill 

• Liquefaction 

• Lateral spreading 

• Corrosive soils 

• Structural foundations 

• Grading practices 

The recommendations shall mitigate the risk of 
seismic ground shaking and ground failure, 
including settlement and liquefaction. In 
addition to the recommendations for the 
conditions listed above, the report shall include 
results of subsurface testing of soil and 
groundwater conditions, and shall provide 
recommendations as to the appropriate 
foundation designs that are consistent with the 
latest version of the California Building Code 
(CBC), as applicable at the time building and 
grading permits are pursued. Additional 
recommendations shall be included in that 
report to provide guidance for design of project-
related infrastructure in accordance with Metro 
Rail Design Criteria, Manual for Railway 
Engineering, California High-Speed Train 
Project Design Criteria, California Amendments 
to the American Association of State Highway 
and Transportation Officials Load and 
Resistance Factor Design Bridge Design 
Specifications, and applicable local city codes 
(Appendix L of this EIR). The project shall be 
designed and constructed to comply with the 
site-specific recommendations as provided in 
the final geotechnical report to be prepared. 
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AGE 11-15 See response to Comment AGE 11-14. 

AGE 11-16 The HMMP, developed in fulfillment of Mitigation 
Measure HAZ-1 (described in Section 3.10, 
Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the Draft 
EIR), will be prepared to be protective of public 
health and the environment by detailing proper 
detection, handling, storage, sampling, and 
disposal procedures for impacted soil. The nature 
and extent of hazardous materials that would be 
encountered during project construction would be 
evaluated prior to construction via the Phase II ESA 
required as part of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 in 
the Draft EIR. Potential hazardous materials will be 
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. 

AGE 11-17 As noted in the evaluation under Threshold 3.10-C, 
based on the health risk assessment conducted for 
the project, the DPM emissions associated with 
the short-term construction activities would not 
result in an increased cancer risk (i.e., would not 
exceed the SCAQMD’s 10-in-1-million threshold) 
at any school within 0.25 mile of the project (see 
Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change). This evaluation, conducted in support of 
Threshold 3.10-C, would also apply to other similar 
daycare facilities and childcare centers within the 
0.25-mile buffer, such as La Petite Academy.   

AGE 11-18 The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 
First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction. This access road was 
removed in the Final EIR.  

As discussed in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR, without 

AGE 11-14 
Contd. 

AGE 11-15 

AGE 11-16 

AGE 11-19 

AGE 11-18 

AGE 11-17 

AGE 11-21 

AGE 11-20 
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incomplete. Mitigation Measure GEO 1 must be revised to state that the project shall be 
designed and constructed to comply with the geotechnical report , and that the 
recommendations must mitigate the risk of seismic ground shaking and ground failure, including 
liquefaction, from the project to a level of insignificance. There is no performance threshold 
listed, so we assume the intent is that the risks will be completely eliminated. For reference, see 
the more specific and enforceable language of Mitigation Measure HAZ-2: "Metro shall 
implement the Phase II ESA findings." 

9. For Threshold 3.9-C, see the comment above relating to Threshold 3.9-A. 

10. Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 should be revised to explicitly prohibit the storage, 
containment and disposal of hazardous materials on and off-site in any area that is in close 
proximity to any residences, offices and sensit ive receptors, including the First 5 LA offices and 
childcare faci lity. 

11. Threshold 3.10-C notes the risk of various hazards with¼ mile of an existing or proposed 
school. First 5 LA's office and childcare facility is physically on the Project site according to Figure 
ES-2, and certainly within¼ mile of the Project site. Neither is noted or analyzed in the DEIR. 

12. Threshold 3.10-E notes that const ruction activities could interfere with emergency 
response and access. Construction activities may interfere with emergency egress, as well, and 
the TMP needs to address this, especially for First 5 LA's employees, invitees, and the childcare 
facility. Public meetings with significant attendance are held regularly in First 5 LA's building, as 
well as in MWD's building on-site. Neither of those populations are noted or analyzed in the 
DEIR. How will construction activities impede emergency access and evacuation for meeting 
attendees in addition to employees and children being cared for at the childcare center? 

13. Figure 2-8 incorrectly labels the entire First 5 LA bui lding as "La Petite Academy." It 
should be corrected to note that the building is First 5 LA's headquarters with a portion used as 
a childcare facility. Given the label, however, the DEIR's otherwise complete failure to mention 
and/or analyze the impacts on First 5 LA and La Petite Academy is even more confusing. 

14. Figure 2-8 shows that the driveway and only vehicular access point to First 5 LA's building, 
including parking lot and drop--0ff area for childcare, is proposed to be a construction access point 
route. What are the anticipated noise and vibration, traffic, air quality, safety and other impacts 
of this scheme on First 5 LA and the childcare center? 

15. Aesthetics section 3.4 - The addition of tall new terminal structures has the possibility of 
substantially degrading the views over the Union Station campus, in the context of the historic 
structures that currently exist, as well as the scenic vista toward the north and the east past Union 
Stat ion to the San Gabriel Mountains. Figure 2-18 shows dramatic above-ground new 
construction of massive terminal structures 70-90 feet high. Yet no visual impacts are identified? 
Will this proposed structure comply with applicable height limits? 

] 
J 
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mitigation, interference with emergency response 
and access (synonymous with egress) could occur 
during construction and this is therefore 
considered a significant impact. Evacuation during 
an emergency could also be affected in a similar 
manner. The TMP required as part of Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic) will address emergency 
response for all affected roadways, including the 
LAUS internal access road adjacent to the First 5 
LA building that was previously proposed for use in 
the Draft EIR in addition to designated evacuation 
routes in the project study area. It should be noted 
the internal access road adjacent to the First 5 LA 
building will no longer be used during construction 
of the proposed project. The mitigation will 
mitigate the impacts to less than significant. 

AGE 11-19 Figure 2-8 (located in Section 2.0, Project 
Description) was updated to indicate “First 5 LA 
Headquarters – La Petite Academy.” See response 
to comment AGE 11-4 for the background 
reasoning on inclusion of this office building in the 
environmental analysis. 

AGE 11-20 The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 
First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction. See response to Comments 
AGE 11-4 and AGE 11-12.  

Construction noise and vibration impacts and 
mitigation measures are addressed in Section 3.6.5 
and Section 3.6.6 of the Draft EIR.  

Continuous construction noise and vibration 
monitoring required as part of Mitigation Measure 
NV-2 will help to address any exceedances of 
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temporary noise thresholds from construction that 
are identified in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, 
of the Draft EIR. Consistent with the comments 
provided, as disclosed on page 3.6-56 of Section 
3.6, Noise and Vibration, the Draft EIR does 
indicate that, although construction-related noise 
impacts would be reduced through 
implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and 
NV-3, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable.  

See also responses to Comments AGE 11-9, AGE 
11-10, AGE 11-11, and AGE 11-18 for a discussion 
of traffic and air quality impacts disclosed in the 
Draft EIR. 

AGE 11-21 With regard to consistency with the historical 
character of LAUS, Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR 
has disclosed that at this early stage of project 
design, the elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse as part of the proposed 
project evaluated in the Draft EIR may include a 
modern design element over the rail yard, which is 
incompatible with the historic fabric and other 
character-defining features of LAUS. Based on the 
design of the proposed project in the Draft EIR, as 
described on page 3.12-75 of the Draft EIR, this is 
considered an indirect impact that is significant 
and, even with implementation of mitigation 
measures, the impacts would remain significant 
and unavoidable.  

Based on the modified proposed project updates 
contained in this Final EIR, indirect impacts 
resulting from the proposed canopy structure(s) 
would still result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact. 
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In regard to applicable height limits, as discussed 
in Table 3.2-1 (located in Section 3.2, Land Use and 
Planning) of the Draft EIR, Metro is authorized by 
the State of California to develop its property under 
its enabling legislation (AB 152) and Public Utilities 
Code 30631a. 
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AGE 11-22 At the onset of the project in 2016, the 5 year old 

survey was the most recent and available data to 
use. The results of the survey are still valid and 
appropriate for use because the existing conditions 
at LAUS have not changed substantially, with 
exception of greater ridership. In 2016, LADOT 
approved the use of this survey for use in the traffic 
analysis. The 80 percent assumption associated 
with the use of the 2011 survey, and the rest of the 
traffic impact methodology was proposed for 
approval to LADOT via the MOU (not 
enforcement). The MOU is provided as Appendix 
A to the Link US Traffic Impact Assessment, 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR. The 80 percent transit 
credit assumption is from a Market Study prepared 
by a consultant to Metro (Concord Group), and is 
provided as an element of the MOU. This study 
concluded that LAUS could support up to 189,000 
square feet of retail without adding any new 
vehicular trips to the station. Therefore, the 
analysis in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, 
of the Draft EIR and in Appendix E, Link US Traffic 
Impact Assessment assumes 20 percent of the trips 
would be from the employees and delivery trucks 
to support these retail uses. Enforcement or long-
term measures to track actual vehicular trips 
generated is not proposed as part of the project. 

AGE 11-23 See responses to Comments AGE 11-4 and AGE 
11-16. 

Please also see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR.  

AGE 11-22 

AGE 11-25 

AGE 11-23 

AGE 11-26 

AGE 11-24 
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16. Page 3.3-37 estimates traffic growth based on new retail and office commercial square I 
footage. Almost 200,000 square feet of new retail and office space is proposed to be added to 
an already dense campus in an already dense and congested urban core. Trips generated are 
"assumed" to be 80% mass transit, based on a 2011 survey. Why has the 2011 survey not been 
updated? More information is needed on this survey and why it is presumed to still be valid. 
How w il l the 80% "assumption" be enforced? What measures or project elements are included 
to make sure that the vehicle trip generation figures are not dramatically under-counted? 

17. The proposed use of the internal roadway immediately adjacent to First 5 LA's main 
business entrance for construct ion access will create, at a minimum, significant traffic, noise and 
hazard impacts. Those impacts are not analyzed or adequately mitigated. First 5 LA's access must 
be available throughout, including access to the parking lot. 

18. In section 3.4 -Aesthetics, the DEIR should identify First 5 LA's corner of the Union Station 
property as a "visual assessment unit," and assess the impacts of the proposed project from that 
locat ion. This is especially true from the third floor of the First 5 LA building, where a unique 
open deck is a significant amenity for public and organizational events that will be adversely 
impacted by view changes. The closest "visual assessment unit" analyzed is 4a, and the view 
impacts from ground level at a park across Alameda and up t he street from First 5 LA will be 
significantly different than the view impacts at First 5 LA's build ing, especially from the upper 
floors. Note that key view 4a is looking up at the fa,ade of Union Station, where no significant 
view of the proposed structures can realistically be seen due to the angle of the view (see Figures 
3.4-30 through 33, inclusive). A view from the third floor of First 5 LA, looking over the entire 
Union Station campus and not blocked by the existing fa,ade, is unique and should be evaluated 
as such. Figure 3.4-37 begins to show how massive and inconsistent with existing architecture 
the new structures will be. This calls into question the adequacy of the aesthetic analysis. 

l 

19. Direct aesthetic impacts from construction are deemed insignificant because they wil l be l 
"temporary." Those who live, work, and own property in the area are unlikely to agree with t hat 
assessment in connection with a massive, mult i-year construction project. Construction-related 

aesthetic impacts must be deemed to be significant, and adequate mitigation measures must be 
applied. 

20. On page 3.4-57, note t hat the views from First 5 LA's offices are somewhat similar to the 
types of views the residents of Mosaic Apartments enjoy, but would be reversed and seen 
primarily from offices facing north and east, including the t hird floor outdoor deck. Without 
adequate visual analysis, First 5 LA must disagree w ith the unsupported characterization that 
view impacts are insignificant because t he new construction will likely look better than existing 
co nditions. Without an adequate visual comparison or other evidence, the DEIR's conclusion in 
this regard is conclusory and not supported by evidence. I 

RICHARDS WATSON GERSHON 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-185 

The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 
First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction.  

AGE 11-24 As discussed in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, on page 
3.4-6 of the Draft EIR, visual assessment units are 
focused on the most visually dominant features of 
the project, and it is not feasible to analyze all of 
the views from which the project would be seen. 
Although the third floor of this particular office 
building in downtown Los Angeles has a unique 
deck that serves as an amenity, these semi-private 
views do not provide a sightline of a protected 
scenic vista. The elevated rail yard with elevated 
portion of the concourse as part of the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR would be shorter than 
some of its surrounding buildings, including the 
Metro Headquarters building. In the Final EIR, the 
proposed project does not include an elevated 
portion of the passenger concourse. Impact 
conclusions for Aesthetics in the Draft EIR remain 
unchanged as a result of the project modifications.  

Metro does acknowledge views of major project 
elements would be different from various vantage 
points throughout the project study area, with 
some viewers experiencing a greater magnitude of 
visual change. However, the impact analysis in the 
Draft EIR is based on the presence (or lack of) 
visual resources in the project study area.  

See response to Comment AGE 11-21.  

AGE 11-25 As discussed above, the use of the existing access 
road adjacent to the First 5 LA building is no longer 
proposed for use during construction. For this 
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reason, potential aesthetic impacts anticipated at 
this location would be less than reported in the 
Draft EIR.  

Based on the project implementation approach 
described in Section 2.10 of the Draft EIR, the 
major project elements would be constructed at 
different times. Construction activities would 
include materials staging, equipment use, and 
signage to secure the staging and active 
construction areas. Construction is temporary and 
construction-related equipment and staging areas 
would be removed after the completion of 
construction activities. As described in Section 3.4, 
Aesthetics, the temporary nature of proposed 
construction activities would not degrade the visual 
character or quality of the area that currently 
contains an existing transportation corridor, heavily 
used rail yard, freeway corridor, and 
manufacturing/industrial land uses. Due to the low 
visual quality of the surrounding area, and the 
temporary duration of construction activities, 
impacts in the Draft EIR were determined to be less 
than significant.  

It should also be noted that the Draft EIR does 
acknowledge significant aesthetic impacts during 
construction, and Mitigation Measure AES-2 
(described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft 
EIR) is proposed to reduce significant impacts 
associated with light and glare to a level less than 
significant.  

AGE 11-26 Views from the Mozaic Apartments consist of an 
active rail yard and the Metro Headquarters 
building, among other aspects in and around 
LAUS. A full evaluation of potential visual impacts 
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throughout the limits of the project study area, 
including preparation of visual simulations and 
artist renderings that support the impact analysis, 
is provided in Section 3.4.4 of the Draft EIR. See 
response to comment AGE 11-24. 
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AGE 11-27 Although La Petite Academy and the First 5 LA 

building are not specifically identified by name in 
Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate 
Change, of the Draft EIR or the Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk 
Assessment, Appendix G of the Draft EIR, they are 
included in the dispersion modeling that was 
conducted to evaluate the construction and 
operational emissions. The dispersion modeling 
was conducted using the American Meteorological 
Society and EPA Regulatory Model' and covered 
the entire project area, including the La Petite 
Academy and the First 5 LA building. The results of 
the dispersion modeling are reported in the Final 
EIR, relative to the location of the La Petite 
Academy and the First 5 LA building. As shown in 
Tables 3.5-30 through 3.5-40 in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change of the Final 
EIR, without mitigation, the short-term 
construction and long-term operational health 
risks at the La Petite Academy and the First 5 LA 
building are less than the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District’s thresholds and, therefore, 
less than significant. Implementing Mitigation 
Measures AQ-1 through AQ-3 would further 
reduce the health risks.  

See responses to Comments AGE 11-4 and AGE 
11-12 (noise and vibration), AGE 11-16 (hazards), 
and AGE 11-18 (traffic).  

Please also see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

AGE 11-28 

AGE 11-27 

AGE 11-30 

AGE 11-29 

AGE 11-31 
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21. Figure 3.5-1 and the text on page 3.5-14 fails to identify the La Petite Academy childcare I 
center located on the first floor of First 5 LA's building and serving dozens of young children every 
day. This is concerning given the project's apparent intent to use the internal street directly 
adjacent to t he outdoor playground for construction traffic. This omission is perplexing, since 
First 5 LA's building is labeled "La Petite Academy" in Figure 2-8. This omission also calls into 
question the ana lysis of noise, traffic and hazard impacts, among others. Please analyze the 
impacts on this sensitive receptor location and re-circulate. 

22. Similarly, it is inexplicable that First 5 LA's offices and the childcare center are not included 
in the analysis of "closest land uses to the project" depicted in Table 3.5-30 "modeled cancer 
risks." Utah Street Elementary School, located over 1.5 miles from Union Station, was analyzed. 
Yet the DEIR utterly fails to examine a variety of impacts on the childcare facility that has been 
located on the Union Station campus for over a decade. The DEIR analyzes impacts on workers 
at the Men's Central Jai l, over ½ mile from the project site, yet omits the workers at First 5 LA, 
l iterally within a few feet of the project and the proposed construction route. All of the tables in 
Section 3.5 should be revised with updated ana lysis and mitigation, and recirculated. 

23. The DEIR's conclusion regarding objectionable odor impacts as a direct result of l 
construction is inadequate and unsupported by any evidence, let alone substantial evidence. "It 
won't happen very often, and when it does it won't happen to that many people" is not a valid 
level of analysis under CEQA. Local residents, workers and children are not likely to agree. Please 
analyze completely and apply all necessary and mitigation. 

24. Figure 3.6-4 and the accompanying analysis are inadequate because they ignore the 
presence of a daycare faci lity on the Union Station campus. Section 3.6 is deficient in its entirety 
for fai lures to evaluate impacts on these sensitive receptors. Please identify whether First 5 LA's 
building w ill experience significant noise and vibration impacts from heavy construction activities 
and whether the children in the childcare center are subject to any additional or different 
impacts. If so, how will impacts at the childcare center be mitigated? 

25. It is impossible to understand from the conclusory text how Metro believes that 
otherwise significant impacts from construction noise and vibration will be mitigated to a level 
of insignificance by using "noise and vibration-reducing measures" during construction "when 
possible." Mitigation measure NV-2 specifically states that trucks are to be rerouted to impact 
the "fewest residences" when necessary. But the conclusion here, and elsewhere in the DEIR, 
that imposing a significant environmental impact on fewer people without materially changing 
the nature of the impact on those people makes the impact insignificant is inconsistent with 
CEQA. What is the specific number of residences that constitutes "few enough" such that a 
significant impact magica lly becomes insignificant? How will the "fewest" number of residences 
be determined? Is a significant environmental impact on one residence still significant even 
though it impacts "fewer" than originally planned? 
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The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 

AGE 11-28 See response to Comment AGE 11-27. As 
discussed in response to Comment AGE 11-27, 
although La Petite Academy and the First 5 LA 
building are not specifically identified in Section 3.5 
of the Draft EIR or Appendix G of the Draft EIR, they 
are included in the dispersion modeling that was 
conducted for the construction and operational 
emissions. The results of the dispersion modeling 
are included in Appendix E to the Link US Air 
Quality/Climate Change and Health Risk 
Assessment (Appendix G of the Draft EIR). The 
tables in the Draft EIR that list the emission 
concentrations and the associated cancer risks for 
the project’s construction and operational 
emissions were updated in the Final EIR to report 
the results of the dispersion modeling that was 
conducted in the La Petite Academy and First 5 LA 
building area. These results indicate that the cancer 
risks at La Petite Academy and the First 5 LA 
building are below the 10 in 1-million threshold per 
the results of the dispersion modeling conducted 
(see updated Tables 3.5-30 through 3.5-40) of the 
Final EIR). The criteria for recirculation as set forth 
in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been 
met. 

AGE 11-29 SCAQMD's odor impact threshold is based on 
their Rule 402, Nuisance. Rule 402 includes the 
following text: 

“A person shall not discharge from any source 
whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or 
other material which cause injury, detriment, 
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nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number 
of persons or to the public, or which endanger the 
comfort, repose, health or safety of any such persons 
or the public, or which cause, or have a natural 
tendency to cause, injury or damage to business or 
property.” 

As discussed in Section 3.5.5 of the Draft EIR, the 
construction odors will be short-term and limited 
in extent at any given time. Therefore, the odor 
impacts associated with construction equipment 
would not impact a considerable number of 
persons for an extended period of time.  

AGE 11-30 The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 
First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction. See response to Comment 
AGE 11-4 regarding the analysis of construction 
noise.  

Table 3.6-13 in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, of 
the Draft EIR identifies the types of equipment that 
would be anticipated in each segment of the 
project study area. The First 5 LA building is located 
adjacent to an internal LAUS access road in 
Segment 2 of the project study area (Concourse 
Segment) that was proposed as a construction 
access route for water trucks and haul trucks in the 
Draft EIR. The sound levels for set distances from 
construction equipment are all discussed in 
Table 3.6-13. As indicated in Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration, of the Draft EIR, even with 
implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and 
NV-3, impacts would remain significant and 
unavoidable. Metro is prepared to work with 
property owners near the station during 
implementation of the required mitigation 
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measures to reduce potential construction-related 
impacts to the extent practicable. However, 
consistent with the comments provided, as 
disclosed on page 3.6-56 of Section 3.6, Noise and 
Vibration, the Draft EIR does indicate that, 
although construction-related noise impacts would 
be reduced through implementation of Mitigation 
Measures NV-2 and NV-3, impacts would remain 
significant and unavoidable.  

AGE 11-31 See response to Comments AGE 11-4 and AGE 
11-30.  

The Draft EIR includes a conservative level of 
evaluation to determine if project-related impacts 
would be significant based on the current location 
and type of land uses where noise-sensitive areas 
are located and the changes to physical conditions 
in accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.2. The receptor locations are used for 
predictions and represent a cluster of sensitive 
receptors, which is consistent with FTA/FRA 
guidance and regulations. Impact determinations 
in the Draft EIR are made based on the FTA/FRA 
guidance and regulations using the language of the 
CEQA thresholds. Specifically, Threshold 3.6-D was 
considered to determine if the proposed 
construction activities would result in “a 
substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels existing without the project.” 
Based on the evaluation conducted, construction-
related noise would be considered a significant and 
unavoidable impact, even after implementation of 
Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in 
Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR). 
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AGE 11-32 The use of the existing access road adjacent to the 

First 5 LA building is no longer proposed for use 
during construction. Temporary noise walls or 
piles of excavated material would not be placed 
adjacent to the First 5 LA Headquarters building, 
or otherwise impede access.  

AGE 11-33 The location of a childcare center has been noted. 
This site will be considered and included in the 
HMMP, as informed by the results of the Phase II 
site investigation that is a requirement of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 (described 
in Section 3.0, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 
of the Draft EIR). 

AGE 11-34 Comment noted. 

AGE 11-32 

AGE 11-33 

AGE 11-34 

1-)~ 

Vincent Chio 
March 4, 2019 Page I 7 

26. Mitigation Measure NV-2 requires the construction of "temporary noise walls" or "piles 
of excavated materials" between noisy activities and noise-sensitive receivers. The childcare 

facility at First 5 LA's building is a noise-sensitive receiver. First 5 LA will not accept the 

construction of "temporary noise walls" or "pi les of excavated materials" adjacent to its building 
to protect against the noise from the proposed construction access route and project 
construction. Metro should make other plans that do not expose sensitive young children on our 

site to excessive and prolonged exposure to significant noise and vibration. Further, and 
additionally, "temporary noise walls" would unacceptably impair access to First 5 LA's offices, 

public meeting spaces, and parking lot. 

27. On page 3.10-9, note that a licensed childcare center exists within a few hundred feet of 

the project site and shou ld be included in the list of schools and similar sensitive uses. 
The alternatives analysis should include an analysis of impacts to First 5 LA and the childca re 
center, similar to the other neighboring uses that have been included. This is the only way First 
5 LA and its stakeholders will be able to determine whether an alternative project should be 
favored. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. First 5 LA looks forward to Metro's 

responses and to our concerns being addressed in a revised and recirculated document. Please 
contact me if you have any further questions. 

c:~ 
Craig A. Steele 
Legal Counsel 

First 5 LA 

cc: John Wagner, First 5 LA 

12186 000l\2272508vl.doc 
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Organizations 
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Organization 1 Comment 

Name: Jessica Lall 

Organization: Central City Association of Los Angeles 
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This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 1-1 Comment noted. 

ORG 1-2 Metro is in receipt of the letter from November 
2018 and acknowledges many of the similar 
concerns outlined in the comment letter received 
during the Draft EIR public comment period. The 
Concourse Study is being prepared in parallel with 
the CEQA process. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 1-3 The commenter’s recommendation for a modest 
expansion of the at-grade passageway is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 1-4 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation 
and Accessibility Enhancements.  

ORG 1-1 

ORG 1-3 

ORG 1-2 

ORG 1-4 

1-)~ 
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January 25, 2019 

Phillip A. Washington 

CEO, Los Angeles Metro 

One Gateway Plaza 

Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Link US EIR and At-Grade, Above-Grade, and Hybrid Concourse Options 

Dear M r. Washington, 

Established in 1924, Central City Association (CCA) is committed to advancing policies that 

enhance Downtown Los Angeles' vibrancy and increase investment in the region. CCA 

rep resents more than 400 businesses, trade associations, and nonprofit organizations, and our 

members depend on a robust and reliable transportation network to effectively serve 

Downtown residents, workers, and visitors. Union Station is in many ways the hub of our 

region's transit network, and so we're very supportive of Metro's efforts to improve the rider 

experience with "Link US." 

CCA is firmly in favor of Metro's plans for improved throat and run-through segments at Union 
Station, but on severa l occasions we have expressed concerns w ith the proposed above•grade 

and hybrid options for the concourse seernent. In November 2018 we sent a letter to Metro 

outlining our requests for additional information on four key topics relating to the concourse 

options. 

Our request included compa rative performance data for each concourse option on the 

following metrics: transfer times; reliability and accessibility; operational and capital cost; and 

the availability and revenue potential of on-site customer amenities including food and retail 

establishments. While we expect the upcoming technical Concourse Study to answer these 

questions in greater detail, the recently released draft EIR begins to address many of these 

same issues. 

. 

The draft EIR has led us to the conclusion that none of the proposed concourse options ] 

should be selected by t he Metro Board. Instead, we recommend a more modest expansion of 

the at-crade passageway to between 100-200 feet and the elimination of the above-grade 

concourse as a project component. 

Prior to t he end of 2018, two possible concourse options were proposed: an above-grade ] 

concourse at a cost of $1.15 billion, or an at-grade concourse at a cost of $1.6 billion. At the 

626 Wilsh•• Bhd., Surt• 8SO, Los Anp~s. CA 90017 
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The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 
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ORG 1-5 Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 1-6 Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 1-7 Comment noted. 

ORG 1-8 Metro, as the CEQA lead agency, intends to 
maximize use of the Final EIR and associated 
environmental evaluation. The commenter’s 
preference for an expanded passageway is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 

ORG 1-4 
Contd. 

ORG 1-6 

ORG 1-5 

ORG 1-7 

ORG 1-8 

1-)~ 
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November 2018 meeting of the Metro Planning and Programming Committee and subsequent 

full Board meet ing on December 6, a third design option was described. This option, a hybrid of 

the two previous designs, would provide an expanded at-grade passageway (approximately 120 

feet wide rather than the 300-foot-wide original at-grade prOPosal) in addition to an above• 

grade concourse. 

The project cost would be maintained at approximately $1.15 billion - t he same as t he original 

above-grade option's estimated cost - by paring back some of the above-grade concourse's 

features. This hybrid option would also resolve the significant transfer time penalty that was 

reported for the above-grade-only concourse option~ allowing those transferring between 

transit services to use the at-grade passageway rather than take, for example, a circuitous path 

from the below-ground Red/Purple Line station, to 75 feet above ground in the above-grade 

concourse, t hen back down to the at-grade train platforms. 

For most - and potentially all - passengers transferring between services at Union Station, the 

expanded at-grade passageway will serve all t heir needs, just as the existing below-ground 

passageway does today. This begs the question of what additional value the above-grade 

concourse adds to the passenger experience, and whether the benefits justify the cost. We 

believe this question is especially salient given that an expanded at -grade passageway will 

require reducing the design scope of the above-grade concourse to keep costs at or below 

$1.lSbillion. 

Furthermore, the above-grade and hybrid concourse options seem over-designed for the future 

needs of Union Station. According to Metro, Union Station currently serves 110,000 passengers 

per day and this number will increase to approximately 200,000 per day by 2040. It is CCA's 

view that if a 30-loot wide existing passageway is adequately serving today's Union Station 

passengers, a 120-foot wide at•grade passageway should be more than enough to serve 
roughly twice as many passengers in the future. 

Metro has a herculean task before it, balancing the management of dozens of major projects, 

demands for additional investments and wider project scopes ("more ornaments on the 

Christmas tree"). expedited schedules, and more. CCA itself has made several such requests on 

behalf of other important projects such as the Arts Dist rict Station, West Santa Ana Branch, and 

Pico Station. LinkUS is a rare opportunity to take an ornament off the tree - without any 

meaningful impact to Metro's customers - and to focus your limited resources on other worthy 

effor ts. 

Before this EIR process is completed, we hope you will seriously explore a more limited 

concourse upgrade than what is currently proposed. Alternatively, a supplemental EIR could be 

62fii W1..:h re l ~d , Sul".e ISO, L.es Anplu, CA90017 
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description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 
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ORG 1-8 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

CCA ~ 
CENTRAL CITY 
ASSOCIATION 
OFLOSA.NGELES 

pursued so as not to delay the implementation of the a lready-funded throat and run-through 

track improvement s. We cannot say whether a 120-foot-wide at-grade passageway is best, or 

perhaps 150 or even 200 feet. Regardless, we believe that an expanded at-grade passageway 

will fully serve the needs of Union St ation passengers, and do so more effectively, affordably, 

and with greater respect for the historic design of Union Station, than an above-grade 

concourse or hybrid option. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Lall 

President & CEO, Central City Association of Los Angeles 

cc: Metro Board of Directors 

Vincent Chio, Director, Regional Rail 

Ayokunle Ogunrinde, Senior Manager, Regional Rail 

Jeanet Owens, Senior Executive Officer, Regiona l Rail 

626 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 850, Los Angeles, CA90017 
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Organization 2 Comment 

Name: Tom Savio 
Organization: Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society   
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1. Design of Link US Building bad for travelers carrying baggage-disabled-you 
go up- around-down to train! 

This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 2-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation 
and Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 2-1 
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2. Link US Building looks like a flying saucer from the 1970s “Jetsens” cartoon 
for what $500 million? 

3. Link US Building will clash with the Hispanic-style and as such the LA 
conservancy oppose it! 

4. Possible involvement of councilman Hazar his staff won’t say anything- so 
maybe the project may become an issue with FBI and IRS 

5. Location of Link US Building on the Aliso St. Toxic waste and chemical 
weapons dump must be cleaned up before design Link US 

6. Any many of the faults LAUSHS left out of Draft EIR LAUSHS helped with 
draft EIR without credit – even though it is FRA sec. 106 certified 

 

ORG 2-2 The artist renderings are conceptual and subject to 
change.  

ORG 2-3 Please see Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts. 

ORG 2-4 Comment noted. 

ORG 2-5 Please see Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  

ORG 2-6 The Link US meetings held in August 2018, 
between LAUSHS Board Members, FRA, and 
Metro, were specific consultation meetings related 
to the federal National Historic Preservation Act, 
Section 106 process conducted by FRA. As a 
separate process from the CEQA Draft EIR, the 
federal Section 106 consultation process is 
ongoing and the participation of LAUSHS in that 
process will be fully reported in the Draft EIS for 
Link US. 

CEQA does not require that the Draft EIR address 
federal issues, including consultation conducted by 
FRA related to Section 106. Metro has consulted 
with the LAUSHS on multiple occasions on the 
specifics of the Draft EIR and the proposed 
infrastructure improvements.  

ORG 2-2 

ORG 2-3 

ORG 2-4 

ORG 2-5 

ORG 2-6 
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Organization 3 Comment 

Name: Dr. Clyde Tom Williams  
Organization: Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community   
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Transcribed Speech: 

Dr. Tom William, Citizens Coalition for the City and Community. Number 
one, will the slides be available on line sometime soon because they were 
largely unintelligible from this distance. That's one thing.  

Will there be a combined E.I.R., E.I.S. at some point in time? That's okay.  

Be careful with hazardous materials because I've spent five years of my life 
here in the Metro Project Redline Phase 1 Union Station, and asbestos is 
everywhere, and so I highly recommend that you do a 

This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 3-1 Public hearing meeting presentation, boards, and 
recording of the meeting were posted to the Link 
US website (https://www.metro.net/projects/link-
us/). 

ORG 3-2 Preparation of a combined EIS/EIR is not planned 
at this time.  

ORG 3-3 See Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  

ORG 3-1 

ORG 3-2 

ORG 3-3 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 

Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

\,0\ \\~o'-'\i"-''--.,) 
Name: - =~~================~----------------

Purpose of the Card: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's will be called upon by the name hsted on t heir submitted 
. Contact 1nformat1on for follow-up speaker card 1n the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subject 

] 
] 
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thorough study of all of the elements because we have problems with the 
north side, of Macy's, and then they came in to here. So, the first coal gas 
emission plant site was under the Highway 101 purchase. The foundation 
(unintelligible) for those is in support for the Union Station project, Okay.  

Mineral resources, I didn't find much in the way of mineral resources, 
although this was the Union Station oil field. So, I think the report needs to 
be augmented there on the mineral resources.  

There was no mention of the Fairchild 1923, 1928, 1933, and 1938 aerial 
photographers of the location, which shows a very strange development of 
this area and into the yard on the south side. This was very poorly addressed.  

You're going to create a huge traffic, pedestrian-traffic 
(unintelligible).Therefore, you've got problem there. 

ORG 3-4 In Section 6.0, Other Statutory Considerations, of 
the Draft EIR, mineral resources were analyzed and 
determined to have no impact. Section 6.3.2 
identifies the reasons why effects on mineral 
resources were found not to be significant and 
discusses the Union Station Oil Field. The Union 
Station Oil Field is generally located south of 
ground disturbing activities (south of Jackson 
Street), and the surface location of former wells are 
located outside of the project study area. In Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, Figures 
3.10-3 and 3.10-4 illustrate the location of the oil 
fields and wells relative to the project area. The 
Phase I ESA for the project did not identify the 
existing Union Station Oil Field as an REC 
However, the analytical suite to be completed as 
part of the Phase II subsurface investigation will 
include laboratory analyses with sufficient breadth 
to assess impacts from crude oil, either naturally 
occurring (as oil seeps) or as releases from current 
or plugged oil wells. 

ORG 3-5 Aerial photography from the years 1923, 1928, and 
1938, and Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps from 1906 
and 1920 were reviewed during the Phase I ESA. 
These historical records indicated that the areas 
located to the south and east of Union Station were 
occupied by industrial facilities and engaged in a 
variety of different businesses, including 
warehousing, cold storage, lumber milling, 
livestock yards, brewing and bottling, food 
production, and trucking. The major feature that 
was most conspicuous in the historical aerial 
photographs was the former Aliso Street 
Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP, operated by 
Southern California Gas. This facility occupied at 

ORG 3-4 

ORG 3-5 

ORG 3-6 

ORG 3-3 
Contd. 
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least 52 acres adjacent to Union Station, and the 
associated gas holding tanks and processing 
buildings are distinctive. The history of this plant is 
well documented and included in the Link US Phase 
I ESA (Appendix M of the EIR).  

As indicated in Section 3.10.5 of the Draft EIR, the 
close proximity of the proposed project footprint to 
the Aliso Street MGP and other REC sites could 
result in potential exposure to contaminated soil 
and/or groundwater or migration of contaminants 
(e.g., by groundwater), which is considered a 
significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 (described in 
Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Draft EIR) would reduce these impacts to a 
level less than significant. 

ORG 3-6 Please see Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic, 
of the Draft EIR, for discussion of temporary and 
long-term traffic impacts, and pedestrian 
accommodations, along with proposed mitigation 
measures to reduce significant impacts. Upon 
implementation of proposed mitigation, impacts 
would be less than significant. 
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Organization 4 Comment 

Name: Tom Savio  

Organization: Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society  
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Transcribed Speech: 

Yes. I'm Tom Savio with Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 
opposing Link until the giant toxic waste dump is cleaned out.  

Is Metro putting the cart before the horse for the sake of the Olympics?  

The above grade option is bad for passengers, but more importantly, is bad 
for beautiful Union Station because it will clash. It will look like a flying saucer.  

It is bad for trains because the south exit tracks makes a double S curve, which 
does not exist on the north track. 

This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 4-1 Please see Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 

ORG 4-2 Comment noted.  

ORG 4-3 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation 
and Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

Please see Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts. 

ORG 4-4 North and south of the station are reversing curves, 
sometimes called “S” curves. Standards are in 
place for the design of reversing curves. 

 

ORG 4-1 

ORG 4-3 

ORG 4-4 

ORG 4-2 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

Name:&{ ..541//o , !3',{cCc/77{1£ ,PI/JECff(/,,f//tlfopS'p,p;,v/f,®,fJL.IIL...ScC · 

-

? 
Stree. ____________ _ 

City, State, Zip:=============---_,_ 

Phone:- Email: ~-~~ --~-----------

Purpose of the Card: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's wil l be cailed upon by the name listed on their submitted 
, Contact 1nformat1on for follow-up speaker card 1n the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subJect 

] 
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Is this going to accommodate a (unintelligible) individual?  

Los Angeles Union Station consulted with Metro and the U.S. government on 
Link US, but our credits and letters are missing from the draft E.I.R. Why is 
this? Was it accidental? Will it be repaired, or was it intentional? Thank you. 

ORG 4-5 Comment is unintelligible. No response provided.  

ORG 4-6 The Link US meetings held in August 2018, 
between LAUSHS Board Members, FRA, and 
Metro, were specific consultation meetings related 
to the federal National Historic Preservation Act, 
Section 106 process conducted by FRA. As a 
separate process from the CEQA Draft EIR, the 
federal Section 106 consultation process is 
ongoing and the participation of LAUSHS in that 
process will be fully reported in FRA’s Draft EIS for 
Link US. 

The CEQA Draft EIR is not required to address 
federal issues, including consultation conducted by 
FRA related to Section 106. Metro has consulted 
with the LAUSHS on multiple occasions regarding 
the Draft EIR and the proposed infrastructure 
improvements. This consultation is independent of 
the Section 106 consultation with FRA, and this is 
why the FRA or LAUSHS are not listed in Draft EIR 
Section 9.0 along with other consulting agencies 
and stakeholders. No changes to Section 9.0, EIR 
Preparers and Organizations and Persons 
Consulted, of the Draft EIR are warranted. 

ORG 4-5 

ORG 4-6 

J 

l 
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Organization 5 Comment 

Name: Shane Phillips  

Organization: Central City Association of Los Angeles 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Shane Phillips for the Central City Association. We're supportive of this effort 
overall to improve operations in the customer experience, and we have no 
qualms with the throat or run-through tracks.  

Regarding the concourse though, we know that part of the reason for Metro 
recommending at this time the above-grade concourse with the expanded at 
grade passageways costs about a $500 million difference, and that expanded 
at grade passageway was added to the above grade option to mitigate the 
impacts to Metro customers who would have longer transfer times even then 
with present day service. Under this proposal, the upgraded passageway 
would be expanded approximately four times from 30 feet to 120 feet wide, 
and this is proposed in the context of an expected increase in passenger 
volumes from 110,000 today to 200,000 in 2040, roughly double. 

This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 5-1 The commenter’s support for reconstruction of the 
throat and new run-through tracks is noted.  

ORG 5-2 Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

ORG 5-1 

ORG 5-2 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

Name: ----':>'------i'\ll_ {\J<_ __ '?_lt-_,_t\_,, ,_'> ____________________ _ 

Street: __________________________ _ 

Purpose of the Card: 
Provide proper spelling of speaker's name 
Contact information for follow-up 

1-)~ 

Speaking Rule s: 
Speaker's w ill be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
speaker card in the order they are received 
Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subject 
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It's C.C.A.'s view that quadrupling the room of the at-grade passageway 
should be more than adequate to accommodate the double volume for daily 
passengers. The above-grade concourse seems unnecessary in this context. I 
would recommend it not be pursued and that Metro only build the expanded 
at-grade passageway. This would save Metro money on this project that 
would be better spent on other Union Station area improvements or other 
underfunded (unintelligible) projects. It would also provide the same quality 
service for passengers and not foreclose a future upgrade component if it's 
determined that the additional retail and other non-essential amenities are 
desired or makes extra expense. Thank you. 

 

ORG 5-2 
Contd. 
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Organization 6 Comment 

Name: David Ikegami 

Organization: Little Tokyo Business Association 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Okay. David Ikegami. I'm a property owner at Jackson Street and Vignes, and 
I also represent the Little Tokyo Business Association and the Vignes 
stakeholders, which is many Japanese businesses located on Vignes and 
around Vignes. 

Most significantly, the Nishi Hongwanji Buddist Temple where there are 
many senior citizens, children's schools, preschool children every day that will 
drive in and out of the temple, the community mortuary located on Vignes, 
the Japanese Panko Bread Crumb Factory also located right off of Vignes.  

 

ORG 6-1 Comment noted. 

ORG 6-1 

' 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

Name: 

Street: - '-·-------------- --

City,State,Zip: - c._ ________ ____ _ 

Phone:-- Email: ----
Subje<t /4/<j,d1vr.,, :i.:'--y~ o:f 8f5~-/n,./4s6],~,,,_,,_,w<ivJ,~/ ~ 

Vrh~ 
Purpose of the Card: Speaking Rule s: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's will be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
• Contact information for follow-up speaker card 1n the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subJect 
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My concern is with the at grade tracks proposed in your presentation that are 
set directly on Commercial Street crossing Center Street, Vignes and Garey. 
Any such tracks in that location would severely, negatively impact our 
businesses and safety of our community people. 

Please have your engineers do whatever they can to avoid at grade tracks. It 
would increase traffic. It would -- we have many trucks that go in and out of 
that area, and it's -- it is part of the Little Tokyo community, which has been 
there for many years, over a hundred years. 

So please do whatever you can do to avoid any at grade tracks on Commercial, 
Garey, Vignes, Center Street. Thank you. 

ORG 6-2 There are no tracks proposed at-grade directly on 
Commercial Street, Center Street, Vignes Street, or 
Garey Street as part of the proposed project. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 6-2 

... 
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Organization 7 Comment 

Name: Yukio Kawatami 

Organization: Little Tokyo Community Council 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Yes. Yukio Kawatami with the Little Tokyo Community Council for 
Transportation Committee. I was also the redevelopment planner for 
downtown Los Angeles for 31 years, but I've been retired for 25. But I've been 
a planner all my life, and I think Metro -- I've been disappointed up to now 
because you had a master plan for Downtown for the last few years, our 
master planned station for the past three years, and, now, you're really doing 
some great planning. I think this plan is going to be really fantastic. It's 
particularly -- you know, Union Station always was you came in and you stop, 
and you had to go out again. By going through and circling around, that's a 
fantastic improvement. So you ought to be congratulated, and also the 
Regional Connector is also another example of good planning to tie the units 
together (unintelligible) get to Union Station. Thank you. 

ORG 7-1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted.  

ORG 7-1 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 

Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

Subject: '1/,>-"', «ff r ~, r ·' 

Purpose of the Ca rd: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spell mg of speaker's name • Speaker's w ill be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
. Contact mformat1on for follow-up speaker card m the order they are received 

• Speaker w ill have 2 minutes to address the subJect 
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Organization 8 Comment 

Name: Paul Dyson 

Organization: Rail Passenger Association of California 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Good evening. I came to this country in 1960 and joined rail (unintelligible) 
that year. At that time we met with residents of the leading members, and we 
went out back to the station here. I looked where the tracks did not cross the 
101 Freeway, (unintelligible) station. Well, since the study, 39 years have 
passed (unintelligible) should have been for the Metro Board. There's not a 
doubt at all that the only way to run an effective intercity service in the corridor 
between San Diego and Santa Barbara and San Luis Obispo is to run through 
Los Angeles and not reverse in the middle of Los Angeles. The same goes if 
you're going anywhere between the -- out to San Bernardino from L.A. and 
say out to Chatsworth up to the Antelope Valley. The efficient way to go is to 
keep the trains moving, and the run-through tracks are designed to do just 
that. 

This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 8-1 The commenter’s support for the run-through 
tracks is noted.  

 

ORG 8-1 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

;>AUL, T"-YSOA/ 
Name: ---'--------''J=----'----------------------------

Street: - ------------------------------------

City.State.Zip: -

Phone: - Email: ;-~---------------.; 
Subject:--- - - - ------------------ ------------

Purpose of t he Card: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's will be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
• Contact information for fol!ow·up speaker card in the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subJect 
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Now, what I'm concerned about and our group is concerned about is this 
project was almost built in 2004. There was a clear environmental E.R.A. -- 
E.I.R., and what has not happened since in these 15 intervening years is that 
the project hasn't gotten any cheaper. In fact, obviously, it's gotten much 
more expensive, and some of us would say it's become (unintelligible), a lot 
of things that doesn't need to be here. You don't need ten run-through tracks 
to handle the number of trains at Union Station, protected (unintelligible) for 
the next thousands of years. The rail in London has two tracks. There's trains 
every 90 seconds. So you don't need all these tracks. We have a 
(unintelligible) -- I just say -- obviously, my time's up, but I say this is the very 
first priority. It has to be functional as an operating railroad station. All those 
is secondary. Thank you. 

ORG 8-2 The Draft EIR includes a conservative level of 
evaluation to support the maximum occupancy 
and planned infrastructure requirements through 
2040 for multiple rail operators. It should be noted 
that while the whole of the proposed project is 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, construction for all 
infrastructure included in the environmental 
evaluation is not yet funded, with exception of 
Phase A.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 8-2 

. 

. 
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Organization 9 Comment 

Name: James Okazaki 

Organization: Little Tokyo Community Council 
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ORG 9-1 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 9-2 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 9-3 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. The project would 
not result in a significant impact at this 
intersections during construction and/or 
operations.  

ORG 9-4 Comment noted.  

ORG 9-1 

ORG 9-2 

ORG 9-3 

ORG 9-4 

1-)~ 

To: linkunionstation@'metro.net 
Subjc-ct: Comm,nts on th.: CS Link EIR 

As a commw1ity member of Litt le Tokyo, I am very concerned about any traffic 
impact from the aerial aligmncnt south of Union Station, particularly the 
alig11mc..11t of tit..: a1.-rial i,lructun: along Comm..:rcial Strc..-ct. It was discu~<.-d at the 
meetin g 1h31 !here wo,~d be a tr:iffic sigu al installed at Commercial and Center St. 
as a mitigation, hut I think we need 10 look nl installing n signal al the in1crscc1ion 
of Commercial and Vignes, as well. I also have concerns about any closure of 
any streets in the area south of the f reeway. particularly the potential closure of 
Vigncs St. ot Conuncrcia l. Vigncs should not be closed. and the footing and 
columns for the aerial stmclllrc mtLSt be relocated so that Vignes is not c losed. 

I am ah;o con~mcd about lhc impact oftl1e arial structun: at Gan..·y and 
Commercial as it crosses the f reeway. We need to keep the freeway on and ofT­
ramp clear of any columns: to mainlain traffic safety, and minimi7..C the munbcr of 
columns in the design of the stmcture in that area. 

I strongly bclic\'e that there will be a significant traffic impact at the intersection 
Alameda and Commercial. So, Mctrolink should consider widening the Alomcdo 
Street [)ridge ovtr the Fr~ew3y as a mitigation, 

Thank you for the opportunity to be able to make the above conuuents ! 

James M. Okazaki 
/.!ember of LTCC 
(2 13) 249-3245 

II 
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Organization 10 Comment 

Name: Susan MacAdams 
Organization: Train Riders Association of California 
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ORG 10-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to 
be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where 
applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response OT-1: Track 
Elevation Slope Safety and Runaway Trains. 

ORG 10-1 

1-)~ 

February 26, 2019 

Susan Kua1 MacAdams 
3404 llorford R011d 

Bahunore, MD 21218 
Su!>:an macadam:-;1q1rmNI com 

Vincent Chio 
Link US D,:puty Project :v!anag<r 
Mt:tro Hc:(tJquarler~ 
One Gateway Plau (Mail Stop MS 99-17-2) 

LCJs Angd ~ , Californja 90012 
I inlI JnionS1a11nn:?ms:1ro or! 

Subject LINK Union Station DEIR comments 
Tr:ick design can cause run:iway tnins 

Around the world. trock profil"' for ml yards and passenger stations are desillJled 10 be in a 
swale, or o spoon shape; the tracks in the station are purposely kept lower than the tracks lhat 
coMCCI to the m3inhne. This prevents acc1den1S from vehicles that may umntcntioMlly roll 
out of the station nnd onto m3inline traffic Acc1dcn1S caused by runaway trains usually 
gamer international attention. 

Currently. lhe tracks at L-nion Stntion :ire 6 fe<>l lo" ·er than the mamtine lr.lcks along the Los 
Angeles River. This is the correct design 

The Lll\"K US design proposes to r:use the trocks 15 feet. This will make the Sl3tion tracks 9 
f~<'t hlghf-r than the m ainline tracks along the LA River. This Is an unsaf<' a nd 
u nacceptable truck design . The original Run Through Track study. completed by Amtrak 
and Caltrall.\. ra ised the tracks only 3 feet in the stat.ion area This is acceptable. See diagram 
below. 

Susan .'vlacAdams 
}3og_rd Member, T nun H.id~rs Asl!.ocia.lJon of C2.lifon11a, TRAC 
Boai:d Member, lJn1on S!llnon Historic.I Society 
Track and Alignment Specialist 
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ORG 10 Comment, Attachment A 

 

 

1-)~ 

METRO Link Union Station (Link US) 
July 17, 2017 

Comment for METRO Planning and Program Committee 

Around the world, track profiles for rail yards and passenger stations are designed to be in a swale, 
or a spoon shape. The tracks in the station are purposely kept lower than the tracks that connect to 
the mainline. This prevents accidents from runaway trains; vehicles may unintentionally roll out of the 
station and onto mainline traffic. Currently, the tracks at Union Station are 6 feet lower than the 
mainline tracks along the Los Angeles River. This is the correct design. 

The LINK US design proposes to raise the tracks 15 feet. This will make the station tracks 9 feet 
higher than the mainline tracks along the LA River. This is an unsafe and unacceptable track design. 
The original Run Through Track study, completed by Amtrak and Caltrans, raised the tracks only 3 
feet in the station area. This is acceptable. See diagram below. 

(A RlvSR, 

MAtNLING'. -rRAcl<:S 

(E:L- "300) 

UNION STATION TRACK PROFILE 
no scale 

MAINLINE (EL."300) -----------
9' 

1~' 

( Q..: l:L.EVA.TIOK} J 
Susan Karat MacAdams 
Train Riders Association of California (TRAC), Board Member 
Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society, Board Member 
Metro High Speed Rail Project Manager 
Metro Red, Blue and Green Lines, Track Engineer and Manager 
Baltimore, Boston and Washington DC Metros, Track Engineer and Designer 
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Organization 11 Comment 

Name: Kristin Fukushima 

Organization: Little Tokyo Community Council 
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ORG 11-1 Comment noted. 

ORG 11-2 Correct, the 45-day public comment period closed 
March 4, 2019. 

ORG 11-3 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Vignes Street will not be closed at 
Commercial Street. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 11-4 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

ORG 11-1 

ORG 11-2 

ORG 11-3 

ORG 11-4 

Little Tokyo Community Council 
106 ½ Judge John Aiso Street, Suite 172 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213.293.5822 11nfo@l1tlletokyola.org 

February 27, 2019 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via email to: linkunionstation@metro.net 

RE: Link US - Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

On behalf of the Little Tokyo Community Council, we are writing with our concerns and I 
recommendations as it relates to the Link Union Station (Link US) project. L TCC is the 
501 (c)(3) community coalition of businesses, residents, community and cultural 
organizations, churches, temples, and other vested stakeholders in the historic Little Tokyo 
neighborhood. We advocate for the best interests of our 135-year-old neighborhood, which is 
one of three remaining historic Japantowns in the nation, and the second oldest 
neighborhood in Los Angeles. 

We understand that Metro is evaluating the Link Union Station (Link US) project to address l 
the forecasted increase in ridership, expand regional rail connectivity, and create potential 
opportunities for transit-oriented development. I also understand that the Metro is currently 
collecting comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). 

In the DEIR, it appears that Metro is planning to permanently dose Vignes Street at l 
Commercial Street so as to install the foundation for overhead tracks. Closing Vignes would 
have a tremendous impact on the Little Tokyo neighborhood, and we request that Metro re­
engineer the track foundation to avoid this impact of a permanent closure of Vignes 
Street. 

This construction project will additionally cause negative impacts via the traffic created from 
the temproary street closures. Therefore, we are asking for minimal temporary closures of 
Commercial. Vignes. Garey, and Center Street, and strongly oppose the simultaneous 
closure of these streets. Throughout this process, we request that the Little Tokyo community 
is given advanced notice and that proper communication is maintained with all Little Tokyo 
stakeholders, with special consideration for those in the area (including but not limited to 
Nishi Hongwangji Buddhist Temple, Fukui Mortuary, Upper Crust Enterprises, etc) who will 
be immediately and directly impacted 

1-)~ 

The Little Tokyo Community Council is e nonprofit 501(c)(3) community coe/ifion representing the interests of Little Tokyo, with membership from 
businesses, residents, communit;i organizations, religious institutions, end other 1/ested stakeholdern in the Litt!IJ Tokyo community. 
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ORG 11-5 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

ORG 11-6 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 11-7 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Vignes Street will not be closed at 
Commercial Street. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 11-5 

ORG 11-6 

ORG 11-7 

Little Tokyo Community Council 
106 ½ Judge John Aiso Slreet, Suite 172 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
213.293.5822 1 info@littletokyola.org 

Further, I urge you to please consider completing a Project Study Report (PSR) to explore ] 
widening the Alameda Street Bridge, making improvements to the US-101 on and off ramps, 
and reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane. 

L TCC appreciates that the Link US team has made presentations in the past to the Little 
Tokyo community regarding this project. However, we are troubled that these past 
presentations have glossed over the major impacts that this project will have on Little Tokyo 
with the work on the southern tracks. It was only through the sharp eyes of a Little Tokyo 
stakeholder that this major impact to the neighborhood was ident ified. We request that future 
communication to the neighborhood is more explicit and forthcoming with potential impacts, 
and that the Metro Link US team commits to working dosely with our communtiy to mitigate 
the issues identified. 

. 

-
L TCC understands the need for the improvements proposed in this project, and supports the ] 
concept of this project. However, it is vital that the project be re-engineered so as to not 
permanently close Vlgnes as this would negatively Impact Little Tokyo. We also argue 
that Alameda Street not only connects Downtown North-South, but also serves as a major 
artery for cities and neighborhoods south of Downtown; improving the experience of the US-
101 on and off ramps will alleviate some the congestion Alameda Street is currently 
experiencing. 

Sincerely, 

~ 
Kristin Fukushima 
Managing Director, Little Tokyo Community Council 

CC: Councilman Jose Huizar, Council District 14 

1-)~ 

Nate Hayward, Council Di strict 14 
Katie Kiefer, Council District 14 
Edna Degollado, Council District 14 
County Supervisor Hilda Solis, First District 
Martin Reyes, Los Angeles County District 1 

The Utile Tokyo Community Council is 8 nonprofit 501 (c)(3) community coeltion representing the interests of Uffle Tokyo. with membership from 
businesses, residents, comnwnity organizations, religious Institutions, and other vested stakeholders in the Lirtle T~ community. 
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Organization 12 Comment 

Name: Susan MacAdams 

Organization: Train Riders Association of California 
  

1-)~ 
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ORG 12-1 Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Draft EIR includes a thorough analysis of the 
potentially toxic nature of the soil in the project 
study area, addresses potential hazards associated 
with the transport, use, and disposal of 
contaminated soil and groundwater (page 3.10-
32), and the reasonably foreseeable upset or 
accidental conditions involving the release of 
hazardous materials into the environment (page 
3.10-33). As disclosed in Section 3.10.5 of the Draft 
EIR, these potential impacts are considered 
significant. Further, it identifies contaminants of 
concern (COC) for REC sites with moderate to high 
risk (see Table 3.10-2 beginning on page 3.10-16 of 
the Draft EIR).  

As noted in the Draft EIR, implementation of 
Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-8 
(described in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials) would reduce impacts to a 
level less than significant.  

ORG 12-2 Hydrogen sulfide (H2S) would not be generated by 
any of the construction equipment that will be used 
onsite. H2S is a toxic gas that co-occurs with certain 
petroleum deposits. The Phase I ESA did not 
identify H2S as a threat for the proposed project, 
because the naturally occurring petroleum seeps in 
the area have not been identified as containing H2S 
in actionable concentrations. Additionally, a soil 
vapor survey for H2S in soil is not currently being 
conducted, because H2S in soil was not identified 
as a contaminant of concern during preparation of 
the Phase I ESA. As an organization that routinely 
constructs subway tunnels through oil fields in the 
Los Angeles Basin, Metro is aware of the hazard 

ORG 12-2 

ORG 12-1 

1-)~ 

February 27, 20 I 9 

Susan Karat MacAdams 
3404 Harford Road 
Baltimore.MD 2 1218 
s11san macadams@gmail r-om 

Vincent Chio 
~)..ink US Deputy Project Manager 
~~~ctro I lcadquartcr~j.:Onc Gateway Plaza (Mail Stop MS 99- l 7-2~i.] 
Los Angeles, Califomia 900 12 
LjnkUnjonSrntjon@mctro net 

Subject: Publ ic Comment for T ,TNK Union Stmion OF.fR 
Toxic soil contami nation around Union Station is a Fatal Flaw to the LTNK design 

Dear Mr. Chio, 

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) recently ] 
released the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the LINK US Project. 
ln thi s new document. the serious toxic nature of the soil underneath the proposed 
development has been overlooked. This is a Fatal Flaw to the design and should be 
regarded by the Metro Doard as a "Show Stopper." All efTorl 10 proceed in this 
design should be stopped immediately. 

Formerly, I was the High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO(2009-20 l 1) 
and studied the existing infrastructure of Union Station. 

In the lessons leamed category, experience showed that many design problems 
occur in the early stages of development when designers fail to look undcmcath the 
surface. With this in mind, I spent my two year tenure at Union S tation studying the 
various underground structures and found there exists a serious toxic hydrogen 
sulfide contamination under the entire east side of Union Station. This includes the 
One Gateway. Metro Headquarter's garage. This toxic soup is the waste product 

..., 
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that hydrogen sulfide poses to projects that impact 
the subsurface. Metro’s best practices for 
construction will be implemented to mitigate 
exposures to hydrogen sulfide. 

A small area related to the Aliso Street MGP site 
was monitored for H2S, and a small amount of 
sulfur was removed as part of a larger cleanup 
there. This site continues to be monitored for H2S 
in soil, and sulfur (as a compound that can affect 
natural cleanup processes) in groundwater. Under 
Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (described in Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Draft EIR), Metro will conduct a Phase II ESA for 
identified COCs, that will include collection of soil 
and groundwater samples within the areas of the 
project footprint where disturbance would occur, 
and subsequent analysis to determine potential for 
contamination. A Soil Management Plan and 
Health and Safety Plan will be prepared, with all 
actionable COCs addressed.  

1-)~ 
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ORG 12-3 Observations during the Phase I site 
reconnaissance were documented in the Phase I 
ESA and noted that the substance in the lower level 
of the parking garage included obvious crude oil 
smell and staining, consistent with a naturally 
occurring crude oil seep. Oil seeps are also well 
documented in the downtown area and referenced 
in the Phase I ESA. Risks associated with 
contamination related to the former Aliso Street 
Manufactured Gas Plant and naturally occurring 
crude oil seeps will be evaluated in the Phase II ESA 
(per Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, described in 
Section 3.10.6 of the Draft EIR). Risks related to 
COCs from the Aliso Street MGP site (including, 
but not limited to, sulfur in groundwater and minor 
H2S in soil) are monitored by the remedial 
contractor for that site. To date, concentrations of 
H2S in soil vapor above the Permissible Exposure 
Limit have not been encountered. Risks associated 
with soil vapor intrusion and the presence during 
construction will be evaluated during final design 
(Mitigation Measure HAZ-7). Implementation of 
these mitigation measures would reduce 
associated impacts to a level less than significant. 
As an organization that routinely constructs 
subway tunnels through oil fields in the Los 
Angeles Basin, Metro is aware of the hazard that 
hydrogen sulfide poses to projects that impact the 
subsurface. Metro’s best practices for construction 
will be implemented to mitigate exposures to 
hydrogen sulfide. 

ORG 12-4 This comment refers to a letter previously sent to 
Metro staff in 2014 regarding the Union Station 
Master Plan. The details of that letter are included 
and addressed below in response to comments 

ORG 12-2 
Contd. 

ORG 12-5 

ORG 12-3 

ORG 12-4 

1-)~ 

from the petroleum industry plus the natural oi l deposits that exists from the time of 
the dinosaurs. This pool of contamination extends along the LA River. The toxins 
are very expensive to remove and remediate. This substance a ffects human health. 
yet the LINK DE IR does not discuss thi s historical problem with sufficient detail. 
As this environmental hazard has been known for decades. the LINK project has 
been wasteful o f val uable taxpayer's funds that could be spent more effi ciently on 
other projects. 

ln 20 10. while employed at Metro. I found several pools of black goo spreading 
across the lloor o f the Gateway Building 's lowest parking level o n P4. I was 
surprised by this occurrence. The goo was not leaking down from the ceiling. the 
surface above was clean. ln order to dctcnninc what might be causing the problem. 
I placed four coins into the goo: a quarter. a dime. a nickel and a penny. These coins 
represent sil ver. nickel and copper. If the metal surface of the coin changed a flcr 
being immersed in the liquid . then there was an indication that there was a chemical 
oxidation occurring. 

or the four coins. only one changed. the penny. A penny can have one or four 
reactions. it can become blackened, shiny, green or rusty. This penny became shiny. 
This was an indication there was a serious chemical reaction wi th hydrogen sullidc 
and the area P4 could be toxic to humans. 

Uuring 2013, the lowest parking level at O ne Gateway, P4 , was closed \vhile !lit 

extensive clean-up operation ,vns perfonned to remove the black ooze that was 
bubbling up frum cracks in the concrete and pool ing in sig ni fic:111t quantities under 
One Gateway. 

0 11 September 22, 20 14, a co nllncnt lettcr tilled. " The Tell Fatal Fla\\s of the Ullion 
Station Master Plan," was sent to Metro Planning Staff regarding the Unio n Station 
Master Plan. Althoug h the Master Plan plan was later discarded. the new LINK 
rlans continue to overlook the soil contaminatio n under U nion Station. A copy of 
the previous comment letter is attached and sho uld be included as a recent comment 
because several of the previous comments were also overlooked and stil I contain 
merit. 

Please see both attachments for conti1m1tion of this comment . Both attachments 
should be included as my comments to the UNK O F.TR. 

Thank you fo r your attentio n to this matter. 

Susan iVlacAdams 
Roarci. \1ember, Train R1drrs Assoc1anon ofl..aliforn12, TRAC 
80;1rd \.iem ber, Union Sn,tio n His1o rical Society 
Tnack •nd Alignment Speci2list 

. 

. 
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ORG 12-17 through ORG 12-32. See also response 
to comment ORG 12-1 and Key Issue Response 
HAZ-1: Soil Contamination and Hazardous 
Waste/Materials. 

ORG 12-5 Comment noted. Responses to both attachments 
are included below. 

Comments ORG 12-6 through ORG 12-9 are a re-
transmittal of the February 27, 2019, letter 
(comments ORG 12-1 through ORG 12-4). 
Comments ORG 12-10 to 12-16 and comments 
ORG 12-17 through ORG 12-32 are letters 
previously submitted to Metro in 2014. See 
responses to these comments below. 

1-)~ 
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ORG 12-6 See response to comment ORG 12-1.  

ORG 12-7 See response to comment ORG 12-2. 

ORG 12-8 See response to comment ORG 12-3. 

ORG 12-6 

ORG 12-7 

ORG 12-8 

LINK Co111111en1 February 27, 2019 

February 27, 20 19 

Susan Kami l\lnei\dnms 
3404 Ha1fonl Road 
l:lalli111orc. :Vl0 2 1218 
s1Lsru1.111acadams@ gmnil.com 

Vincenl Chio 
Link US D,:puty Projecl Manager 
Mclro Headquarters 
One Gaiewny Plaza (Mail Stop MS 99-17-2) 
r .os An&clcs, Califomia 900 12 
LinkU111o11S1a1io11@metro.ne1 

Subject: Public Co111menl for LI NK Union Slntion DEIR 
Toxic soil contamination around Union Station is a Fatal Flaw 10 1hc r .INK design 

Dear Mr. Chio. 

Pnge 1 of7 

·n,c r .os Angeles Counly Metropolitan Transportnlion ulhorily (Metro) recently rclmscd lhc l 
Drnft Environmcninl lmr>act Report (DEIR) for the LINK US Project. In this new document, 1hc 
serious toxic natur< or the soil undemeath the proposed de"dopment has been overlooked. ·n,is 
is a Fatal Flaw to the design and should be regarded by the l\letro Board as a ··Show StoJ~>er." 
All effon 10 proceed in this design should he stopped immcdiaicly. 

Fonncrly. I was the High Speed Rail Planning l\fanngcr at l\l ETRO (2009-201 1) and studied the 
existing infmstructurc of Cnion Station. 

In the lessons lcnmcd category, experience showed that many design problems occur in lhe early 
stages of d evelopment when designer.\ foi l to look w,dcmcath the surface. Wi1h 1his in mind, r 
spent my two year tenure at Union Station studying the \lario tL') undt!rground struclurcs and 
found there exists a serious toxic hydrogen sullide contamination under the entire eas1 side of 
Union Station. lltis includes the One Gateway. Metro lleadquarter's garage. 1l1is toxic soup is 
the waslc producl from the polrolcum industry plus the natural oil dcposils thal exists from lhc 
tim~ of the dinosaurs. This pool of conLamination extends along thi.! LA River. 11,c toxins arc 
very expensive to remove and rcmediatc. This substance aft"ccts human health. yet the LINK 
DEIR do-es not discuss lhis historical problem with sullicicnt dclail. As this environmental 
hazard has been known for decades, U1e LINK project has been wasteful of valuable taxpayer's 
funds that could b o spent more effic iently on othor projocts. 

In 20 l 0. while employed at Metro. I found several pools or black i;oo s1,rcadi11g a<Toss 111<: !lwr 
of the Ga1eway Duilding's lowest parkin g leve l on P4. r was surprised by this occurrence. 1l1e 
goo was not leaking down from the ce iling, the surfocc above was clean. In order to dctcnninc 
whal mighl be causing the problem. I placed fou r coins into 1he goo: a qu.'lrter. a dime. a nickel 
and a ~ 11ny. 1l1c~t..' coins r1..i,rc~..:nt ~ih-cr. 11ickd and coppt;r. lfthc m1..'lal surface of thl.! coin 
chang\!d aH~r bc:ing inuuer.i~d in the liquid, lhen lh~r1! was an indic~1lion that llh:rr: was a 
chemical oxidation occurri.11g. 

Of the four coins, only one changed. the penny. A penny can have one of four reactions, it can 
become blackened. shiny, gr~en or rus1y. 'I11is pe1my became shiny. 11,is was an indi,;:11ion th~ra 
was a serious chemical reaction with hydrogen sulfide and the an:a P4 could be toxic to humans. 
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ORG 12-9 See response to comment ORG 12-4. 

ORG 12-10 This comment provides background information 
on soil contamination under Union Station from a 
coal gasification plant and quotes from paper 
presented in 1995 at the Fifth International 
Symposium of the Chemical Oxidation 
Association. Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR discusses the existing 
site conditions, including the Aliso Street 
Manufactured Gas Plant.  

See responses to comments ORG 12-1, ORG 12-2, 
and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 

ORG 12-11 CEQA does not require an analysis of economics or 
cost. Furthermore, all contaminated soils would 
need to be remediated in accordance with all 
federal, state, and local laws prior to construction. 

See Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  

ORG 12-12 This comment quotes a press release from Metro 
in 2013 regarding non-harmful ferrous sulfite 
coming through cracks at the lowest parking level 
of One Gateway Center. The presence of this is 
included in the Phase I ESA. The comment 
summarizes the remediation efforts taken at this 
time. No ground disturbance is proposed on the 
Denny’s parking lot, as it would be used for staging 
and assembly purposes only.  

See Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  

ORG 12-9 

ORG 12-8 
Contd. 

ORG 12-11 

ORG 12-12 

ORG 12-10 

1-)~ 

I ,TN K Comm en I February 27, 2019 Page 2 of7 

During 2013. the lowest parking level at One Uateway. P4. was clo ed while an e~1ensive clean- J 
up operation was perfonned to remove the black ooze that was bubbling up from cracks in the 
concrete :md pooling in signilicnnl qu11nti1ics under One <in1cwny. 

On Scplembcr 22. 2014. a commenl letter titled. "111c Ten Fatal Flaws of the Union Stal ion l 
Master Plan." was sent to ~letro Planning Staff regarding the Unfon Station Master Plan. 
Although the Master Plan plan was later discarded. the uew LlNK plans continue to overlook the 
soil contamination under Union Station. A copy of1hc previous comment letter is attached and 
should he included as a recent commcnl hccau~ ~vcrnl of1hc prcvinuf. commcnt.s were 11lso 
o,·crlooked and still conlain merit. 

PREVIOUS COMME 'T FROM 2UJ.I: 
New den•lopment . .. ~hould not he planned ahovt' n-mnants of roal iasification plant 

Fatal Flaw: ll1e soil under Union Station is contaminalcd from the rcrnnanlS ofa coal 
gasification plant. A teclutical paper tit led "(One) Uateway Center Waler Treatment Plant. Los 
Angeles: Conlrolled Hydrogen Peroxide Treatment of Hydrogen Sulfide'" was presenled in 199S 
at t he Fifth International S)enposium of the Chemical Oxidation Association, held at Vanderbilt 
University. From the report: 

"llte Gateway Center underground parking facility will provide space for the occupants of six 
hllure otlice buildings and Union Statio1L the central hub ol" the Los Angeles Metropolitan 
Transir Au1hority (MTA) in downtown Los Angeles. The first stoge of the development was 10 

comnmct n 40 1 f()(')I deep excavation for con~1mc1ir,n of an unduwound parking stm 1t1rc in 
wh ich temporary (approximately two years) dcwa1ering was required to lower water levels. llte 
regional ground"ater in Ute vicinity of Ute s ite is affected by hydrogen sulfide and dissolved 
petroleum/chlorinaled hydrocarbon · and requires exten ·ive tr<atment before the gro und"ater cm1 
be discharged to the Los Angeles River. ·me suspected source of these chemicals is a nearby 
fonner coal gasification plan, which opemred from the 1890s until the 1950s.'' 

llte recent Union Station ~faster Plan (and LIKK) encourages development along Vign Street 
\\ahich may not be economically feasible because ofth~ soil contamination ;md lh< costs of the 
remedial actions required to decontaminate the soil. 

During 2013, the lowest parking level at One Gateway. P-4, was closed while an cx1cTtsivc c lean­
up operntion was perfom,ed to remove Ute black ooze Utat was bubbling up from cTacks in th< 
concrete and pooling in significant quantities under One Gateway. TI1is \\'3S after a rainy season. 
Sine• then there h ad been a dry spell. 

From METRO's Medin Relations: 
"Apparently there ha.s hccn some cement cracking occurring on P-4 parking level and Ferrous 
Sullile is coming up through th< cracks. Safely had some s tudies done and deem it not hannful 
for people. but obvious .... the stuff coming up lhrough some cracks and joint areas oftl1e cement 
is not good to have. General service staned the work of tilling in the cracks and then putting a 
scaler on the floor staning w iU1 P-4. lltcy a lso plan to seal each level of the parking stnicturc and 
re-stripe as well. llte Ferrous Sulfite is only on P-4 level. not elsewhere. 

" \\'< suspecl Iha! due to old oil stornge in lhe area of our building many years ago may haw led 
to this ..... also we have a very hig.h water table here due to our location next to 1he LA river. 
Metro's environmental safety fol.ks are monitoring the issue and will rnonitor after work is 
completed to cn~urc the constniction proc~ss works.·' 

. 
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ORG 12-13 The comment summarizes that the issue of 
contamination was identified in 1995 and the press 
release was from 2014. Metro is in receipt of the 
2014 report and responses are provided herein. 
The details of that report are addressed below in 
response to comments ORG 12-17 through 
ORG 12-32. See also response to comment ORG 
12-1 and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 

ORG 12-14 This comment includes the text of the 1995 paper 
presented at the Fifth International Symposium of 
the Chemical Oxidation Association.  

See responses to comments ORG 12-1, ORG 12-2, 
ORG 12-3, and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 

 

ORG 12-12 
Contd. 

ORG 12-13 

ORG 12-14 

1-)~ 

U NK Com111cnt Fcbnmry 27. 2019 Pogc 3 of 7 

11te garages under the proposed Vignes Street develop111ent underwent this deconta111ination in 
2013. Rust colored leakage ran along the bono111 oft he columns on aisle PF-4. 11tis is the center 
of the parking gar:tge. Tite damage was at the base of Ote columns. l lte concrete slab under the 
culumns is aboul four fr..:l thick. Is thU, goo moving up through tOur feet uf c.:unc.:rch:? 

ht addition to the One Gateway garages. the soil rntdcr the old Dcnny·s site was also 
contaminated. 1l1c same remedial action was taken: Denny's restaurant and parking lot were 
removed. soi l decontamination dug a hole 40+ feet down, the soil was removed, the s ite refilkd 
"ilh clean soil. a ue\\ parking lol "as added, and new Danny·s was bui lt Otat looked identical lo 
the o ld one. 

F. ·n OF PREVIOUS COMM F. T. 

'llt e report titled "Gateway Center Waler Treatment Planl, Los Angeles: Controlled Hydrogen 
Peroxide Treatment of I IY.drogen Sulfide and VOC Affected Groundwater," was: delivered during 
a symposium 10 Vandcrb,lt UniYcrsity on Fchnmry 14, 1995. 

1lte rcpon is twenty four years old. 1110 above comment about the contamination was made in 
September 01'2014. 11te l\lelro Planning staff has continuously overlooked Otis hazardous \\aste 
site underneath the One Gateway building and the environs, therefore the report is added in its 
entirety a~ a commcnl to cducalc the I .INK Planning ~ta IT: 

http://www.h2o2.com/remediation./ex•situ•~oil•and•groundwater•treatment.aspx? 
pid=9G& name=Case•Studv•Ground\\,'3.tcr•Treatment• l I vdrogcn•Sul fide 

A copy of the full article is available through METRO"s library via email request. 

Hydrogen Sulfide Rem0\':tl 
Gateway Center Water Trc:,tment Plant, Los Angeles: 
Controlled Hydrogen Peroxide Treatment of Hydrogen Sulfide and VOC 
Affected Groundwater 

Joseph E. Odcncruntz, Daniel Tobocmun and Scott W. Duggnn 
Fifth lnlcmational S)sn1,osinm and Princi11lcs and Practices Work.shop 
Vanderbilt University and lntemational Chemical Oxidation Association 
Vanderbilt Plaza Hotel - Nash,·illc, Tetmcsscc 
Workshop: Febmat)· 14, 1995 
Symposium: February 15-17.1995 

Abstract 
Groum.Jwutcr affcctc<l l,y hy<lrog1.·n sulfi<l..: anJ volatile urgauic <.vmpounJs (VOCs) was n:nio,,cd 
during a temporary construction dewatering project. Treatment was required to reduce the total 
sulfide and \'OC concentrations prior to discharge to the Los Angeles River. Hydrogen peroxide 
and sodium hydroxide were added to oxidize the sulfide to sulfate at pH = 9.2 in Ote first reaction 
\'1;.'Ssd. A prototypt..' hydrogen p..:roxidi.: control 8)'8km called tl'll.: Pcrox 20 was implcm~ntcd lo 
minimize the amount of hydrogen peroxide used. 'l11is was the first application of its kind in the 
world. The largest commercially available UV•Oxidation system wn." spec ifi ed for organics 
dastmction in combination with a backup carbon adsorption system for GV system maintenance, 
or in th.: ev<nl of a CV system failurl!. TI1~ ch..:mic:11 oxidation ofhydrogi:n sulfid..: was 
successful throughout Iha durJtion (lo <iata) of treatment plalll operation . llte UV-Oxidation 
system was successful :it meeting the discharge limits at low organic loading rates~ however, 
activated carbon was implemented at higher organic loading rates. 1rte operation of t he various 
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components of the treatment plan I with respect to the oxidation of hydrogen sulfide and 
dis.solved VOCs (benzene) arc addrcs.scd in the paper. 

ln tro<ludion 
11,c Ga1eway Center underground parking focil i1y will provide space for the occup:utlS or s ix 
fulurc office buildings and Union Stalion. the central hub of the Los Angeles Mclropolilan 
Transit Authority (~ITA) in downtown Los Angeles. 11,e firsl stage of the developmenl was to 
cons truct a 40+-fool deep excavation for conslruction of an undergro,md parking slruclure in 
wh ich temporary (approximalely two years) d cwatering was required to lower water levels 
approximalely 1wen1y feel over 1en acres durin g construction. 'The regional groundwa1er in 01e 
vicinity oftl,c site is affected by hydrosen sulfide and dissolved petroleum/chlorinated 
hydrocarbons and requires ex1cns ivc treatment before the groundwater can be discharged to the 
Los Angeles River. TI1c suspected source of these chemicals is a nearby fonn cr coal gasification 
plant which opera1ed from the 1890s until the 1950s. 

Uround"1ater was in.itiaHy extracted from 25 extraction \VclJs fined with submersible electric 
pumps. 1l1c extracted ground waler is pumped 1hrough 1hc silc piping 10 1hc trca1mct11 plant The 
groundwalcr trcauncnl syslem was dcsigued 10 be capable of trealing approximalely 800-
gallons per mimuc (gpm); however; flow raies decreased 0 11cc a steady s1a1e flow condition was 
~ached and lhc.! rc:quir~d drawdown was oblain~d. ·n 1er~ ar~ two main asp-.x:t.s of lh~ dewatering 
system : the groundwater ex1raction system and the water treatment plant 'l11e groundwater 
e:'l.1raction system design consisted of a p,1mpi.ng test and three•dimensional groundwater 
modeling 10 design the exiract ion sys1om and prcdicl its pcrfonn aneo. The plam was designed for 
1.2 MGD (~ 850 gpm). 11,e design flow r:iles were wi1hin Len pa-cent ofth~ actual flows. Draw 
down was predicted to be three weeks, but actually occurred in approximately ten d..1ys. 

In order 10 mcel a tig)ll constmc1ion schedule, the waler 1rea1mcn1 plant was built very quickly. 
1wo monll,s from pre-slab 10 start-up. 1l1c main process cons ists or ex1ensiw pH adjus1men1 and 
chemical addition for sulfide and voe removal. Hydrogen peroxide and sodium hydroxide are 
added to oxicliu the sullide to sull"ate al pH - 9.2 in the li.rst reaction vessel. SuU-uric acid was 
used to lower lhc pl I to 4.0 in the second reaction vessel. A prototype hydrogen peroxide conlrol 
s~tcm (Pcrox 20) is in use to minimi7.c the nmount of hydrogen peroxide lL<:.cd, this is lhc first 
application of its kind in 1hc world. 1l1e largest commercially a\'ailable UV-Oxidaiion system 
was speciJied for the organi~ destruction and a backup carbon adsorption system is a,·ailable in 
the event of UV-Oxidatio11 system maintenance or a UV system fa ilure. l "he pl l is raised from 
4.0 10 6.0 with "'odium hydroxide nt,;: 1hc fin al part of the trcarmcnt p n)C'C~~. 1'11c component~ of 
the treatment plat11 arc lied together wi1h a Programmable Logic Control (PLC) sys1cm. 

Design Crite ria and Discharge Limits 
11,c primary focus of the process dcsigJ1 was the removal of voes and hydrogen sulfide. 
Discharge limits were set by a National l'ollulant Discharge Eliminatio n Syslem (:sll'DES) 
permit from the Regional Water Quali1y Control l:loard. Although there are many VOCs in the 
groundwater that have discharge lirnits in the pem1it, the most significant proved to be benzene. 
pl11c drinking water t,;:Umdnrd for hcnzcnc ic:. 1.0 microgram per liter, however, the di!\chargc limit 
for the project was set at 0.34 microgr::ims per liter. 111c design influent conccntr=.nion for 
b\."llZClh! was 35 micrograrm, per lilcr, l,a~cd on the maximum av\.-ragc com.·i:ntralion frum the 
groundwater monitoring network at the site. ~l11e discharge limit for total sulfides was I mg/L 
and the design concentration of total sulfides was 50 mg/I- 1l1csc discharge limits arc very 
stringent. ·n ,e standard labonuory detec1ion limits of benzene and hydrogen sullide are 0.5 mg/L 
aml 1.0 111g/L. n:spcc1i,1cly. TI1t'.rdOr~. the~ \1.m, cn~c..1ivdy nu 1.uargi11 or r:n-or in 1he J~ ig,n or 
opera1io11 of the plant 1l1e p ll limit was G.0-9.0. the 1urbidity, 50 NTUs. and TSS. 50 mg/L 
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Field Testing and Process Design 
In Febniary 1993, field tesling took place at a well in the center of the proposed excavation in lhe 
most highly affected region. 11,is well had previously been utilized for the pumping test to 
quantify aquifer par:uneters. Approximately 60.000 gallons of groundwater had been removed 
from this wdl. On lhc day of the fidd h:sting, 200 gallons of water wcn.: purged from thc , ... e ll 
and batch tests a.t fi,·e di_ffercnt pH \'alucs were conducted 111e purpose of these tests ,, as to 
dctcnninc the optimum pH for sullide dcgrodation kinetics af\er hydrogen peroxide addition and 
10 w rify discharges limits of turbidity could be met by the addition of sulfuric acid. 

Figure I shows the variation of first-order sulfide degradation rates as a function of pH. The 
initial hydrogen peroxide dose was detennined by measuring the initial total sulfide 
concentration and adding hydrogen peroxide in excess of the stoichiometric requirement. 'I11e 
peroxide nnd tot.al sulfide concentration were n,car.;urcd at regular intervals until a.<;ymptotic 
sulfide depletion. n,ere was visual evidence of the production of elemental sulfur at pH = 6.5. 
·n,e fir..t -order kinetic rnte of sulfide removal decreased at pH greater than 9.2 which was the 
result of the increase in overall Oocculent fonnat ion. 

Due to the hardness of tile grotn1dwatcr: scale fonned as a result of the increase in pll. 11,e 
removal of this scale became a critical design issue. In order to cvaluotc both the nature of the 
scale/lloc-s ,md tile degr<e 10 which lll~y could be dissolved laser particle c-ou111ing was 
implemented from tile batch tests and duplicate samples we~ acidified with sulfuric acid to 
dissolve rite particles. Figure 2 shows variation in concentrtnion of particles :.s n funcrion of 
average particle diameter for the acidified and non-acidified samples. 11ie concentration was 
estimated from the number o f particles within selected particle ranges. assuming tile particles 
were sphl.!res and had a speciJic gravity of l.4. ·111e result-s of these calculations compared very 
wcl1 to indcpcndcn1 measurements oflotal sur-pcndcd solids (TSS). 1l1c turhidily and StL~pcndcd 
solids conccntralion of tile acidified samples were well wi1hin the discharge limits. 1110 removal 
of tile particles was also necessary to cnsur\! tile propcropcrat.ion ofdo\,nstrcam proccsst.'S. 

Process Description 
·n,e treaunenl process is generally divided into three step tlrnl c:m be idenlified as (I) tile sulfide 
oxidation phase. (2) the voe treatment phase. and (3) tile disclrnrge phase. In the sulfide 
oxidation phase. sulfide in the groundwater is oxidized to sulfate by ti le addition of hydrogen 
peroxide at pH- 9.2. 11,c pH is then lo wered to prepare for tile VOC lrcatmmt phase. In the VOC 
treatment phase, voes arc citl1er destroyed in an ultraviolet oxidntion (UV/Ox) system or 
removed by carbon adsorption. In the discharge pha c. tile pH is raised so tliat 1hc treated water 
is suitable for discharge. Figure 3 shows the process flow diagram of the treatment pl:un. figure 
4 is tile layout of tile equipment on 1ilc p.id which clearly indicates ti le effect of space 
limitntion~. Figure 5 is the overall t::itc layou1 which shows: the relationship of the treatment plant 
,,ith respect to the dcwatcring wells and the ultimalc point of discharge oftlie treated 
groundwater. 

Sulfide Oxidation Phase 
111e ground water was pun.tped from 25 dewateri.ng wells through a common header lo the plant. 
Sodium hydroxide i• added and mixed to raise the pH lo approximately 9.2. Hydrogen peroxide 
is added and mixed to 3(,1 as an oxidizing agent. At pH 9.2. the hydrogen peroxide oxidizes 
suUidc t<> sull;ttc. 11,is reaction <>Ccurs in Tank I. a 500-barrd (21.000-gallon) tank which 
provides over 23 minutes of detention time at 800 gpm for the sulfide oxidation reaction to 
occur. Tank I ha~ two vcnical hafflcs and 1wo mechanical agitators in the first 1wo of three cells 
created by the bafile arr:utgement. 

·n,e addition of hydrogen peroxide is controlled by the Pcrox 20. 
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'Ille process water flows from Tank I to Tank 2 by gravity llow. l:lctween Tank I and 'Jank 2 
sulfuric acid is added to lowerthe pll to approximately 4.0 . The pll is lowered to redissolw the 
solids that precipitate out of solution at pH 9.2. 11,c sulfuric ucid is mixed by a mechanical 
agitator in the front end of Tank 2. Tank 2 is a 320-barrd ( 13,440-gallon) tank with one baffle 
which scparal<.-s the front scclion of the tank whii.:h contains the mixer 1l1c ~mUi.1ric at·icJ addition 
is controlled by a pll probe located at the outlet of Tank 2. 

voe Treatment Phase 
Pumps I and 2 pump the process water from Tank 2 through either the UV /Ox system or the 
carhon y.,;tcm to tile di"chnrgc poinL 111c lJV/Ox sys1etn homhnr<lq, 1hc proccs...q, water with 
ultra,·iolct light i.n the presence of hydrogen peroxide. 11,e uliraviolct light energizes a w1ction 
"hich destroys 1he VOCs in lilc \\ater by bombardment of them with hydroxy-r.idicals. A flo\\• 
control valve may divert the process tlow to the granular activated carbon adsorption systen.1 in 
which ca5c the voes in the process waler auach (or adsorb) onto the carbon. When lhe carbon is 
salurat~d with VOCs, it is removed from the vessel and replaced \Vi'th clean carbon. In the event 
of a power fa ilure. the VOC treatment is perfom1cd by the carbon adsorp1ion system and a 
standby generator provides power to the system. 

Discharge Phase 
Following the voe 1reatmcnl phase, 1he pll of 1he process waler is still approximalely 4.0. In 1he 
discharge phase, sodium hydroxide is added and mixed to raise 1hc p l I to grenler than 6.0 as 
required to comply with the discharge limits. 11,c addition of caustic soda is controlled hy a pH 
probe loca1cd dom1stream of an in-line static mixer. 

Plant Performance and Changes in Groundwater Chemistry 
Figure 6 is a graph of the flow to the treatment plant from June 1993 through :slovember 1994. 
·n,e flow decreased from start-up ,mtil September 1993 as steady-stale Oow developed. 11,e flow 
varied slightly until June 1994 as constmction either allowed groundwater levels to rise or fall. In 
June 1994, the excavation was expanded and additional areas. were dcwntcrcd initiating a second 
approach to steadv-stn1c. ll1e maximum total sulfide concentration to enter the trcatrncnt plant 
was 65 mg/L whfch was reduced to less than I mg/L during 1he sulfide oxidation phase. 

Figure 7 illustrates 1he variabili1y in innuent benzene concentration and benzene loading with 
respect to the llow to the treatment plant. As depicted in the figure. there has been an overall 
steady increase in benzene landing to the treatment plnnl. TI1e source of the increased hcn1cne 
loading is suspected 10 be from ofl:site. The increase in benzene loading to the treatment plant 
exe<eded the design loading to the UV system and resulted in poor perfonn:mce. ln order lo 
compensate. the primary voe treatment was switched to activated carbon in October 1993. 

Figures AA, SA and SC show the time \'arying usage rates of cntLstic soda, sulfuric acid and 
hydrogen pero.,ide. ll1e overall trends in all the usage r.ilas reOecl the changes in flow. 

Summary and Conclus ions 
·11,e Uatcw"ay Center \Vatcr ·1·re:atme11t Plant was designed to oxidize hydrogen sulfide and 
dissolved VOCs produced from groundwa1cr dcwatcring. 11,c o xida1ion of hydrogen sulfide wi1h 
hydrogen peroxide was a success in that the full-scale system operated per design parameters 
dclcnnincd from field lcsting. 111c implementation ofa hydrogen control system combined with 
the results of initfal kinetic testing was successfu l al reducing chemical and labor costs for the 
optimum oxidation ofhydrog.:n sullhh:. 11,e UV-Oxidation sysh:m was ~ucc~ssful at ml;!eting thl;! 
discharge limits at low organic loading rates. however, activated carbon was in-1plcme11tcd at 
higher organic loading rates. lllc initial field testing for chemical kinetic parameters combined 
with aquifer testing and groundwater flow modeling fonned TI,e basis of lreaunent system 
design. An unanticipated increase in benzene concentrations required operation ofth• initial 
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and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 
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back-up sys1<m to become the primary method o f VOC removal. The UV-oxidation system is 
used at very low flo\i.1 rates. i.e. low benzene loading rates. 

Et\ I) o f the presentation at Vanderbilt Univcrsi1y. 

llte problem of the oil contamination in the One Gateway garage level P4 seemed to disappear 
during the d ry period from 20 13 to 201 8. But the year 20 19 was a rainy season . Will the black 
goo relllm, leeching upwards through the four foot concrete base and onto the parking area of 
P4? During tho last toxic e mption. over a half dozen parking spaces near the ~ctro headquarters 
e levators were roped off with bright yellow hazard tape. Did there continue to be toxic fumes'/ 
Prohably. It makes some people ill to go to P4, C\'Cl'I for a fow seconds. I become dizzy and get a 
headache. a sure s ign of hydrogen sulfide. Please. for this reason, discontinue any further study 
of LI K Union Station and rediscover some practical solution. 

Read my previous comments from 2014, ' '11,c Ten Fatal Flaws' for solutions to the problems of 
passenger circulation at Union Station. 

Tirnnk you for your attention to this m:111.:r. 

Susan Karat MacAdams 

Board Member, Train Riders Association California. (TRAC) 
Board Member. Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society (LAUSHS) 
Metro lligh Speed Rail Project Manage r 
Metro Red , Blue Green Linc<, Trac k Engineer and Manager 
Baltimore, Boston, & Washington DC ~lctros , Track Engineer and Designer 

j 
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ORG 12-17 Comment noted. 

ORG 12-18 The comment provides the commenter’s 
background and experience. The comment also 
provides background information on existing 
conditions at LAUS and the opportunities for 
passenger movement. 
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September 22. 2014 

Sus.1n '.lfac/\dams 
Tmnsil Consultant 
269 S. Heverly Drive, Unit I 187 
13everly Ilills, CA 902 12 

City Councilmcmber Mike Bonin 
METRO Board of Directors 
Planning & Program Commitki: Chair 
City Hall Office 
200 . Spring Street #475 
Los Angeles, C1\ 9001 2 

Subject: Ten fatal Flaws in the Union Station Master l'lan 
Final Pi nn dated Septemher 17, 2014 

Subject document: 

page I 

bup·/(medja rnmo oeltboard/I1emS(2QJ 41Q2 sep1emher120140917po/o26pi1em2Sbauao111 pd( 

Dear Councilmcmbcr Mike Bonin: 

1l1e Final Drnl1 ofU1e Union St<11ion '.\faster Plan "'as presented to the METRO Board durini; the l 
September 17. 201 4, Planning & Programming Committee Meeting. 

During the presentation you rcqucsted1 if there was any knowledge of fatal naws, you would like 
to know. In nnswcr to that request. here arc- ten fatal flnw~ of which you mny not be awnrc. 

Fonncrly. I was the High Speed Kail Planning /\ lanagcr at ~IJ::TKO (2009-201 1) and studied the 
existing infrastn,cture of Cnion Slat ion. During the design and conslmction of the METRO sys­
tem I was a track and alignment engineer for the Red. Rluc nnd (}n::cn J ,incs. Prior to that experi­
ence. I worked on transit systems in Bahimorc. Boston. and Washington DC. 

During my Boston experience, I worked on the Dack Oay Station, the only rail station in .,l\merica 
most like Union Station with regards to the types of transit operations that are funneled through a 
small nroa : Light Rail, Commuter Rail, Amtrak, Aecla High Speed Rail and freight trains, with a 
subway station located undcroealh. 

From working as a rail yard designer on the East Coast and the West Coast, rail yards have be ­
come one of my areas of e~"J)ertise. 

Un ion Station is one big rail yard. 

Track engineers have an expression for yard design: --like putting len pounds of sugar into a five 
pound bag:• 

In other words, with rail yard design. thcre·s not an inch 10 spare. 

In the lessons leamed category, experience showed that many design problems occur in the early 
~•ages of development when designers fail 10 look Lmdcmcath the surface. \Vith this in mind, I 
spent my two year tenure at Union Station studying the underground stnicturcs and found a hon-

. 
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ORG 12-19 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR.  

See Key Issue Response OT-4: Adjacent Parallel 
Tunnels.  

No supporting evidence of how a pedestrian bridge 
over Alameda Street would enhance passenger 
capacity at LAUS or achieve the Link US project 
objectives is provided.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. As shown in Table 3.5-15 and Table 3.5-16 
(located in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change) of the Draft EIR, the net increase 
in daily emissions would exceed the SCAQMD 
thresholds for NOX. Impacts would be significant. 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 
3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) would 
reduce the rail exhaust emissions (CO, NOX, ROG, 
PM10, and PM2.5). As identified in Table 3.5-21, 
Table 3.5-22, and Table 3.5-23 (located in Section 
3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change) of the 
Draft EIR, the net increase in daily emissions would 
be reduced to below the SCAQMD thresholds after 
mitigation; therefore, upon implementation of 
Mitigation Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 
3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change), 
impacts would be reduced to a level less than 
significant. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
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eycomb of entranceways, tunnels. utilities, auto ramps. offices. stairwells, escalators and eleva­
tor.;. 

At Union Station thcri.: arc.· more Mnu:tur\!S underground than abo,,c. 

Also, by trade, Jam a map maker and discovered there was no consolidated rail map for Los An­
geles Coumy. 1--IETRO bad their own system map, Metrolink another. Amtrak a third. Santa Fe 
had their 0\\11 set of maps m1d Cnion Pacific another. Some railroads shared corridor.; with /\m• 
trak. some wi01 1--letrolink. 

Working with the Long Range Planning group a11'1ETRO, 0,e first consolidated rail map for Los 
Angeles County was developed. This map is currently lLScd by METRO Executive Officer. Oon 
Sepulveda, during his High Speed Rail presentations. For item 6 on the list, regarding raising of 
the tracks in nion Station. having a copy ol' thc detail on the map of Union Station area will 
clarify the track probkon along the Los Angeles Rjver. 

l11is map is al.s o important for commuter infonnation as there is a general lack o f coordination in 
the transit and rail planning industry, which will effect the development of High Speed Rail al 
Union Station. for which the new Master Plan plays a big part. 

~n1ere arc problems within the new proposed l\lastcr Plan, but there are also solution , especially 
with the mo\'cment of passengeri: through the underground facilities. These solutions arc not al• 
\\<ays mine or new~ and wer~ d!!,,d oped afler s~nding many hours in und~rgrouud garagt:s. in­
, ·estigat ing existing damage 10 stmctures. mid speaking 10 multiple M ETRO depanments on mul­
tiple topics. The Ooard and the public should be aware that there arc more cost effecthrc, organic 
(in the sense of growing out of the old), cheaper altcmatives lo the Master Plan and that I hope 
you will take this into consideration when planning for the future of our community. 

TEN FATAL FLAWS IN T II E UNIO!\ STATION MASTl!R PLAN: 

I.) Owri,ea nl Pedcstrlnn Walkway directly above locomoth-cs emitting diesel exhaust Is a 
hazanl lo public health 

Farnl flaw: Amtrak and Mctrolink locomoti\'CS continually emit die!'<:I cxhatL"1 . From OSHA rc­
pon: "(Persons) exposed to diesel exhaust face the risk of health effcctS ranging from irritation of 
the eyes and nose, headaches and nausea, to rcspirat.ory disease and lung cancer.·• 

hllP'- · //www o.sha go,·iSL'l'C/dieselexhaust/ 

On a daily basis. the handrails and surfaces of the overl,ead walkway will be coated "ith diesel 
soot. Eliminate ovcrl1ead walkways. 

Solution: Provide a pedestrian bridge over Alameda Street, see item 8. and add two new under• 
ground passenger llumcls for circulation, sec item 9. 

2.) New dc,,clopmcnt ulong Vlgncs Street should not be pln1111cd nbo\'c remnants or coal 
gasificatioa1 planl 

Fa1al Flaw: 11,e soil under Union Station is contaminated from remnants of a coal gasi.ficntion 
plant. /\ technical paper ti tled '·(One) Gateway Cemer Water Treatme111 Pl:u11, Los Angeles: Con• 
trolled Hydrugc11 Peruxidc Tn:at1m.·11l uf Hydrogen SuUidc'' was pn.-scnkd al the Fillh Jn. 

-
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the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. The Final EIR 
project does not include any walkways above diesel 
locomotives. 

ORG 12-20 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR.  

See responses to comments ORG 12-1, ORG 12-2, 
and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 
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ORG 12-21 See responses to comments ORG 12-11 and ORG 
12-12.  

ORG 12-22 Soil contamination is addressed in a Phase I and 
Phase II ESA, not a geotechnical report (see Section 
3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of the 
Draft EIR). Mitigation measures included in 
Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, of 
the Draft EIR include HAZ-2: Prepare a Project-wide 
Phase II ESA, and HAZ-4: Prepare Parcel-Specific 
Soil Management Plans and Health and Safety 
Plans.  

See responses to comments ORG 12-3, ORG 12-4, 
and Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  
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ternational Symposiwn of the Chemical Oxidation Association. held at Vanderbilt University in 
1995 . 

.. The Gateway Cemer 11ndergro11nd parkingfaciliry will provide space for the occ11pants of six 
fi1111re office b11iltlillgs and Union Swl/011. the central h11b of the Los Angeles Me1ropoliw11 Tra11-
si1 A111hority (A11:4) ill downtown Los Angeles. The first stage of the development was lo con­
strucr a 40• foot deep excavation for construction of an undergrormd parking structure in which 
temporary (npproximmely two years) dewarenng was reqwred 10 lower warer levels. The re­
gional groundwater ,n rhe wcm11y of the me 1s affected by hydrogen s11/fide and dissolved pe-
1roleumlchlorma1ed hydrocarbons and req11ires extensive trearment before the groundwater can 
be discharged lo the Los Angeles River. The suspected source of these chemicals is a nearby for­
mer coal gasification plant which operated from the 1890s 11111il the 1950s. " 

http://www.h2o2.com/r-emediation/ex-situ-soil-and-groundwater-treatment.aspx? 
pid=96& name=Ca5c-Stndv-Groundwatcr-Treatment-I I vdrogen-S11lfidc 

A copy of the full article is nvailahlc through MF.TR O's lihrnry vin email rcquc.st. 

1l1c r~ccnl Union S1.n1ion 'vfaslcr Plan cncourngcs development illong Vigncs Street which may 
not be economically feasible because of the soil contamination and the costs of the remedial ac­
tions required 10 dccon1runina1c 1hc soil. 

During 2013. the lowest parking level at One Gateway. P-4. was c losed while an e~1ensive clean­
up opcr-Jtion was perf'onncd 10 remove the black ooze ~tat was bubbling up from cracks in 1he 
com:::rck and pooli11g in ~ig.nificanl qmmlilics unJcr Onl.! Gateway. 

From ~IETRo·s Yledia Relations: 

.. Apparently there has been .some cement cracking occurring on P-4 parkmg level and Ferro ,a 
Su/fire rs commg up through rhe crock-<. Safety had some s111d1es done and deem 111101 harmfi,1 
for people. b111 obwmL< ... rhe 5/uff coming up rhrough .wme crack-! and ;oint area., of the cement 
is not good ro have. General ser>"ice started the work of filling m the cracb and then p11111ng a 
sealer on rhcfloor startmg wirh P-4. They also p/011 to seal each l,Jvcl of the parkmg strucfllrc 
and ,. •• ,.tripe as well. The Ferrous S11/fite is only on P-4 level, nor elsewhere. 

--we s11spect that due to old otl srorage ,n the area of 011r bwld1ng many years ago mayha,·e led 
10 this .. .. also we ha,,-c a very high water table here due 10 our location next to the UI river. 
Metro~ environmental safety folks arc monitoring the 1ss11e and will monitor of/er work ts com­
plefed to ensure the c:'Onl·tructicm pn:x:,•esl H'Orks. " 

1l1c garages under lhc proposed Vigucs Street development underwent this decon1amination ln 
2013. Rust colored leakage ran along the bottom of1he columns on aisle Pf-4. TI1is is the center 
of the parking garage. TI,c damage was at lhc base of the columns. TI,c concrete s lab under the 
columns is abo111 four feet I hick. ls this goo moving up through four feet of concrcie? 

In addition to u,e One Gateway garages, 1he soil tmder the old Denny ·s site was also coutaminat­
ed. ·n1c same remedial action was taken: ~1111y~s restaurant and parking lot were remo\'ed~ soil 
decontamination dug a hole 40 I feet down,. the soil was removed, the site refilled with clean soil, 
a new parking lot was added, and new 0 .;}nny's was built that looked identical to the old one. 

. 

11,c Bonnt should rcquc.<;1 METRO's Environmental Safety Group provide n gcotcchnicnl report ] 
on the con1,unina1ion of the soil under Ute proposed d~velopment site before proceeding funher 
with lhc Ma, lcr Plan. 
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ORG 12-23 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. No ancillary 
development or buildings along Vignes Street are 
proposed as part of the Final EIR project. 

ORG 12-24 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive 
to the comment, general information and 
background related to project development topics 
have been provided, where applicable. 

As shown in Section 2.0, Project Description, Table 
2-4 of the Draft EIR, proposed platform lengths for 
the planned HSR system are 870 feet and 1,010 
feet on Platforms 2 and 3, respectively. It is also 
noted the rail yard is proposed to be elevated up to 
15 feet, and platforms would not be placed 100-120 
feet underground. The Link US project is being 
designed to accommodate the planned HSR 
system within the limits of the project. The planned 
HSR system as proposed by CHSRA is a separate 
project than the Link US project and is being 
evaluated separately within two separate EIS/EIRs 
for the Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to 
Anaheim Project Sections. 

ORG 12-23 

ORG 12-24 

page 4 

Fa1al Haw: Even if the enviromneutal hazards can be addressed. the height ol'the buildings 
hown along Vigues Street will interfere with the LAPD he licopter landing pad, llooper lle lipon . 

located on the roof of the Piper Technical Center, the world's largc~t rooftop airpon . Federal Avi­
ation Administration (FAA) regulations goveniing helicopter landing c learances mandate that 
buildings may 11ol obstruct thi: airspace. 111c hdicoph:r lauding space is in the shape of au i11\'isi• 
ble upsi de.down wedding cake: the higher the elevation . the wide r the airspace in circumference. 
It appears the height ol'the buildings hown on the Master Plan intertere w~h this airspace and 
'"ill hnve to be tn111ca1cd. 

Solution : The areas designated for new development along Vigncs Street on the )'[aster Plan may 
be suitable for parking garages that will be necessary for High Speed Rail to succeed. 

3.) Building an und erground H. n station beneath Vigne.s Street 

Fatal Flaw: l11is proposal. us ing the Fcdcrnl R:iilroad Administration ·s (FRA) own tcnninology 
for fonding denial is a "Show Stopper.'' as the costs outweigh the benefits. 

For reference. Uie length ofa ILSR l'latfonn is 1400 feet. The height of the World Trade Center 
wa.s 1365 feet. 

http://cn.wikipcdia.orgiwikilfilc: \Vorld_Trndc_Ccntcr_Building_D.:sign_ \\ith_Floor_ and_Elc­
vator _Arranginent.svg 

·n,eNfore. the building of this HSR platfonn is nearly equivalent to building the World Trade 
Center on its side. underground. l11ere is no building of this size in the Westeni United States, 
and this proposed HSR station will be mined in b.!drock through soil of dubious noxious con1ent! 

Complicating the proposal is U1e exist ing Red Line subway. ·11,. bottom of the Red Line Station 
is deep, about 80 feet. 11,c sta1ion is• shoe box-like stmcturc and s itS o n top of solid bedrock. 
During constmction in the 199(l"s, for economic reasons, to provide sufficient height for the sta­
tion structure. engineers decided to raise the nooring of the Union Station passenger mnnel in ­
stead of mining into the bedrock. Today one can see the rise and descent o f the flooring by o b­
serving the tiles along the side walls of lhe passenger tunnel between I racks 7 through I 0. This is 
the roof of the Red Linc Station pushing up into the passenger tunnel nooring. 

·n,is slightly bulging lloor is an example often po,mds of sugar in a live pound bag. 

'111e HSR alignme11t presents big problems. Subway tmmels currently exist underground in the 
\'icinity, about 40-60 feet deep. 11,e El Monte busway rests on top of support colunu1s. Also an 
impediment is U1e 101 Freeway, in a low profile. 11,c proposed HSR tunnels will be huilt under 
the bottom ofUie El Monte busway and the 101 Freeway and U1e subway tunnels. 

According to the Master Plan, the subway tunnels and the I ISR tunnels criss cross each other un­
der the IOI Freeway, one set of tunnels below the other. 

111is is a Fatal Fkt\\o, ll1is isn·l going lo work. You don't wmll to mess with this bag of sugar. 

And if that isn' t sullicient infonnation to stop the project. herc·s another Fatal Flaw: the HSR 
station platfon11 will be about l00-120 feet underground mined into solid bedrock. 

If the station platfonn is 120 feet deep, that translates to nbom eight stories down. This is a struc­
ture the size of the World Trade Center. 11,e costs arc as tronomical. This is a " Show Stopper" and 
the proposal should be taken off the table immediately. 

. 
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The Red and Purple Line tunnel is a key project 
constraint, and no impacts to the tunnel are 
proposed as part of the Link US project. The 
expanded passageway is proposed above the 
tunnel.  

Relocation of the Gold Line was considered during 
early project development; however, alternatives 
that would result in impacts to the Gold Line 
alignment were rejected due to the cost 
considerations and potential ridership impacts on 
one of Metro’s busiest LRT lines. 

1-)~ 
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ORG 12-25 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR. 

Relocation of the Gold Line was considered during 
early project development; however, alternatives 
that would result in impacts to the Gold Line 
alignment were rejected due to the cost 
considerations and potential ridership impacts on 
one of Metro’s busiest LRT lines. It should also be 
noted that Platform 1 serving the Gold Line would 
be lengthened to enhance passenger movement. 

ORG 12-24 
Contd. 

ORG 12-25 

1-)~ 
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11,e only viable solu1ion for IISR to fit conveniently at Union Station is to move the Gold Line 
over into the old baggage handling arcu, a distance of about 150 feet. ~fore on that in item 4. 

But movi11g the Ould Linc: at Union Station lo accommodate HSR ha!) uot been pn.,;cnlt.'J to tht: 
METRO Doard or lo the public. 

MF.TRO received $ 1 lS million from HSI? to addr~s,;; lran . .;;i1 issues al Union Stnlion, hut the infu­
sion ofHSR money was put into the Regional Connector Project. 1lrnt is the reason moving the 
Gold Linc at Union Station has not been discussed with the public or the ~IETRO Board. 

A stn1ctnre as big as the World Trade Center is not needed at Cnion Station. Move the Gold Line. 
Use the HSR money for what it was intended. to address tran sit issues caused by building HSR m 
Union Station. 

4.) Build in~ the new busway behind Union Station viola tes pcn 'iously si~ncd Ra ilroad 
A~1-.,cmcnts 

Fatal Flaw: 11,e bus way is planned for an area that was designated for rail traflic. Railroad 
Agreements dating back to the the l930's assign rights to each successive tenant at Un ion Station 
to maintain this area for rail traffic only. ~l11csc agreements were written for the best interest in 
regards to rail expansion. Previously, rail 1:racks were located in tJ1is area and were used for Post 
OITicc bu~incss. such ns lcn..:rs and packages. 1l1csc tracks were r..:mO\'Cd during the conslruction 
of the Red Line and is currently use as a parlting lot and :m area for Amtrak b.1ggage handling . 

According to the Railroad Agreements, it would be illegal to build a busway at this location. 
METRO Doard should comply with the Railroad Agreements signed by METRO Executives in 
the 199o·s and retain this area for rail trans i1 expansion on ly. Purchasing the propeny does not 
give METRO the right to "aive these previous agreements as this is n sepnrnte legal mailer that 
over-rides o"nership. 

Currently, METRO is considering conven ing the San Fentando Valley Orange Line busway back 
into a rail line . One hundred and twenty years ago this busway was n rail transit line. The rail line 
was later discontinued. ·1nen. in the 199o·s. METRO planned for the eonstmction ofa light rail 
linl! in tJ1e \talky. But this \\•~ cfocmcd tou c,xpt.:ns ivl!, and Li u.: busway was built. ~ll1t cu1Tc.:nl 
success oft he busway has gene.-ated discussions to change the busway back into to a light rail 
line. But doing so today will be ex1remely expensive and disniptive to the current patronage. 

·n,e Pntsauoras PlaZlt busway is successful and needs to expand. but cannot in the current loca­
tion: the Master Plan proposc'S building a new facility on the Alameda side. behind Union Station 
in the o ld baggage handling area. 

But putting the husway into the old rail right--0f-way violates the tenns of the Railroad Agree­
ments and removes the option ofmo,·ing the Gold Line to make room for High Speed Rail. 

11,is is one of those problems o f pulling ten pounds of sugar into a five pound bag. 

11,cre is no other solution for High Speed Rail. The new busway location will block e,,,nnsion of 
the rnilyard. Should METRO willingly disregard the previous Railroad 1\greements? TIIis is a 
legal issue and the Board should inveS1igate this claim. 

Plus, there are other problems with the current design of the Gold Line Platfom1. When the Gold 
Linc Foothill fa1cnsion 10 A7usn opens in 2015, additional passengers will arri\'e and dcpnn nt 

--

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-265 

 

ORG 12-26 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR. All applicable CPUC 
approvals will be sought and obtained prior to 
operation of the project.  

ORG 12-26 

ORG 12-25 
Contd. 
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Union !,~at ion. At that time. there will be insidlicient room on the Gold Line platform for sate 
passenger circulation. The current platfonn is too small. Tilis is a f ire-Life Safety issue. 

1l1cre needs to be another set of stairs at the platfonn. 1l1e single stairway is overcrowded during 
rush hou11:i. Passenger!) \\alking up lhc i;,h:ps when the majvrity ofpcoplc arc going do ,, n arc 
confronted with a sudden cmsh of commuters . Dicycle patrons must hoist their bikes overhead to 
navigate the crowds. "Ille platfonn should be wider. 

A pai r of up and down cscalntors should he added. 

l:3ut there is no room for escalators at the current location of the Vold Line Platform at Un.ion 
Station. or is there room to widen the platfonn. 

Trackway expansion in the Union Station platfonn area is limited to previous trackway locations. 
finding anotl,er location for U1e bus\\ay is less difficult than finding another location for a rail 
transit platfonu. Rail lines are governed by overhead c learances regulated by the California Pub­
lic Utilities Commission (CPUC). ·11,ese strict regulations for overhead clearances are far greater 
than the clearances for buses (CPUC General Order 95). At present. these clearances at Union 
Slation arc intnc1. Rail cxpan~ion would he simplified. 

Solmion: Relocate ihe Gold Line plalfom1 by moving the platfomi 150 feet closer to Union Sta­
tion into the old baggage handling area which would create sufficient room with.in the train yard 
for 1hc longer HSR platforms; there would he no viol111ions 10 the Railroad Agrccmcnls or the 
Proposition !Amling for use ofHSR funding. 

For farther clarificatio n on moving the Gold Line. see attached comment to the California High 
Speed Rail (CAHSR) Authority elated August 25. 20 14. 

Solulion: Rui ld the hu-..way in the area now occupied hy 1hc ;\1osaic ap..1r1mcn1 building. Instead 
of building the grand staircase upwards, build the staircase domnvards from the existing lc,·cl to 
the Red Linc ~lcuaninc. Patrons could exit the buses and transfer directly to the Red Linc " ith­
out entering Unio n Station. HuiJding an entrance at this location was discussed in the early archi­
tectural planning e fforts of the subway ( 1983), but discarded as this location was outside of the 
Union Stal ion main huilding. 

Currently the re :,re emergency steps le ading do,n1wards to the lted Line Yle:aanine. ~ll,e steps 
are located in Lhe cunenl Amlrnk bus wailing depol area. in Lhe sidewalk near the stairway. ·n1ere 
are meta l doors in the pavement marked '"emergency o nly .. , 

1ltc interior location of the emergency exit is located on the Red Linc :\,fc7..zaninc lc,·c l. Walking 
through th is emergency passageway will help envision the possibilities for the proposed en­
trance. ·n ,e emergency stairs will no longer be needed if a new entrance is built. 

111c new cn1rancc would attract additional patronage t,o the btL"iCS and the Red I .inc, as pa~scn• 
gcrs could swiftly iransfcr from one conveyance to the other wilhout entering Union S1ation. 

5.) ew high rise development arolllld Union tatton, Alameda side, viola tes the previously 
signed Raib-oad Ag rcC'm ents 

Fatal Flaw: It is illegal to erect new huilding,< into the old track right-ofwny. Sec prcvio1Ls d is­
cussion. l 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-266 

 

ORG 12-27 This comment does not address the design of the 
proposed project.  

See response to comment ORG 10-1 and Key Issue 
Response OT-2: Track Elevation Slope Safety and 
Runaway Trains. 

Lowering US-101 would create geometric impacts 
to the surrounding roadway network. El Monte 
Busway would also need to be lowered, which 
would also necessitate vertical adjustments to 
Vignes Street and Center Street. Roadway 
adjustments on El Monte Busway and Vignes 
Street would introduce additional utility relocation 
impacts and impacts to drainage patterns that are 
not contemplated in the Draft EIR. Additionally, 
rerouting traffic through neighboring areas during 
construction would increase in volume of traffic 
beyond what was analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

ORG 12-27 

ORG 12-26 
Contd. 
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'Ille ~fosaic Apartments were built by Catellus Development Corporation with foll knowledge 
that the back of the building extended into the track r ight-of-way and that this stnocture was a 
violation of the c., isting Railroad AgrccmcnL~. METRO did not d ispute this violation. as there 
was great interest in the economic feasibility of the project. But ii would have been within 
MET RO's rights tu hall the consh·uction bcyund the right-of-\\ ay line . 

During the purchase of Union Station, M ETRO's legal and real estate departments were notified 
of this breech and were given documentation lo support this S1atcmcn1 during one of lhc regular 
coordination meetings. 

Solution: ~ew strnctures built near the tracks may overhang the trackway but the CPUC clear­
ances must be maintained. Support columns for these structures may not be built in the trackway 
area unlcsr.i 1hcy M\! coordina.1cd with the propo,;;cd track c~:pansion. .. 

6.) Run-through tracks O\'Crthe I OI Fr-eeway mises track levels fl\'e feet nt Union Station 
means rebuilding ten bridges over the LA River 

Fatal Flaw: Raising the tracks at Union Stat ion five feet will impact the track levels from the sta­
tion platform area 10 lhe the 1rackjm1c1ion a long the I ,OS ngclcs Ri\/Cr. 

1loc track levels at Union Station have remain ed the s m110 for eighty years. to the thickness of a 
dime. ·111e entire trackway WM designed, bui.lt and maintained using standard engineering track 
practices s til l in use today. Each s tation and rail yard from Los An geles lo Chicago was dcsigne<l 
in a similar fashion. in a swalc. or spoon shape, to prevent trains from rolling out lo the mainline. 
When profile grades arc over one percent, trains stan to roll: therefore the industry refers to a ll 
track vehicles as rolling stock. 

lf vehicles roll onto the mainline. they become an extreme safety hazard. For this reason. strict 
guidelines arc adhered to for profile grade elevations in lrain st al ions across lhc country, 10 the 
thickness of o dime. To prevent vehicles from unintentionally rolling. the entire track complex. 
from tho passenger platfon11s to the Li\ River, must remain in a swale. or spoon shape. Rais ing 
the tracks five feet at Union Statio n wil.l demand that the entire track complex to the LA River 
a lso be raised five feet. 

1110 track interchange at the LA River is unique. 1l1crc are few track crossings within the United 
States that have this magnitude of complexity :md history. Freight trains run nonh and south. 
from Long Beach to Sacramento and beyond. Amtrak trains run to Chicago and New Orleans. 
east to west. Amtrak trains exit the station area and then tum 1101th or south to San l)iego or San 
Francisco and cattle. ~,Jetrolink I rains cross is muhiple directions, to Riverside, an Oemardino, 
Ventura and Orange County. These rmncs will not ho eliminated with huilding the nm-through 
tracks. But raising the track profi le five feet in the station area will require raising the track pro­
file here live feet as well. 11tis would seriously impact the surroundin g bridge clearances. ·n,e 
CPUC codes for clearances, mentioned in item 4, apply to the underside of all bridges. ' fon 
bridges will have to be reconstructed over the LA Ri\'Cr to provide for this c~1ra clearance of five 
feet : Broadway, Spring, Main Street, Cesar Chavez Avenue. El Monte Busway, the newly reno­
vated First Stred bridge. Lwo Amtrak and ~lelrolink rail bridges and the Gold Line bridge. 

To suggest that the grade e levation for tracks inside Union Station can be higher than grade ele­
, ·at ions along the LA River could be regarded as an act o f willful misconduct, as this disregards 
standnrd I rack design practices and disregards public snfcty. 

Solution l : It may be more: cost effectiv~ lo lo,,c:r the 101 Frec:way than r:1isl! the tmcks. Lower­
ing the the IO I freeway through downtown was completed decades ago. Hut the project slopped 
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ORG 12-28 Some drought-tolerant landscaping and 
ornamental plantings would be planted when the 
new passenger concourse is constructed. All 
landscape designs will follow Metro’s sustainability 
guidelines, which includes the use of native plant 
and drought tolerant landscaping, which require 
less fertilizer. All landscaping beds and planter 
areas would be constructed to retain soils, and 
plants would be irrigated with drip irrigation 
systems with sub-meters to minimize overspray 
and overwatering.  

ORG 12-29 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR. See response to comment 
ORG 12-19. No trees are proposed on the east side 
of Alameda Street as part of the Link US project.  

 

ORG 12-27 
Contd. 

ORG 12-28 

ORG 12-29 
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just shon of Union Station due lo opposition from adjacent stakeholders, primarily the property 
owner of the strip club across the freeway from Union Station. 

Cahmns conslmction dmwings sho,ving a lo\Ver profile along the 101 Freeway should bo avail­
able iu Callrans archi,•i:s, A lower µrofilc along thi;: fn:cway wwld diminalc the need of rnising 
the tmcks in Union Stat ion when building the nm-through tracks. "!lie '.\iETRO Doard should 
request that Caltrans investigate and substantiate this claim and compare costs of lowering the 
freeway (and finishing the joh) 1o 1hosc of raising the rail yard fh·c feet , \\-hich will rcquiri: re• 
placing ahoul ten bridges owr the LA River. 

Solution 2: Conduct further studies of bridge designs for the non-through tracks to find a more 
appropriate solulion. _. 

7.) ew landscaping al Union Station will cause corrosion and potentlll.l strucrunal failure 
lo cxhiting ~tr·u4,.·tu1~ 

Fatal f law: Landscaping requires tt!rtilizer. Fertilizer mixes with the water. Excess water leaks. 
Containers that are buried. eventually crack. ~rater leaks into basements. parking lots. tunnels. 
-n,e chemically enhanced water seek.< electrical lines encased in concrete such as lialning con­
duits. t:pon contact with the water. the electrical lines react 10 the chemicals in the renilizer. The 
concri:k that ~urroun<ls dcctrical lines bi:g.in~ lo spall. corrodi: and <li.s-color. 

Nole tha1 the land&enping hc'l\\ ccn One Gateway and the Amlrak platfonn area was rcccn1ly re­
moved and replaced TI1e above problem occurred at this location. "The landscaping containers 
buried inside the masonry 11,alls cracked and the fertil izer rich 11ater sc'Cpcd down the steps and 
into the roof of Cesar Chavez lmderpass. During the rainy season of 2008-2009. over one hun­
dred square feet of concrete collapsed in segments onto the roadway. Repairs 10 the roof of Ce­
sar Chavez were not completed until 2013. 

Landscaping is not recommended near train yards. :-lumerous reports have been professionally 
"rillen on the topic and arc available in the ~IETRO libmry. 

Solution: Large water foun1ai1t" would he more Appropriate. 1'0 fcrtili1.cr necessary. 

8.) Alameda Sll'eet road diet, Los Angeles St reel closure n ot permissible for emeri:ency re:1-
sons. Planting or large trees not pc-1111.issible because of large underg1'0u.nd stonn dr-..in. 

Fatal Flaw: Alameda Street is currently overburdened with rush hour traffic. Emergency te-ams. 
s:nch ns fire and police use 1his corridor and ii is highly unlikely 1hcy would allow the road diet. 
From the lessons lcamed category, Fire-Life safety holds the tnunp card when it comes 10 en­
forcing safety mies and will defeat this design . Emergency Depanments arc not usually pan or 
the preliminary review process. But because of the magni1ude of this proposa.1. verifying this 
statcmcnl wilh the City Dcpar1mcnts and wilh METRO Firc-1 .ifc Safety is recommended. 

Closing Los Angeles Stroct ,viii also be under the same scrutiny for the same reasons. 

Solmion: If you can-t go across Alameda. go owr it. Build a pedes trian bridge. Build a wide 
bridge that carries pedestrians from Cnion Station and continues directly towards Plaza Park. 
Design lhc hridgc should he a mcmorahlc, historic :111rnc..1ion. 

It may not be possible to close both lanos of Los Angeles Street. But it may be possible to close 
one lane and leave the other lane open for emergency and penuitted Yehicles only. ' l11is could 
have a beneficial impact. Festival merchants for Oh·era Street could haYe better access to the 
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ORG 12-30 This comment refers to a proposed design in the 
Union Station Master Plan and not the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR.  

Please see response to comment ORG 12-28, Key 
Issue Response PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, OT-2: Track Elevation 
Slope Safety and Runaway Trains, and Key Issue 
Response OT-4: Adjacent Parallel Tunnels. 

ORG 12-29 
Contd. 
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l'laza with the pennit only system, same with film crews. And the d osed lane could become the 
exit for the new pedestrian bridge. 

lamcda Str~cl would remain the: current" idth. 

Fa1al Flaw: Plan1ing trees on Alameda Street. 1'1issing from the cross sect ion in th e c',1aster Plan 
is a large stonn drain (eight or ten foot diameter) that nms undemeath the east-side of Alameda 
Street. This stom1 drain wu.~ eonstmct~d during the sam~ era ns C'nion Station and was built to 
protect Olvera Street and Union Station from nooding. 

Tree roots cause damage sidewalks. Tree roots equally dam age underground stonu drains. It is 
highly unlikely that Los Angeles city engineers will permit the planting of an y trees on the cast­
side of i\lruneda. 

Solution: :-lo trees on the east-side of Alameda. 

9.) .,.. Pa ssmger l\lezzanin• height not feasible be.-ausr it will rans, th• reronstmrtion of 
ten bri d ges along the I .!\ River 

Fatal Flaw: '111 new Passenger .\1ez.za.nine was praise d at the meeting because the roof would be 
five feet higher. Uut this may not be possible because of reasons cited in item number G regard­
ing the n m-through tracks. Raising the tracks fi ,,c feet in Union Stntion is not possible without 
serious consequences to ten bridge stm ctures that cross th e LA Ri\'er. And raising the height of 
the existing passageway ma) not be feasibl~ or necess.m-y. 

1l1c original cns1-wcs1 passenger tunnel was designed 10 minimize commuter trnvcl lime. Exil 
lines were clearly visible. The new proposal replaces the original commuter flow within a mez-
7tmin~ of cross directional 1ravcl. sunken pits, ond a mozc of columns. This wi ll lead to confus ion 
and :,ccidents. Ko long,:r will commuters be able to adhere to a natural right hand rnle regarding 
incomi_ng and outgoing movement. Commuters will cross each other in every dire 1io11. travelers 
will in1ersect1 each pulli.n$. suitcases1 who goes first could be embarrassing or hostile1 parents 
ptL5hing haby carriages will move slower. e lderly one-time visitors will stop and try to dctcnninc 
" h ich way to go. and in ewry direction. columns will block s traight site lines 10 pl:1tfom1 ,~,­
trances and station ~xits. People \\ ill walk around a column ;md trip over a suitcase. 

Sunken pits arc places whcr~ cell phone gazing commuters could fall and crca1c liahilitics. 
Sunken pits seem to be neglected in other nrcns of the city whcr~ they were installed yea.r.i. ago. 
1l1cse pits ignore needs ofhandic.1p potrons. 

In addition, maintaining landscaping in 1l1e sunken pits is a maintenance hazard for the reasons 
cited in item 7 regarding new landscaping. ·n1 e excess water from these pits will ~vcntually leak 
imo the Red Linc Box structure, if not in this gcnernlion, the ne>.1. 1l1c subway contains embed­
ded electrical systems. ·n,e top of U1e station bo., is straddled j ust betw"en these two 1:mdscaped 
pits. Ure mezzanine tlooringjust a thin veneer over Ute lnunpback top of the box. 

Solution: Add two additional passenger tunnels. one paralle l to the south and one parallel to the 
north of the current walkway. 

On the south side. extend a new tunnel from the end of tl1e Harvey Rest<iuranl " a lkway which 
has the same distinct architecturaJ e lements as Union Station. ~ll.1ere is a grand portico entrance 
near Alnmc<L, which originally atlractcd cc lchritics 10 1hc rc~auranL 111i 1,1 walkway passcc:. he-

-

tween two well-maintained gardens, both undcnnilized. 1lie Metropolirnn Water Department • 
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ORG 12-31 The West Plaza would provide an outdoor area with 
seating and an open air environment with a canopy 
for weather protection. See Key Issue Response 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

ORG 12-30 
Contd. 

ORG 12-31 

1-)~ 

page 10 

(~l \\'IJ) garden has patio seating. shade trees. a beautifol fountain and a historical plaque mark­
ing the old boundary of Chinatown. l liis garden is open to the public. 

1lie I larvey Restaur:mt walkway could continue st.r:iight forward under th o tr:icks, maybe higher 
and widt!r thm1 the c:<isting ptt:,Scnger tunnd without l'~tU>ing the ira1.:kS,. Currl.!utly th~~ arl.! thick 
beams in Uie roof of the existing passenger tunnel. designed to hold up the weight of steam lo­
comotives. which are four times heavier than the currently used diesel engines. ·111erefore the 
beams in the originnl passenger tunnel are larger than necessary to do the job. 1l1e new roof 
beams could be stnicturnlly smaller, providing more head room. Construction-wise. it would be 
easier to build a new tunnel than to take out the roof beams of the old one. 

'lllere are currently no elevators to the Amtrak and Metrol.ink platforms at Union Station. lliis 
tunnel could have clc,•alors and he designated for handicap patrons. 111i~ tunnel also allows for 
easier boarding of Mctrolink trains as passengers would load more directly at tho south end of 
the station platforms. 

One goal set forth in the fi rst dral\ of the Cnion Station Master Plan was to increase the number 
of passengers using the Red Line and Metrolink. Some of the elevators in this tunnel could con­
nccl Mctrolink platfonn~ directly with the Reel I .inc mc1..zaninc, straight downward!\. 

11,is infrastn1cturc improvement l.-'Ould a11.n1ct a ni.!w cro,,d to us\! the rail syst~m. especially for 
those traveling to the Staples Center for sports and ente11ainment. 

·mis Fred Harvey passenger tunnel has not been di sm ~sed in the Master Plan and is not identi­
fied on the dr:iwmgs. It is primarily used only by El Monte busway commuters, who enter and 
exit Un ion Station across the MWD garden patio. 

·m e second tunnel could be built on the 1101th side of the existing passenger tmutel. beginning 
inside the Red Linc cnt.rancc,"ay, in 1hc atrium roorn behind Starbuck.~. 

11,e mnncl would exit behind the existing METRO information booth. into the parking garage. 
A large cinder block wall currently exist at the proposed t\Urnel port.1I. 'lllis area also contains an 
undcmtilized loading dock. 

11,c parking area near the new passenger tunn el could become an underground drop off area for a 
special kind of ··kiss :uid ride."' 

·m e area in front of this proposed Immel portal ( 100' x 100") opens to the sky. 'lltis could be the 
right location for a bicycle parking stn1cturc, spiraling upwards. TI1e loading dock, which is cur• 
rently underutili,.cd, could become a sports bar, in the sense of providing hicyclists the kind of 
nourishment they prefer. energy drinks and high protein snacks. 

·n,is tu,u,el could be the only tunnel where bicyclists arc allowed, limit ing bike traOic to one cor­
ridor. 

10.) Outdoor s~1ting~ gnrnd sfai.rcuses and nc" plazas. too much sUJt~ not enough shade 

Fatal Flaw: Too much s,u,. Ko shade. Man~ Los Angeles residents prefer to stay in the shade. 
·11,e City Fathers designed the downtown streets to be at an angle, s lightly off from north to 
south, so there would always be shade at lunchtime. 

\Vhr.=re can pass\!ngtrs go insidr.= tht exi.sting Union Station :md tnjoy mteling ,, ith friends. say• 
ing good•bye to loved ones. waiting for an hour to catch a train'/ 

. 
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ORG 12-31 
Contd. 
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The old ticketing area in Union Station is closed to passengers. What use could it serve? 

N ight-time is when many Los Angeles residents go out for entertainment. Where's the night life 
attractions in the Master Plan? What could increase patronage through Union Station at night? 
Not a bar, not a club , maybe just a cup of coffee in a new setting? 

Solution: Here are two suggestions from Europe, one for day and one for night, both very cost 
effective: 

An interior garden in the Madrid Train Station 
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ORG 12-32 Comment noted. 

ORG 12-32 

ORG 12-31 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

LED lighting demonstration, Cathedral of Lights, Ghen~ Belgium, 2012 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 

Susan MacAdams 
for.mer High Speed Rail Planning Manager at METRO 
310-994-8407 
susan.macadams@gmail.com 

page 12 
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Organization 13 Comment 

Name: Geoffrey Yamamoto 

Organization: Parish Pastoral Council St. Francis Xavier Church Japanese Catholic 
Center/Maryknoll 
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This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 13-1 Correct, the 45-day public comment period closed 
March 4, 2019. 

Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Vignes Street will no longer be closed at 
Commercial Street. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 13-2 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Vignes Street will no longer be closed at 
Commercial Street. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

ORG 13-1 

ORG 13-2 
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Organization: Parish Pastoral Council St. Francis Xavier Church Japa1ese Catholic 

Center/Ma ryknoll 

Name: Geoffrey Yamamoto 

Date Received: 3/1/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

My name 1s GeolTrey Yamamoto a1d I am wiling o n behalf of SFXCJCCJMaryknoll 

as a parish membe- in the Little Tokyo community. We a re the sole remai1ing 

Japanese Catholic church in the Un ited States. I unde-stand that Metro 1s evaluating 

the Link U1ion Sta t io1 (Link US) project to add ress the forecasted increase in 

ridership, expand regional rail con-iectivity, and c reate potential ooportu1ities fo r 

Ira-is it-oriented development. I also unde,sland that the Metro is cu ,re1tly collecting 

com11ents on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. In the DEI R, it appears that 

Metro is olanni1g to per11ane1tly close Vignes Street at Co11mercial Street so as to 

install the fou1dation for overhead t,acks. Closi1g Vignes would have a t remendous 

impact on the Little Tokyo neighbo-hood, and we request that Metro re•engineer the 

track foundation to avoid this impact of a permanent closu,e ofVignes Street. Even 

without a perma1ent closure ofVig1es, this construction oro;ect will cause negative 

impacts via the traffic c'eated fro11 the tempo-ary st -eet closures. Therefo-e, we a re 

aski-ig for minimal tempo-ary closures of Co11mercial, Vignes, Garey, and Center 

Street, and strongly oppose the sim ultaneous closu,e of these streets. 

-

. 
Th roughout this process, we request that the Little Tokyo community is given • 

advanced notice a1d proper communication to all Littl e Tokyo stakeholders? but 

esoecially those in the a rea (such as Nishi Hongwangji Buddhist Temple, Fukui 

Mortuary, Uppe r Crust Enterp'ises, and others in this a'ea) that wil l be im11ed1ately 

and di rectly impacted. However, orooer co11munication should be mai1tained with 

all Little Tokyo stakeholde's, as these street closures will i11pact the enti re 

neighborhood during co1struclion. . 
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ORG 13-3 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns.  

ORG 13-4 Please refer to Key Issue Response OT-2: Little 
Tokyo Community Concerns. 

ORG 13-3 

ORG 13-4 

1-)~ 

Further, I u rge you to olease cons ider completing a Project Study Report (PSR) to 

explo re widening the Ala11eda Street Bridge, making i11p'ovem en ts lo the US- I 01 

on and off ramps, a1d reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane. As a 

com11u1ity stakeholder, we strongly believe ii is vital that the project be re­

enginee,ed so as lo not oermanently close Vignes as th is would negatively affect 

Little Tokyo. 

We also request for ongoing and more explicit communication and coo-dination 

about these oro;ects, and its poten tial i11pacts to the Little Tokyo 1eighborhood. 

Sincerely, Geoffrey Yama11oto P-esidenl, 

Parish Pastoral Cou1cil SFXCJCC/Maryknoll 

. 

] 
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Organization 14 Comment 

Name: Bart Reed 

Organization: The Transit Coalition 
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ORG 14-1 This correspondence is a message for Metro staff. 
No additional response is required. 

 

ORG 14-1 
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Organization: The Transit Coalit ion 

Name: Bart Reed 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Vincent: When is this scheduled to go before the Metro Board? What month would l 
be good to give an update at a Trans it Coalition Dinner Meeting> Elizabeth Carvajal 

has addressed our group in the past. 

Thanks for the update. 

Bart! 
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Organization 15 Comment 

Name: Dr. Clyde Tom Williams 

Organization: Citizens Coalition for a Safe Community 
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ORG 15-1 This comment is an introduction to the more 
detailed comments below.  

ORG 15-2 This comment is an introduction to the more 
detailed comments below. 

ORG 15-3 This comment is an introduction to the more 
detailed comments below. 

ORG 15-4 This comment provides a general statement 
regarding in the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The EIR 
includes a thorough quantitative and qualitative 
analysis of project-related impacts. Key 
terminology and definitions used throughout the 
EIR are provided in Table 2-1, and used consistently 
across all EIR sections and technical reports, to the 
extent possible. The Final EIR includes minor 
clarifications and adjustments to text to correct 
inconsistencies observed and noted by the 
commenter.  

The project objectives meet the requirements of 
CEQA.  

All technical editing was performed in accordance 
the Chicago Manual of Style. The references 
provided in Section 8.0 of the Draft EIR support the 
research conducted and environmental impact 
analysis, and are listed for informational purposes 
in an industry-standard format.  

ORG 15-1 

ORG 15-4 

ORG 15-3 

ORG 15-2 
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LinkUS Project DE IR Comments CT .Williams 

DATE: 

TO: 

CC: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 
RE: 

Based On: 

March 4, 2019 

Vincent Chlo, Link US Deputy Project Manager, 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2, Los Angeles, CA 90012 
LlnkUnlon statlon®metro.net 

Jeanet O..ens, Senior Executrve Officer Regional Ra I 
Los Angeles County Melropolrtan Transportation Authonty 
One Gateway Plaza, Los Angeles, CA90012 

Hilda Solis 

Or Torn Wilhams, Snr T echn. Adviser, C~izens Coalrtion for A Safe Cornml61rty 
4117 Barren Rd. LA, ca 90032-1712, 323-528-9682 

" Link US- Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)" 
Public Comments and Requests on ProJect DEIR 
SCH# SCH Number: 2016051071 
Notice of avallabllrty January 17, 2019 

Meeting of January 29 Metro - One Gateway Plaza 
DE R and Appendices 

03/04/19 

I have revie.,.,(l the DEIR and its append ces and find them totally incomplete and inadequate for both l 
National Enwonment Protection Act and fo' Gahfornia Environmental Qiahty Act Having prepared more 
than 400 EISs/EAs/EIRs for local, state, national (,ncluding Sacramento Corps), and international 
(USAID, WB, ADS) agerc es s,rce 1972 and reviewed many more sIrce rel1nng, I am troubled by the lack 
of ed ting, rerererc ng, and access to references for the Public review of documeris. Having planned, 
designed, and assessed transportation p,ojects worlct,,ide, I am appalled at the eng neenrg analyses and 
p<esentalIons 

I have Pt-o in Paleontology (Geol./Zool.), Masters In Zoology, and Bachelors In Geology and Zoology and 
worta.vide p,ofessIorel expenence dunng 1963-2013 I am member of the Amer ASSCIC Petroleum 
Geology, Society of Petroleum Engineers, Amer. Meteorolog cal Soc ety, and Life member of Audubon 
and Sierra Club and a board/d rector member of the C tizens Coal1t1on for A Safe Communty focused on 
the lnglcwooc 011 F cld w,th cxpcncrcc in the Montct:cllo Oil Focld and Gas Sloragc Faci rty, t:cncath the 
Proiect area. 

I was Environmental Controls Supervisor for POCD Red Une Phase O,e Construction Management 
(PDCD) and was directly involved with the Union Station Red Line Statton and Tunnels to Civic Cen'.er 
(WJ and tt'e Yard (SE) The total lack of use of massive documentation regard ng ctJturat resources and 
p,otection within Union Statton, the widesp,ead cortaminalion of groundwater, sotls, and Sta~on facilities, 
and operat onslwaler qual ty for the grounctwater-dewatering treatment fac1hbes at Union Station 

I have provided detailed commerts, see later pages, but given the poor q_,alrty of text and analyses, such 
somewhat llm1ted commerts are 1nd cauve of the entire documert wt11ch could not be reviewed m its 
entirety w~hin the bme ava lab'e. Comments are lirrited and can be further developed 1f al owed 

GENERAL COMMENTS: 
The Documents (DEIR and append ces) have major inadequacies, Inoompteteness, poor edtIng and 
1ncons1stencies: 

Overall total lack of quarrtification and numerical analyses and comparisons 
Lack ot clear detmlhons and consistent usage through documents; 

] 

l 
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ORG 15-5 This comment provides a general statement 
regarding the adequacy of the Draft EIR; however, 
no specific comment is provided, therefore no 
further response is necessary. 

ORG 15-6 Aerial photography from the years 1923, 1928, 
1938, 1947, 1948, 1952, 1964, 1965, 1976, 1977, 
1979, 1981, 1983, 1989, 1994, 2002, 2005, 2009, 
2010, and 2012, and Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps 
from 1888, 1894, 1906, 1920, 1950, 1953, 1954, 
1957, 1960, 1964, 1965, 1968, and 1970 were 
reviewed as part of the scope of the Phase I ESA 
(see Appendix M of the EIR). These historical 
records indicate that the areas located to the south 
and east of Union Station were occupied in the past 
by industrial facilities with a variety of different 
businesses in operation, including warehousing, 
cold storage, lumber milling, livestock yards, 
brewing and bottling, food production, and 
trucking. The major feature that was most 
conspicuous as part of the historical aerial 
photographs research was the former Aliso Street 
Manufactured Gas Plant, operated by Southern 
California Gas. This facility occupied at least 
52 acres adjacent to Union Station, and the 
associated gas holding tanks and processing 
buildings were distinctive. The history of this plant 
is well documented and is included in this project’s 
Phase I ESA. 

ORG 15-7 Environmental justice is not a topic required to be 
evaluated under CEQA. The EIS for the project, 
currently in preparation, pursuant to NEPA, will 
address this topic. 

ORG 15-5 

ORG 15-4 
Contd. 

ORG 15-6 

ORG 15-7 

ORG 15-9 

ORG 15-8 

ORG 15-11 

ORG 15-10 
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LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

ProJeci Objectives - totally inadequate for development and numencal companson of proposed project 
and alternatives; 
Lack of accessibility/availability to ALL referenced/cited/mentioned documents; 
Poor editing including plrlCtuations and use or shalUmust and ru I rari;ie of condtionals 

The DEIR does not provide quantIficat on of vanous descnbers feasible, rare, very, or extremely, 
pract,cal, feasible, and exceeds any mathematical or eng,neenng reliabil ty and totally lack credible 
databases 

The P\Jblic canno1 be e•pected to apprec ate the importance or such event desc11bers and what might be 
tt-e condtions whch could produce the physical, d1matolog cal, hydrologic, and statisticaUmath analyses 
and modeling 

SECTIONS/SECTOR GENERAL COMll'IENTS: 
Cultural Resources - lack ot references/uses of historic aenal pootos, including Fairchild 1923, 1928 
1933 1938 and more recent, up to time of initial construction of US 101 and satelllte images. DU'ing 
construction of Redline Union Station s1gn1ftcant cultural resources were identified/en;ountered and 
ml!Jgatlon was requ red Proposed ProJect actions must be used to identify potential cultllral resources 
and hazardous materials/contaminations from h stone land uses (e g., coal gasification plant and railroad 
tracks). 

Environmental Justice -As protection is nol p-uvided equally to a s1119le uniform popula1Jor1, the EIR is 
totally inadequate and incomplete wrth regard to equal nsk mot,gatoon end protectoon to the many drfferent 
communities north and south and to ttose or residential struc!U'es immed ately west of the PrOJecl; 

Groundw:iter - Lack or groundwater now documentation and models beneath the enbre Project Study 
Area, south of the Broadway Bridge and right of way relaled lo hlstonc uses and te.zardous sources north 
of 4'' Street to Btoadway; lack of GW model ng of impacts of the Red l.Jne Station and the Yard and c,v,c 
Center tunne:s, and tack or modeling on flaws distoned by roundations/suppons for the P,per Cente< and 
foundations of the US-101 Bridge (and its under-support by the histonc foundation of the Coal 
Gasllication/0Jtadlene Plant) Funher constructoon may fU'ther oontribute to poolIng/h,gher levels/eros,on 
of fines. 

Geology& Selsmlclty - Lack of reference/conslderabon or Calff.Opt.Conserv.OOGGR files (and historic 
aerial photos) for oil/core wells within the Project site an::I vicinity, 

Lack or awareness of "Blond Thrust Faults' beneath the Pro,ect Site closest se,smoc actove fall'IS and 
projected fault planes or identified surface fault "lines·; 
Lack of review ot locations/strength of past Earthquakes (SCEqC files, back to 1932); 
Lack or revIew/establIshment of MaximU'n Credible Eanhquake, and probable effects on structU'es; 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials/Contamination - Duml9 construct:Jon of the Red Line Stations and 
easterly/westerly tunnels HazMat contam nated materials, USTs, and groundwater were encountered 
witrin and surrounding the Project site and reqLired major facillties, operations, and expenses at Union 
Station and along the tunnels alignments; 

Methane from geological SOU'CeS and wells was encountered in both Unoon Station and Red l.Jne tunnels 
and RTD conducted surveys for methane which were realized to l:e significant When the Ross Store 
exploded; 

No clear f:("ogram ror mitigation and monitoring is provided in the EIR ror methane before and dmng 
construction; 

Current EIR does not even reoognize µ:,tertial for en:0U1tering contam.nated materials (e.g. , astestos 
debns) within the Station or creosote soaking pis/railroad ties/deb<is and USTs along the northerly and 
southerly rail RONS 

Hydrology - The Coty of LA has required studies and measures for collecion, detenton and local reuse 
or groundwater recharge, but the entire PrOJect lacks review and measures to collect/detaInedl reuse/ 
recharge a very large amount ot stormwater runoff and it reuse Recharge is eliminated by unsupported 
statements or ground and groundwater contam na~on unsupported by other sections of the DEIR 

2 

J 
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ORG 15-8 Historical groundwater flow modeling 
documentation is not publicly available for the 
project area. Based on the project elements 
described in Section 2.0, Project Description of the 
Draft EIR and preliminary design, the project does 
not include excavations that will require artificial 
recharge of the groundwater. As such, the impact 
to the hydrogeology of the site is considered low, 
especially given that the project study area has 
already been impacted by previous developments. 
The potential for project impacts on hydrogeology 
is considered low.  

Preliminary geotechnical analysis was conducted 
for the project and is described in the Draft EIR. 
Page 3.9-9 of the Draft EIR discloses the 
preliminary results from consolidation testing, 
along with the moisture and density and soil types 
identified during the preliminary investigation. This 
information indicates that hydrocollapse is not 
anticipated to have a substantial impact on 
foundation design and performance. Regardless, 
as part of Mitigation Measure GEO-1, Metro will 
prepare a final geotechnical report, which will 
include an evaluation of existing groundwater 
conditions along with the final design elements, 
and will include appropriate recommendations for 
the areas impacted by construction of the project. 

ORG 15-9 Preliminary geotechnical analysis and hazardous 
materials assessments have been conducted and 
potential issues identified in this comment are 
identified in the Draft EIR, and mitigation measures 
are prescribed to address these potential 
conditions. 
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Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires that, as part of 
final design, a final geotechnical report is prepared 
to mitigate any risks associated with geologic 
conditions relative to proposed infrastructure. 
Information regarding oil/core wells on the project 
site and in the project vicinity will be included in the 
final geotechnical report. The approximate surface 
projection of the Elysian Park (Upper) and Puente 
Hills blind thrust faults was added to Section 3.9.4 
of the Final EIR, although blind thrust faults are 
buried faults and do not present a surface fault 
rupture hazard, as indicated in Section 3.9.4. 

Section 3.9.4 of the Final EIR was revised as 
follows: 

Regional Faulting and Seismicity 

There are no known active or potentially active 
faults mapped within the project study area, 
and the project study area is not located within 
a currently designated Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zone. The nearest 
Alquist-Priolo Special Study Zone is located 
approximately 5.5 miles from the project study 
area (CDMG 1977). However, the project 
study rea is underlain several buried thrust 
faults, commonly referred as blind thrust 
faults are located within the project area by 
northerly dipping blind thrust faults at depth. 
These faults are the Upper Elysian Park thrust 
fault and the Los Angeles segment of the 
Puente Hills Tthrust Ffault system. 
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The project study area is not located within a 
delineated Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zone (Appendix L of this EIR).  

The principal seismic hazard in the project 
study area is ground shaking resulting from an 
earthquake occurring along one of several 
major active or potentially active faults in 
Southern California. Figure 3.9 1 depicts the 
closest active faults to the project study area, 
and Table 3.9 2 shows the approximate 
distances and maximum earthquake moment 
magnitudes. 

Upper Elysian Park Thrust (Upper) Fault 

The Upper Elysian Park Thrust (Upper) (EPT) 
Fault is a southward-verging anticline 
approximately 11 miles (18 km) long with a 
curved, southward-convex axis, lying between 
the Hollywood fault on the northwest and the 
East Montebello Fault on the east, near the 
City of San Gabriel. Uplift of the structure has 
produced the Elysian, Repetto, and Monterey 
Park Hills. Deformed late Quaternary deposits 
and related structures indicates a late 
Quaternary slip rate of this fault on the order 
of approximately 1.3±0.4 mm/year (Oskin et 
al. 2000). Shaw and Suppe (1996) estimated 
earthquake recurrence intervals in the range of 
340 to 1,000 years. Although the UEPT might 
generate strong ground motion at the site, it 
is not considered capable of generating 
surface rupture (Dolan et al. 2001). 
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Puente Hills Thrust Fault 

The Puente Hills Fault also known as the 
Puente Hills Thrust Fault extends for more 
than 25 miles along strike in the northern Los 
Angeles basin from downtown Los Angeles 
east to Brea in northern Orange County. The 
Puente Hills Fault consists of at least three, 
north-dipping distinct geometric segments, 
designated as the Los Angeles, Santa Fe 
Springs, and Coyote Hills segments, from 
west to east (Shaw et al., 2002). Based on 
projections from available oil field data, the 
Santa Fe Springs and Coyote Hills segments 
are located at a depth of about 5 miles (8 km) 
below ground surface. The slip rate of this fault 
is on the order of approximately 0.2 and 1.0 
mm/year (Shaw et al. 2002). The last 
significant earthquake on this fault occurred 
near the northwestern border of the Puente 
Hills on October 1, 1987 (1987 Whittier 
Narrows Earthquake) with a magnitude of 5.9. 

The principal seismic hazard in the project 
study area is ground shaking resulting from an 
earthquake occurring along one of several 
major active or potentially active faults in 
Southern California (Caltrans, [2016], USGS 
and CGS [2006], CDMG, [1977]). Figure 3.9 1 
depicts the closest active faults to the project 
study area, and Table 3.9 2 shows the 
approximate distances and maximum 
earthquake moment magnitudes. 
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Section 8.0, References, of the Final EIR was 
also updated to include the data source for 
blind thrust faults.  

California Division of Mines and Geology 
(CDMG). 1977. State of California - Special 
Studies Zones - Los Angeles Quadrangle, 
Official Map, Los Angeles, January 1, 1977. 

Caltrans. 2016. Caltrans ARS Online (v2.3.07). 
http://dap3.dot.ca.gov/ARS_Online/  

U.S. Geological Survey and California 
Geological Survey (USGS and CGS). 2006. 
Quaternary Fault and Fold Database for the 
United States, accessed July 9, 2014 from 
USGS website: 
http//earthquakes.usgs.gov/regional/qfaults  

Figure 3.9-1 was updated to depict the buried 
fault locations. Table 3.9.2 was also revised to 
include Elysian Park (Lower) and includes 
revisions to the source and footnotes. 
Additionally, the following text was added to 
Section 3.9.4: 

Seismicity 

A number of strong to moderate earthquakes 
have occurred in the vicinity of the proposed 
project in recent years. Based on the review of 
the earthquake database by USGS (2018), 12 
earthquake events with magnitudes equal or 
greater than 5.5 have occurred within a radius 
of 60 miles of the project study area between 
the years of 1900 and 2019. The location of the 
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earthquake, year of occurrence, earthquake 
magnitude, and depth of epicenter are 
summarized below. 

A new table 3.9-3 Historic Nearby Major 
Earthquakes was also added to Section 3.9.4. 

Site-specific seismic design parameters and 
maximum credible earthquakes will be 
incorporated into the final geotechnical report 
required by Mitigation Measure GEO-1, using the 
applicable seismic design criteria. 

ORG 15-10 The Hazardous Materials Management Plan, 
developed in fulfillment of Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 (described in Section 3.10, Hazards and 
Hazardous Materials, of the Draft EIR), will be 
prepared to protect public health and the 
environment. The nature and extent of hazardous 
materials that would be encountered during project 
construction would be evaluated prior to 
construction via the Phase II ESA required as part 
of Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 in the Draft EIR. 
Potential hazardous materials will be evaluated on 
a case-by-case basis. The project design will meet 
City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering 
requirements for methane monitoring that apply to 
structures located in Methane Buffer Zones. 

See Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials 

ORG 15-11 The Link US Preliminary Low Impact Development 
Report (Appendix K of the Draft EIR) includes 
background on feasibility of collection, detention, 
reuse, and groundwater recharge, and was 
prepared to be consistent with the City of Los 
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Angeles LID Ordinance. Based on the LID manual, 
the project did not pass the infiltration screening 
due to presence of contaminated soils (results 
from project Phase I ESA) and, therefore, 
groundwater recharge of stormwater is not viable. 
The LID approach will instead rely on capture and 
use and biofiltration/bioretention BMPs to 
mitigate for stormwater quality impacts.  

Per Mitigation Measure HAZ-2, a Phase II ESA will 
be prepared that will include an evaluation of 
contaminated soils from areas that will be 
impacted by project construction. The Phase II ESA 
will help inform waste handling and disposal 
procedures, refine the understanding of the nature 
and extent of suspected contamination below the 
ground surface, and is anticipated to reconfirm the 
feasibility of groundwater recharge with 
stormwater. Per Mitigation Measure HWQ-4, 
Metro will prepare a final LID report that will 
include an evaluation of the types of BMPs to be 
implemented and refine their location. 
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ORG 15-12 In Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR, the Union Station 
Oil Field is identified on Figure 3.10-3, and 
evaluated on Page 3.10-36 under Threshold 3.10-B 
for the sub-topic Soil Vapor Migration. Figure 
3.10-4 identifies active and abandoned oil and gas 
wells within a 0.5-mile buffer of the project study 
area. The Union Station Oil Field is not located in 
an area where significant ground disturbance is 
planned. Abandoned wells, if abandoned according 
to regulatory requirements, are rarely a source of 
contamination. If the wells were improperly 
abandoned, they could be a source of 
contamination; however, significant ground 
disturbance is not planned for the areas of the 
abandoned wells. The Hazardous Materials 
Management Plan required by Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-1 will outline procedures for the appropriate 
actions to follow if unexpected contamination is 
encountered.  

See response to Comment ORG 3-4 and ORG 15-6. 

ORG 15-13 Consistent with CEQA requirements, the City of 
Los Angeles General Plan, Zoning Ordinance, and 
applicable specific plans and other planning and 
engineering documents for LAUS were utilized to 
identify information related to existing, 
on-the-ground land uses and site conditions. 
Existing land use designations and zoning 
classifications, as well as future land uses in the 
project study area are reflected in the city’s current 
community plans and DTLA 2040, the city’s 
program to update the Central City and CCNCP, 
which are currently under preparation. The entirety 
of the project is located within the City of Los 
Angeles. Based on the design of storm drain 

ORG 15-12 

ORG 15-13 

ORG 15-14 

ORG 15-16 

ORG 15-15 

ORG 15-17 
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LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

Mineral Resources -EIR does not recognze the presence ol the UnK>n Station 0 1 Field and potential 
for historic orphaned/derelict wells beneath the Project Site and potential impacts on the ProjecW1cinity W 
encountered, stales lhal numerous 011 seeps were present in the ProJect Study Area, does not provide 
st.rVeys of hostonc eenal photos of the Study Area to corlirm presence/absence of wells and surlace 
equipments. 

] 
Based on the above and later specific oomments I request that Metro to rescInd/Wlthdraw the current ] 
DEIR and appeOO ces, revise, and recirculate the DEIR as a SEIR ror adequate Publtc review and 
comment for the em,re project and ots alternatJVes. 
Landuse No map or private, Metro, Courty and C ty propert es and Jurisdictions is provided, and no clear 
County acthonty ,s provided 

DETAILED COMMENTS 
Comments are provided: page/paragraph of text, then pemnent text of DEIS and Append,x, hlghllghtlng ] 
target words and phrases, ard then comments ; where useful I have inserledwords abbreviations, and 
re'1soons to the text. 

3.2-37 Se1smocrty Section 3.9, Geology and Soils 
Threshold 3.&-A: Expose people or structures to potendal substantial adverse etfects, ... lnvolvlng: 
i. Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recenlAk:luist-Priolo ... Map 
ii. Strong seismic ground shaking iii. Seismic-related ground failure, inc luding liquefadion. 
Dedicated Bicycle/Pedes1rfan Bridge: 
Potentially Significant As described in Secbon 3.9, Geology and Soils, loquefact-on Is expected to occur 
al the project site. Because lhe dedicated bicycle/pedestrian bndge os lcocated within the Llrl< US project 
footpnrt, 11 may also be subject to liquefactior,.relaled hazards No Impact 
Mttigation GE0-1: Prepare Final Geotechnical Repon Less than Significant 
This st:,temcnt doas not sop:w:,to out tho four dlstinctlvo :1rros- South Y:xd, South Approach, 

Station, and Notth Approach and impacts upon approach trains, trains on elevated approach, 
end trains and bridges In the nonhemlsouthem approaches. 

Revise and identify and potentiaf for collapse of rights.of-ways and structure beneath/above 
treckways. 

Provide m:1xlmum crcdlblc c:1nhqu:1kc :,nd accelerations :md design p::,r:,mctcrs for nF/n.,I 
[Deslgn}Geotechnical Report". 

Require/insert os port of MAIRP, o final Geotechnicol Report ond "As-Built" Reports os to os 
constructed facilities and conditions encountered and identify potential impacts of credible 
earthquakes prior to operations. 

3.9-411 Regional Faulting and Seismicity 
There are no known acliVe or potenhally active faults mapped vnthIn the project stUdy area 1s underlain 
by noMherly dipping blind thrust faoJts al depth ... . Upper Elysian Park thrust fal.it and the Los Angeles 
segrrienl of the Puente Hills thrust fault S)'Stem .... although ... not located w1th1n a delineated Alqllst-Pnolo 
Eant-quake Fautt Zone (Appc,ndlx L of this EIR). 
No cross-suctions nor specific reference is provided for northerly dipping vs southerly dipping 

thrust ftJUlts, Provide documentation regarding all fault planes beneath the Study Area. 
Provide depths/distances to blind thrust faults and any fault planes from surfacc-,,xpresscd fault 

rupture zone that pass benealh the Project Site. 
Appendix L Is long and refcrc,nces requires specific pagc/parogroph Identification for supportive 

discussion, provide specific references for all mentions of Appendices. 
Provide qualifications for preparers ofrhe geotechnlCJII and all other technical sections In the 

DEIR :,nd :,ppcndlces which rcferc,nccd qu:11/flcd documents. 

3.9--412 The pnncopal seismic hazard In the project study area Is g round shaking resulting from an 
earthquake occt.ning alo~ one of several major active or potentially actJVe faUts in SoU:hern Cal forma. 
Figure 3.9-1 ... lhe closest surface traces of active faults to the p-oJecl study area, and Table 3.S-2 
shows the approximate distances and maximum earthquake moment magritudes. 
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infrastructure, as noted on page 3.8-27 of the Draft 
EIR, facilities within the jurisdiction of Los Angeles 
County are not included as part of the project. 

ORG 15-14 Comment noted.  

ORG 15-15 Table 3.2-2 in the Draft EIR provides a discussion 
of the environmental evaluation performed in 
support of the potential impacts associated with 
implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1, not 
the proposed project. The terms South Yard, South 
Approach, Station, and North Approach are not 
used in the Draft EIR; however a geotechnical 
evaluation for the entirety of the proposed project 
in each of the three project segments was 
performed to support the environmental impact 
evaluation in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR (see 
impact analysis under Threshold 3.9-A and 
Threshold 3.9-C). General information regarding 
liquefaction potential for the project was provided 
in the Link US Preliminary Geotechnical Report in 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR. A liquefaction analysis 
for the four distinctive areas will be performed once 
additional design information becomes available 
and a geotechnical field investigation is conducted 
for the project. 

As stated above, a final geotechnical report will be 
prepared during final design of the proposed 
infrastructure in accordance with Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1. A final geotechnical report will be 
provided once additional design information 
becomes available and a geotechnical field 
investigation is conducted for the project. The final 
geotechnical report will provide site specific 
recommendations and design parameters 
(including credible earthquake design parameters) 
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consistent with the latest version of the California 
Building Code, as applicable at the time building 
and grading permits are pursued. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 would reduce 
impacts to a level less than significant.  

ORG 15-16 Approximate depths/distances to blind thrust 
faults and references for information regarding 
blind thrust faults located beneath the project site 
were added to Section 3.9.4 of the Final EIR (see 
response to comment ORG 15-9 above).  

References cited are provided in alphabetical order 
in Section 8.0 of the Draft EIR and Section 10.0 of 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR. Section 3.9 of the Draft 
EIR is intended to summarize the technical 
information contained in Appendix L.  

Section 9.1.2 includes the list of preparers for the 
Draft EIR.  

ORG 15-17 See response to comment ORG 15-9.  
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ORG 15-18 See response to comment ORG 15-9.  

The locations/depths/magnitudes of all recorded 
earthquakes within a 5-mile radius and most 
probable related fault planes will be reported in the 
final geotechnical report. Maximum credible 
earthquakes vary depending on the seismic criteria 
for each reviewing agency and/or jurisdiction. 
Site-specific seismic design parameters and 
maximum credible earthquakes for the proposed 
improvements will be provided during final design 
once additional design information becomes 
available and a geotechnical field investigation is 
conducted for the project.  

ORG 15-19 The text in Section 3.12.4 has been revised for 
clarity in the following manner: 

Record searches were conducted at the 
California Historical Resources Information 
System, South Central Coastal Information 
Center to identify previously recorded cultural 
resources within the ADI and a 0.25-mile wide 
buffer area surrounding it. Historic maps were 
reviewed to aid in identification of historic-era 
resources. 

Survey and record search maps are included in the 
Archaeological Survey Report, which is Attachment 
C to the Cultural Resources Impact Assessment 
Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR). However, as 
per California OHP regulations, all archeological 
site information, including reports with specific site 
locations, should be treated as confidential in order 
to protect resources from damage or removal. 
CEQA Guideline 15120(d) states that no document 

ORG 15-17 
Contd. 

ORG 15-18 

ORG 15-19 

ORG 15-20 

ORG 15-21 
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LinkUS Project DE IR Comments CT .Williams 03/04/19 

Review discounts blind thrust faults beneath the Project Si te and does not provide specific 
accessible sources to review. Provide map of all blind thrust faults and fault planes. 

No maximum credible eanhquake Is provided for any fault, and speclflcally clo<!s not consider 
subsurface blind thrust or extend<>d fault planes of surface traces of moro typical faults. 
Provide maximum credible earthquake, includ;ng accelera#on and duration of shaking. 

3.~7 Table 3.9-2. Project Area Location wijh Context of Regional Active Faults 
Source: Appendix L of this EIR No specific to page, table, or figure. 
No mention of subsurface fault planes beneath Projec~ nor within the geographical area - 10 m i 
radius 
Fault Name Dlstance ... (mlles) Maximum Ellnhquake/Moment Magnitude (MN)1 
Elysian Park (Upper) 0.8 8.8 not shown in Fig. 3.0-1 
Hollywood 4 3 6 6 
Puente HIiis (Los Angeles) 4.6 6.9 not shown In Fig. 3.9-1 
Provide /ocations/deptn'rnagnitudes of all recorded earthquakes within 5 miles radius and their 

mo.st probable related fault planes. Then based on these, estimate the msxltTKJm credible 
o:mhqu:,ko for tho Project Site. 

3.12-1512 The southern part or the All inchxles US-101 (Map Reference 11) and, to ,ts south, 
undeveloped lots and early- to rrid-twentielh-cenl'-"'f indU$1rial buildings. In lhis area, elevated N n­
through tracks structures are proposed south of LAUS and along the alig,mert of exIsbng Commercial 
Slreet (which would be relocated to the no<th), reconnecting to existing railroad RON along the west bank 
of the Los Angeles River. At-grade !rack imp,01/ements may be reqLired beneath multiple existing 
b<1dges, although no construction d!Sturbance ,s proposed at any ol the road\vey IJ(ldges over the Los 
Angeles River. 

3.12-2ll2 Identifying Hlstorlc~I Resources 
Record searches ware conducted ... South Central Coastal lrtormation Center to identify previously 
recorded cultural resources wIthn the P.DI and a 0 .25-mlle " " '" surrounding IT Historic maps were 
reviewed to aid in idertiflcation of historic era resou-ces. 
3.12-2313 Surveys were conducted and dOC1Jmentation prepared and categ0<ized .... 
IT- Project area and its segments 1.2mi x 1mi =1.2 - 640 = 768 acres 
No map of search/survey conducted for statement. 
No evidence of search of historic aerial photos and satellite images and remaining structures and 

foundations Dtld their prcsumpt/Ve sites. 
No maps specifically rvfwenced or cited in Apdx N. 
Withdraw the DEIR, revise the Cultural Resources, including review and Identification from 

structures In historic :,cr/:,1 photos, ground photos from LAC/ty L/br:,ry, and satcl/ltc /m:,gcs, 
Recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR. 

3.12-2314 Arch:,eo/oglcal Resources Archaeological resources include resources ... , including 
portable artifacts ... or tin cans; non-portab'.e 11features' such as cookmg hearths, foundations, and 
privies; or residues such as food remains and charcoal Archaeological remains can be virtually any 
age .. 
No review of historic aerial photos nor of mitigation during Red Line Phase One are done nor 

mentioned. 
Withdraw the DEIR. r&vise the Cultural ResourC&s, including review and idenlificatfon from 

structures in historic a erial photos, ground photos from LACity Library. and &atellite images. 
Reclrcul:,to:, moro completo :md :,dequ:,te DEIR. 

3.12-2315 Historic and Archltcctuml Resources H stone and architectural resources include the 
recognizable built environment of human-made features .... includes existing, above--groii,d buik:lings 
and structures that date from the ea~ e& .. until the p,esert day but are generally classified as 50 years 
or older [prc;.1970). 
No references are made to Red LJne Phase One documents, studies, and field mitigation 

conducted regarding ond ot Union StDtlon. 
No references to historic aerial photos 50-95 years ago. 
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prepared pursuant to this article that is available for 
public examination shall include a “trade secret” as 
defined in Section 6254.7 of the Government Code, 
information about the location of archaeological 
sites and sacred lands, or any other information 
that is subject to the disclosure restrictions of 
Section 6254 of the Government Code. The ASR is 
confidential and therefore cannot be included in 
the Draft EIR for public review. 

As explained in Section 3 of Appendix N, CEQA 
defines a historical resource as follows (CEQA 
Guidelines § 15064.5[a]):  

1. A resource listed in, or determined eligible by 
the State Historical Resources Commission 
for listing in, the CRHR; 

2. A resource included in a local register of 
historical resources; 

3. A resource identified as significant in a 
historical resource survey meeting the 
requirements specified in PRC § 5024.1(g); or 

4. Any resource that the lead agency determines 
to be historically significant. 

Aerial photos and satellite images do not provide 
information about resources that are known to 
exist (i.e., that have been recorded in the California 
Historical Resources Information System, or 
CHRIS) and that may be considered historic 
resources under CEQA, but rather about potential 
resources that may or may not be present. Until a 
potential resource is recorded by a professional 
archaeologist or architectural historian during 
survey or excavation, and until it is evaluated 
according to the CRHR criteria, it is not a historical 
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resource and does not require consideration under 
CEQA. Mitigation Measure HIST-5 addresses the 
treatment of known and unanticipated resources 
prior to and during construction. Mitigation 
Measure HIST-5 also has a provision to develop a 
preconstruction site-specific sensitivity model that 
would use historic maps, plans, and historic aerial 
maps to identify specific site features buried within 
the project study area. 

The industry standard for building baseline 
information on cultural resources is to conduct a 
record search with the Office of Historic 
Preservation’s CHRIS and a pedestrian survey of 
the Area of Direct Impacts, or ADI. To the degree 
that this baseline information is germane to the 
identification and evaluation of historical 
resources, the confidential ASR, which is provided 
as Attachment C to the Link US Cultural Resources 
Impact Assessment Report (Appendix N of the Draft 
EIR), shows historic maps and aerials photographs 
in relation to the identified archaeological resource 
CA-LAN-1575/h. Historic maps (including tract 
maps, survey maps, Sanborn Fire Insurance Maps, 
etc.) and historic aerial photos were consulted for 
research on the historic context of the project, as 
discussed in Section 4 of the Historic Resources 
Evaluation Report (HRER), which is Attachment B 
to Appendix N of the Draft EIR.  

CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 states that the 
“preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including 
engineering reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. 
These documents should be cited but not included 
in the EIR.” 
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Appendix N cites Attachment C, the confidential 
ASR, which includes the maps.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 

ORG 15-20 Please see response to comment ORG 15-19.  

The ASR includes a detailed review of the resources 
identified and mitigation efforts undertaken during 
Metro Red Line and other projects that have taken 
place in the ADI. This information regarding the 
archaeological discoveries associated with the 
Metro Red Line Subway construction is reported on 
Page 3.12-37 through 3.12-39 of the Draft EIR.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 

ORG 15-21 Please see responses to comments ORG 15-19 and 
ORG 15-20. 
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ORG 15-22 The list elements that repeat have been deleted, 
and the text on Pages 3.12-24 and 3.12-25 of the 
Draft EIR have been revised as follows: 

The following resources were consulted for further 
background research (Appendix N of this EIR) – 
please note the repeated bullets were removed in 
the Final EIR as shown below: 

• City of Los Angeles Historic Resources 
Survey (SurveyLA) – City of Los Angeles 
Historic Resources Survey 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials 

• Online Archive of California 

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps 

• City Directories 

• Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including 
the County assessor’s improvement 
books 

• ProQuest Historical Los Angeles Times 
Database 

• Newspapers.com database 

• Metro documents library 

• Southern California Rapid Transit 
District Metro Rail project construction 
drawings (circa [ca.] 1987)  

ORG 15-22 

ORG 15-21 
Contd. 

ORG 15-23 

ORG 15-24 
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LinkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

Withdraw the DEIR, revise the Cultural Resources, Including review and Identification from j 
stn,ctures in hi.storic aerial photos, ground photo,, from LACity Library, and satellite images. 

Recirculate a complete and adequate DEIR. 

3.12-2413 The tollowmg resources were consulted for further background research (Appendix Not this 
EIR): 
• City of Los Ange'es Historic ResOlXces Survey (Sl.lVeylA) -City ot Los Angeles H sloric Resoorces 
Survey 
• Calt rans As-Built Drawing Archives 
• Cattrans Historic Bridge Inventory 
• Historic Aerials [ ???] 

• Los Angeles Department ot Bu1ld1ng and Safety perm~s 
• Los Angeles County arch ves, including the County assessors improvement books 
• ProQuest H1slorical Los Angeles Times Database 
• Newspapers.com database 
• Metro documents library 
• Southern California Rapid Transit District Metro Rail project construdion drawings (cira [ca.) 
1887) 
SurveyLA 1983-1988+ 
• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archr,es 
• Calt rans Historic 8'1dge Inventory R ep03t stMts hare 
3. 12-25/1 • H1stonc Aenals . 
• Southern Californa Rapid Transit District Mctlo Rall Project construction drawings 
Repealed on p.25 from p.24, withdraw, revise, and recirculate with adequate '1Clitorial review. 
No reference to LA County and City libraries and their historic Illes and photos 
No references made to re,,ources mitigations conducted for Red Line Phase One consuuction. 
Withdraw the DEIR, revise the Cultural Resources, including review and identification from 

structures In historic aerial photos, ground photos /tom LAC/ty Library, and sate/1/te Images. 
Rocirculato a moro complolo and adr,quato DEIR. 

3. 1<>-511 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts Hazardous Materials 
The analysis contained 1n th,s section is based on the Link US Phase I ESA (Appendx M cf th s EIR). 

Phase I ESA included an environmental records review; a data gap analys•s; h istorical 
research, which included a review of Sanborn Fore lnsuranoe Maps, historical aerial photographs, 
and Impacts associated with hazards and hazardous matenals that could resu t from proJect 
coostruction and operational activities ..ere evaluated qualrtativety oosed on-site cond tions in the project 
study area, .. 
3. f0-21/f • Historical Aenal Photcgaphs -H stoncal aenal photographs are benelic1al because they 
allow for the review of features of propenles near the project studof area over a long period of bme. The 
following years were reviewed 1923, 1928, 1938, 1947, 1948, 1952, 1984, 1965, 1976, 1977, 1979, 
1981, 1983, 1989, 1994, 2002, 2005, 2009, 2010, and 2012. 
Lacie of sources and ava/lablllty to the Public, both In DEIR text and Appendix Ml 
Withdraw both Sec. 3-10 and 3-f f of the DEIR, revise the Cultural Resources, including review and 

ldentltrcatlon from structures In historic aerial photos, ground photos from LAC/ty Library, 
and satellite images. 

Recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR. 

3.12-47 & 49 Figure 3 .12-4. Link Umcn Stat,on Geology Map 1 cl 2 
3.12-57 Figure 3. 12-6. Las Arqo/cs Union Station Historical Rcsoon;e Boundary and Aruas of Dirocr 
and Indirect Impacts 
Incomplete maps no northerly approaches end no river side/ under crossing of Ufs .101. 
Source: Appendix N of this EIR 
Withdraw 3 .. 12 of the DEIR, revise Cultural Resources, including review and identification from 

structures in hi.storic aerial photos, ground photos from LACity Library, and satellite Images. 
Reclrculate a more complete and adequate DEIR 
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• SurveyLA 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials 

• Online Archive of California 

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps 

• City Directories 

• Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including 
the County Assessor’s improvement 
books 

• ProQuest Historic Los Angeles Times 
Database 

• Newspapers.com database 

• Metro documents library 

• Southern California Rapid Transit 
District Metro Rail Project construction 
drawings 

The archive search to develop baseline information 
regarding cultural resources was carried out using 
industry standards as reported on Page 3.12-24 of 
the Draft EIR. Other libraries, as cited in the HRER 
(Attachment B to Appendix N of the Draft EIR) 
were consulted for historic context. 

Please see response to comment ORG 15-20. 
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The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 

ORG 15-23 See response to comment ORG 15-6 and 
ORG 15-22.  

ORG 15-24 Figure 3.12-4 depicts the entirety of the Resource 
Study Area that corresponds with the limits of the 
project footprint considered for impacts to 
paleontological resources. Figure 3.12-6 shows the 
specific boundaries of LAUS as a historical 
resource, zoomed in to show both the areas of 
direct and indirect impacts in the vicinity of those 
resources. It is identical to Figure 7-1 in Appendix 
N of the Draft EIR. For maps of the entire project 
area, including the northern segment of the project 
study area and the project as it is represented 
crossing US-101 and connecting to the main line, 
please reference Figure 3.12-1 on Page 3.12-17 of 
the Draft EIR.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 
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ORG 15-25 CEQA requires mitigation when a project has the 
potential to impact a historical resource. The 
review of historic aerials, historic photographs, and 
satellite images provides historical context, but 
cannot by itself serve as a means of identifying and 
evaluating historical resources. Please see 
response to comment ORG 15-19.  

The Draft EIR identifies the potential for direct and 
indirect impacts on archaeological historical 
resources as a result of the project, including 
unanticipated discoveries (including foundations, 
privies, and garbage dumps), which is considered 
a significant impact. Mitigation Measures HIST-5 
and HIST-6 (as described in Section 3.12.6 of the 
Draft EIR) are proposed to reduce impacts to a 
level less than significant, and include the 
implementation of a Cultural Resources Mitigation 
and Management Plan prior to construction that 
details the process for treating unanticipated 
discoveries. Therefore, no further mitigation 
measures are required. 

Section 3.12.6 of the Draft EIR provides the 
mitigation measures that Metro is committed to 
implement. Compensation is not a type of 
mitigation proposed to reduce project-related 
impacts, and funding sources are not required to 
be disclosed under CEQA.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 

ORG 15-25 

ORG 15-26 

ORG 15-27 

1-)~ 

LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03104/19 

3.12-$612 CEQA Slgnlllcance Conclusions 
A st.rnmary of the level of sig, ficarce after implementation of mitigation ,s as follows 
• For LAUS and the assoc,ated V1gnes Street Underc,ossing, Mrt,gatK>n MeasuresHIST-1a through 
HIST-1d are proposed, however, impacts woukl remain sigrif,cant and unavoidable. 
• For Wilham Mead Homes, MItIgabon Measures AES-1 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) and 
HIST-2 would reduce slg, flcant Impacts to a level less than sigrificant. 
• For the Friedman Bag Company-Textile OivisK>n Building Mitigation Measure HIST-3 1s 
proposed; h<wlever, impacts would remain sign~1cant and u,avo.dab!e. 
• For the North Main Street Bridge, Mitigation Measure HIST-4 would reduce sigrif,cant impacts 10 
a level less than s,gnficart. 
• For Alchaeological Site CA·LAN-1575/H, implcmcrtation of Mrtigation Measures HIST-5 and 
HIST-6 would reduce sig, focart impacts to a level less than s1grificant. 
• For human remains, Mrt,gabon Measure HR-1 would reduce significant impacts to a level less than 
significant 
• For TCR implemertation of Mijigation Measures HIST -5 and HIST -6, as well as TCR-1 would 
reo..ce sIgnItocant rm.acts to a level less than sIgrlfIcant 
• For .aleontological resot.rees, implementation of Mitigation Measures PAL-1 through PAL-3 would 
reo..ce s1g,1ficant impacts to a level less than significant 
Wlthdrow Sec. 3-12 of the OEIR, revise the M/1/g:,l/on of cunur:,t Resources, lncludlng review :,nd 

identification from structures in historic aerial photos. ground photos from LACity Library, 
and u tellite images. More mitigation/compenution shall be required for foundations, privies, 
and garbage dumps. 

Provide draft of committed mitigation and compensation and specific funded requirements for 
such In :,t/ ponlons of the Project Study Arc:, 

Recirculate a mote complete and adequate OEIR. 

S-3()14 Indirect Impacts 
Once constructed, the bu kl alternative could enccl.lllge planned resldentlal and commercial in'1II 
development by provldng an economic d/1\ler for such development Indirect impacts on surrounding 
land uses (induced growth) could also be beneficial by encouraging sustainable neighborhood 
development prlnclples and other In it iatives that would advance more efficient l:,nd use patterns 
and increased real estate values consistent with reg·onal transportation and urban planning goals for 
the City cl Los Angeles and the region as a whole As with the proposed pr01ect, no indirect Im.act would 
occur. 
Provide delineation, quantification, and definition of Induced Growth, Benefits, Values, and Goals 

for both the City :md the "Region". Revise the Indirect lmp:,ct review xcordlngly to renect 
th" quantification, such as tra"ic and congQS'tion creat&d around the M'1lro Cent.or Tower, the 
MWD Tower, and the area. 

S-7Q/2 Oirect Impacts- Construction and Operations 
SB 375 calls on SCAG and other MPO's to Integrate land use, housing and transportation planning 
effo1ts to achieve the SB 375 regional GHG reduction ta,gets, consistert with the transpo1tat1on goals of 
AB 32 The adopted 2016 RTP/SCS mult1modal strategy aims to reduce per cap,la VMT over the next 
26 years, with regioral .assenger rail se1V1ng as a means to achieve VMT reductions. Sirrilar to the 
p,oposed project, the buikl alternative would assist Metro and the State of California in meelmg ... 
targets as mandated under AB 32 and SB 375. Implementation of the t:<Jl'd alternative would allow Metro 
to accomrrodate regional gro'lrth through increased and more frequent access to alternative modes 
of transit for local communities. 
Provide dcllne:Jflon, qwnl/flc:,t/on, :,nd dcnnltlon of Alms, Reduction, Asslsl<lncc. T:Jrgcts, 

Regional Growth, Increased More Frequent, Alternative Modes of Transit, and Local 
Communities. 

Withdraw Sec. 5 of the DEIR. revise. and recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR. 
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ORG 15-26 Similar to the proposed project, the majority of 
infrastructure under the build alternative would be 
within an existing transportation corridor, and at 
the existing LAUS facility, which is defined in the 
2016 RTP/SCS as a high quality transit area and a 
transit priority area in a highly urbanized area. 
Potential growth is already planned for in the 
project study area and captured at the local level in 
the City’s General Plan, ADSP and at the regional 
level in the 2016 RTP/SCS. The build alternative 
would not induce unplanned growth that could 
otherwise result in significant or adverse secondary 
impacts. As discussed in Section 5.4.2, the build 
alternative would not result in direct growth 
impacts.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was provided 
to support the claim that the Draft EIR should be 
recirculated. 

ORG 15-27 Comment unclear. The applicable goals, policies, 
and objectives of the 2016 RTP/SCS and other state 
mandates including AB 32 and SB 375 can be 
found in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR. As discussed 
in Section 1.0 and 2.0, the project would contribute 
towards an overall reduction of VMT and GHGs in 
the region. A quantitative analysis can be found in 
Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR, and a qualitative 
analysis can also be found in Section 3.3 of the 
Draft EIR.  

The criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5 have not been met. 
Furthermore, no substantial evidence was 
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provided to support the claim that the Draft EIR 
should be recirculated. 
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ORG 15-28 Mitigation Measure AQ-1 includes mandatory 
provisions from SCAQMD’s Rule 403 and Metro’s 
Green Construction Policy to minimize air quality 
emissions during construction. The use of the term 
“wherever feasible” is included in SCAQMD’s Rule 
403 and Metro’s Green Construction Policy. This 
term is used in the Draft EIR to capture the intent 
of the regulation or applicable measure that will 
reduce potential environmental impacts. 
Therefore, no updates to the mitigation measures 
in Section 3.5 of the Draft EIR are required. All 
mitigation measures will be incorporated into the 
MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-29 The use of punctuation is consistent throughout 
the Draft EIR. All technical editing was performed 
in accordance the Chicago Manual of Style and the 
project style guide.  

The project is currently in the preliminary design 
stage and contractor means and methods are yet 
to be determined. The terms “if possible” and “to 
the maximum extent feasible” are used to provide 
flexibility to Metro and its construction contractors 
as the project progresses through the design 
process. All mitigation measures in the Draft EIR 
include performance standards that are required to 
be implemented, and will be incorporated into the 
MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Furthermore, 

ORG 15-28 

ORG 15-29 

ORG 15-30 

1-)~ 

LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03104/19 

3.S.5612 The following measures shall also be implemented to red.Jee construction emissions: 
• Prepare a comprehensive Inventory 11st of all heavy-duty off-<oad (portable and mobile) 
equipment (50 horsepower and greater) (i.e., make, model, &ngine year, horsepower, emission 
rates) that could be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours throt..gholJ the duration ol construchon to 
demonstrate how the construct1011 fleet is consistent with the requirements of Metro's Green Construction 
Polley 
• Ensure that all construction equipment Is properly tuned and maintained 
• Min mize idling time to S minutes, whenever feasible, which saves ruel and reduces emissions 
• lJ!lhze exosurg power sotxces (e g., power poles) or clean fuel generato,s ratter than temporary power 
generators whenever feasible 
Confused mandatory 11SHALL11 with conditional ° Could be used" and 0 Whenever Feasible". Clarify 
Withdraw Sec. 3.5 of the DEIR and elsewhf!re, clearly require, revise, incorporate Into a mandatory 

AIMRP, and recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR. 

3.M113 Nose and vibration re<lJction measures that would be Implemented include but are not 
limited to, the followirg: 
• Design consid erations/requirements and proJect layout· 
o Construct te""'°rary noise walls, such as temporary walls or piles or excavated material, between 
noisy activities and noise.sensitive receivers 
o Reroute truck traffic away from residential streets, H possible, and select streets with fewest 
residences if no alternatives are available 
o Srte equipment on the construction site as far away from noise-sensitive sites as possible 
o Construct walled enclosures around especially noisy activities or clusters of noisy eqlipment (i.e , 
sl'lelds can b e used around ... treakers and loaded .. curtains can be draped under elevated strucltxes) 
• Sequence of operations: 
o Restnct pile driv,rg lo daytime periods [Bam4pm} 
o Combine noisy operabons to occur in rte same time period 

o Avoid/Prohibit nighttirn& adiv rties to the maximum extent feasible SensrtJvrty to n01se increases 
dunng the nighttime hours in residential neighborhoods 
Provide appropriate punctuations . ; , 
Confused mandatory with conditions/ statement. Clarify. Withdraw Sec. 3.6 of the DEIR and 

elsewhere, c/oarly require, revise, lncorportJte Into :, m:md3tory MMRP, :,nd reclrcu/:,te :, more 
complete and adequate DEIR. 

3. 7-1315 The ... avoidance and min mzation measures shall be implemented dunrg construction. 
• All work conducted on t:ridges shall occur dunng the day II th s 1s not feasib le, lighting and noise 
shall be directed away from night roostirg and foraging areas. 
• Combustion equipment (such as generators, pump; and vehicles) shall not be parl<ed or operated 
under a bridge Construct10n persornel shall not be present 
3.7-1412 B10-2 MBT A Species: Vegetation removal shall be conducted outside or the b rd nesting 
season to the e xtent feasible. If vegetation removal cannot be conducted outside or the nesting 
season a Metro-approved ~alified bird biologist shall conduct p,econs1ruction surveys to locate active 
nests ... prior to vegetation removal in each area w ith suitable nesting habilal K nesting birds are found 
dunng preconstruct1011 surveys, an exclusoonary butter (1&1 feet for passennes and 500 feet for raptors) 
slitable to prevent nest d sturbance shall be established by the biologist. The buffer may be re<lJced 
based on species-specrfic ard site-specific conditions as deterrmned by the qualified biologist This 
buffer shall be c learly marked In the fie ld by construction personnel under the glidance or the biologist, 
and construction or vegetation removal shall not be conducted withn the buffer Ultll the btologist 
determines that the yourg have fledged or tte nest os no lorger acttve 
ConfUscd nund:,tory with condition:,/ st:,tcmcnt. Cl:,rlfy. Wlthdr:,w Sec. 3.7 oflhc DEIR :,nd 

el!Jewhere, clearly require, revise, incorporate into a mandatory MMRP, and recirculate a more 
complete ond adequate DEIR. 
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no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-30 The terms “if this is not feasible” and “to the extent 
feasible” are used to provide schedule flexibility to 
Metro and its construction contractors during 
construction of the project. It is unknown at this 
point if all bridge work could occur within the 
daytime or outside of the bird breeding season, 
while maintaining an adequate level of service and 
safety on the roadway. Mitigation Measure BIO-2 
identifies provisions if vegetation removal cannot 
be conducted outside of the bird breeding season. 
A Metro-approved qualified bird biologist will be 
required to conduct preconstruction surveys to 
locate active nests within 7 days prior to vegetation 
removal in each area with suitable nesting habitat. 

If nesting birds are found during preconstruction 
surveys, an exclusionary buffer (150 feet for 
passerines and 500 feet for raptors) suitable to 
prevent nest disturbance shall be established by 
the biologist. The buffer may be reduced based on 
species-specific and site-specific conditions as 
determined by the qualified biologist at the time of 
the survey. This buffer shall be clearly marked in the 
field by construction personnel under the guidance 
of the biologist, and construction or vegetation 
removal shall not be conducted within the buffer 
until the biologist determines that the young have 
fledged or the nest is no longer active. 

All mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
the MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 have not been met. Furthermore, 
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no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 
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ORG 15-31 This comment is not directed at a mitigation 
measure of the project. Section 2.10 of the Draft 
EIR includes a discussion of the project 
implementation approach. The project is currently 
in the preliminary design stage. Completion of the 
design will take place once the project is 
environmentally cleared to proceed into the final 
design stage.  

Any impacted utilities would be reviewed by the 
appropriate owner (e.g., City of Los Angles) who 
would also be responsible for issuing any 
construction permits based on final design plans. 
Metro has not yet selected a construction 
contractor.  

All mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
the MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-32 Impacts on TCRs are disclosed on Pages 3.12-78 
and 3.12-79 of the Draft EIR and are considered a 
significant impact because excavations would 
occur in areas with the potential to contain TCR 
CA-LAN-1575/H. The text in this comment is 
derived from Section 21082.3 of the California 
Public Resources Code. The criteria for 
recirculation, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-31 

ORG 15-34 

ORG 15-33 

ORG 15-32 

ORG 15-35 
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3.11-9/2 ~dlx F: Energy Conservation 
Section 15126 4(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR will describe feasible measures that 
could minimize significant adverse Impacts, Including, \Mlere relevant, Inefficient and 
unnecessary consumption of energy. 
3. 11-14/S Any dosruptoons of uoloty seov,ce woud be temporary and efforts would be made to evood or 
mimrize potential disruption or service to the maximum extent feasible. Coordination with LAOJVP 
would be required during final engineering design to a110Id potential conflicts. Based on these 
oonsideratoons, impacts are considered less than s,gr1f1cant. 
Refwence to "Final Engineering Design" requires clarification as to current design phase and 

what/who will review/comment on "Final Design" and the relat.ionship withi cu"ent mitigation 
:,nd MMRP In FEIR. Provide error schedule of current :,r,d :,// other sub,.,,qucnt design ph:Jsc, 
including contracted design and as.built. 

Confused m1mdatory with conditional statement. Clarify. Withdraw Sec. 3.11 of the DEIR and 
elsewhere, clearly require, revise, incorporate into a mandatory MMRP, and recirculate a more 
complete and adequate DEIR. 

3. 12-11/4 If a project has the potential to affect a TCR. the CEQA documeri must discuss whethe< 
there 1s a 51gnrhcant impact on e TCR end whelher there are feasible alternatives or mitigation to 
avoid or substanUally lessen impacts on the TCR. A project that may cause a substantial adverse 
change in the s ignif.:ance of a TCR IS defined as a project that may have a significant effect on the 
environment. 
Confusod m:,ndatory (must) with condition:,/ st:,tomont (foaslbllllmoy) ond lack of quont/fic;Jf/on 

{&uMtantiall&ignificant effect) render the &tatement un-as.ses.sible for the Public and deci&ion 
molcers. Quantify and Clarify section. Wlthdrnw Sec. 3. 12 of the DEIR and elsewhere, clearly 
require. revise, incorporate into a mandafory MMRP, and recirculate a more complete and 
adequate DEIR. 

3. 12-5411 • So<Ah RetaInIng Wall - The proposed rur>-through irack structure <:Ner the El Monte Busway 
and US-101 would be designed to span above the existing south retaining wall, wrich would be largely 
obsc11ed from pu,lic view, b<A may still be altered (hkely with the rur>- throug, tracks stIuctuIe crossing 
through the wall) but would be reconstructed or>-kond. \Mlere feasible, and visible from US-101 
Confused m:,nd,itory ,isscssmcnt with cond/tlon'11 suncmcnt (f03s/b/c) and /,ick of q""'1tlffc'1tlon 

(substantial/significant effect) render the statement un-assessib/e for the Public and decision 
makers. Quantify and CftKify section. Withdmw Sec. 3. 12 of the DEIR and elsewhere, c/etK/y 
requfro, rovlso, lncorpor,ito Into" mondlltory MMRP, :,nd roclrcul:no a moro comp/ote :,r,d 
adequate DEIR. 

3. 12-4!<Y2 HIST-1c LAUS Restoration or the Existing Passenger ConcoU<se. To ensure compat1ahty w~h 
the archnecturally stgniflcant bu1ld1ngs that are part of LAUS and tom t1gate the demol tK>n or alteration of 
character defining features at LAUS, the original passenger concourse shall be restored, where 
feasible, from an engineering and construct.ability standpoint. to its 1939 appearance in accordance 
vmh the Secretary of the lntenor's Standards for Restorabon. 
Confusod m:,ndatory (sha/1) with conditional statement {whero feas/b/a) and lack of quantification 

(engineering and coMtructabifity) render the Matement un-assessible for the Public and 
decision makers. Provide pictures/drawing of the concourse bflcr ortglna/ comp/ct/on ond any 
modification during the Red Line construction period. Quantify and Clarify section. Withdraw 
Sec. J. f2 of the DEIR and el&ewhere, clearly require, revi&e, incorporate Into a mandatory 
AIMRP, and rcc/rcu/atc:, more complete and /1dequatc DEIR. 

-

--

-

I 
4-2/4 This approach is functionally equivalent to the extent that the project Is adequately l 
characterized, analyzed, and sufficient miligat,on measures have been considered where feasible, to 
avoid or reruce the antIcopated sIgnmcant direct, indirect. and ccmulabve impacts 
Contusing condft/on:,/ phr:,scs/modlftcrs (cqu/v:,fcnt, extent, 3dcqU31cfy, su"fclcn~ considered, 

and feasible, avoid, and reduce) and lack of quantification render the statement un-assessibl& 
for the Public and decision makers. Provide quantified and clear statement. Withdraw Sec. 4 
of the DEIR and elsewhere, clearly require. revise, Incorporate Into a mandatory MMRP, and 
recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR.. 
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ORG 15-33 The text on Page 3.12-56 of the Final EIR has been 
revised in the following manner: 

South Retaining Wall – The proposed 
run-through track structure over the El Monte 
Busway and US-101 would be designed to 
span above the existing south retaining wall, 
which would be largely obscured from public 
view, but may still be altered (likely i.e., with 
the run-through tracks structure crossing 
through the wall) but would be reconstructed 
in-kind, where feasible, and visible from 
US-101.  

All mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
the MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5 have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-34 Mitigation Measure HIST-1c allows for restoration 
of the original passenger concourse, where 
feasible. It requires that reconstructive work is to be 
conducted to the Secretary of Interior’s Standards 
for Restoration, which would take into account the 
original condition of the character-defining features 
of LAUS in the original concourse, a task requiring 
further research but not needed at this time to 
identify, evaluate, or mitigate the LAUS historical 
resource for the impacts of the project.  

Historic photos of LAUS and corresponding 
discussion of modifications resulting from 
construction of the Red Line are included in the 
Link US Draft Cultural Resources Impacts 
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Assessment Report, provided as Appendix N to the 
Draft EIR.  

All mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
the MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-35 The following text has been removed from Section 
4.0 of the Final EIR: 

This approach is functionally equivalent to the 
extent that the project is adequately 
characterized, analyzed, and sufficient 
mitigation measures have been considered, 
where feasible, to avoid or reduce the 
anticipated significant direct, indirect, and 
cumulative impacts. 

This comment is not directed at a mitigation 
measure of the project. All mitigation measures will 
be incorporated into the MMRP as part of the Final 
EIR. The criteria for recirculation, as set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, have not been 
met. Furthermore, no substantial evidence was 
provided to support the claim that the Draft EIR 
should be recirculated. 
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ORG 15-36 To realize the long-term benefits associated with 
the project, temporary impacts to rail operations 
would occur. Given the magnitude of construction, 
the mitigation measures are presented for flexibility 
during project implementation. As outlined in 
Mitigation Measure TR-3 and Section 3.3, 
Transportation and Traffic, of the Draft EIR, prior to 
construction, Metro shall prepare an MOU with 
each current rail operator, including, but not 
limited to, SCRRA, LOSSAN, and Amtrak, to outline 
mutually agreed upon on-time performance goals 
to be achieved throughout construction, and how 
construction sequencing and railroad operational 
protocols would be incorporated into applicable 
construction documents (plans and 
specifications).  

All mitigation measures will be incorporated into 
the MMRP as part of the Final EIR. The criteria for 
recirculation, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15088.5, have not been met. Furthermore, 
no substantial evidence was provided to support 
the claim that the Draft EIR should be recirculated. 

ORG 15-37 The air quality analysis is not stating that the 
project’s effect on the localized emission 
concentrations cannot be quantified; there are 
several models that could be used. The analysis is 
stating that there is no accepted methodology for 
correlating an individual project’s air emissions 
with specific human health impacts. Correlation of 
local increases in concentrations of criteria 
pollutants with specific health impacts is unreliable 
given a project’s minute contribution of emissions 
to an air basin and fluctuation in pollutants across 
an air basin from other sources. Therefore, project 

ORG 15-36 

ORG 15-37 

ORG 15-38 

ORG 15-39 

ORG 15-40 
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4-1911 applicable construcbon documents (plans and specifications) and how on-time pefformance 
objectives would be maintained to the maximum extent reaslble during construction. With 
1mplemental on of Mitigation Measu-e TR-3 ... lflCremental contnbu,on lo cumulative impacts associated 
with dlsn.ptions to reg1onal/1ntercity rail service would not be cumulatively considerable. 
Confusing condltlonal phrases/modifiers (applicable, objectives, ,maximum extent, feasible during 

construction, and incremental) and lack of quantificatjon render the statement un-assessible 
for the Public and decision makers. Pf'ovfde quanllffed and clear statement. Withdraw Sec. 4 
of the DEIR and elsewhere, clearly require, revise, incorporate into a mandatory MAfiP. and 

' 

recirculate a more complete and adequate DEIR. • 

4-2111 Based on these considerat10ns, c=ulative impacts a re considered sg,~1cant The proposed 
project's contribution to these impacts would be cumulatively considerable 
4-2112 As discussed in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global a 1mate Change, ... emissions can contribute 
to localized health effects, ~ 1s not feasible to conduct an analysis of the effects of cnteria pollutams on a 
local level. Rather, poter1tal human health impacts associated with crilena air pollulants are evalualed 
on a regional level based on the NAAQS established by the U.S. EPA. Even ir a model were 
developed to accurately ascertain local Increases ... , it would remain Impossible to correlate that 
increase in concentraijon to a specific health impact .... designed to determ ne regional, populalion­
vnde health impacts, and are not accurate when applied at the local level 
No quantified support Is provided for the SUJlcmcn~ and mode/Ing :md exposure monitoring have 

greatly improved. Provide credible documentatfon for support of the statement. Revise and 
conduct evaluation for local exposures for such a high rate of individual exposures. 

S-211 5.2 Criteria for Alternative Analysis l 
In developing the alternatives to be addressed ,n this EIR, the potenl1al altemalives were evaluated in 
terms of their abil ty to meet the basic project objectives while reducing or avoiding the environmertal 
impacts of the ~posed project ldernif1ed 1n Section 3.0 Envirormental Analysis, Impacts, and 
Mitigation .... As disCtJSsed in Section 2 0, Project ... lhe project' s objectives are as follows .... 
• Maintain rail/transit service and minimize dsruphon to comnuters , to the maximum extent feasible 
• Avo id and minimi ze impacts on sensitive envlronmernal resouroes lo the maximum extent reaslble, ... 
Provide quantitative analyses for each alternative and for comparisons of the alternatives. 
Provide quont/ficsrlon of avoldlmlnimlzelmoxlmum for all pammeters and for "fessib/1/ty". 

5-6/5 5.4 .2 Build Alternative lntrodudion 
Section 15126 6(a) of the CEOA Gu dellnes requires lhat an EIR descnbe a range of alternatives to the 
project wtich would feaS1bly attain most of the project ot:jectives, but would avoid or subslantially lessen 
•"'I of the significant Impacts of the project The build alternative 1s evaluated as a pro,ect allernallve 
because rt would meet all of the project objectives and would reduce noise impacts identified for the 
proposed project 
The DEIR ,iltemaflves are Incomplete and ln'1dequatc as they don't consider: " Tunnels" e/tfler as 

cuVcoverorbored for separation of through-pass trains from the existing, historic platform 
and avoidance of the Pass-Thn, US-101 effects. 

As the Red L Inc Ph:,sc one clearly Indicated, either type of runnel would h:ive s/gn/flc:,ntly less 
impacts for the entire Study Area compared to the proposed project. 

Provide o revised Sec. 5 lo incrude at reost one tunnel alternative, bored would be less Impacting. 

S.30'4 Indirect Impacts Once constructed, the bu Id alternabve could encourage planned residential 
and commercial 1rli ll deve'opment by providing an economic dri\/er for such deve:opment. Indirect 
impacts on su-rounding land uses (induced g-owlh) could also be beneficial by encouraging suslainable 
neighborhood development principles and other lnitlalives that would advance more efficient land use 
patterns and increased real estate values consistent with regional trans!X)rtation and urban planning 
goals for the City of Los Angeles and the region as a whole As with the proix,sed proJect, no 1ncflrect 
impact v,ould occur. 
No dfsa.1ssion or quantified assessment has been provided although alluded to herein. This 

mention werrants funher development and assessment with full quontlflcatlon of benefic/ol, 
va/u9s, goals, and re,gional/Jocal aspects of each and their incorporation into related sections. 
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specific modeling would not provide for a more 
informed or enhanced analysis. 

ORG 15-38 Comment is unclear in specifying the type of 
quantitative analysis. CEQA requires consideration 
of alternative development scenarios and an 
analysis of the potential impacts associated with 
those alternatives. This content is provided in 
Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR. Through comparison 
of the build alternative and the reduced historic 
impact alternative to the proposed project, the 
advantages of each can be weighed and analyzed. 
Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines state, 
“The range of alternatives required in an EIR is 
governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR 
to set forth only those alternatives necessary to 
permit a reasoned choice. The alternatives shall be 
limited to ones that would avoid or substantially 
lessen any of the significant impacts of the project. 
Of those alternatives, the EIR need examine in 
detail only the ones that the lead agency 
determines could feasibly attain most of the basic 
objectives of the project. The range of feasible 
alternatives shall be selected and discussed in a 
manner to foster meaningful public participation 
and informed decision-making.” 

ORG 15-39 The existing LAUS platforms are located 
approximately 60 feet from the edge of pavement 
on the El Monte Busway and are at an elevation 
that is higher than the US-101. The distance is not 
sufficient to safely achieve the change in elevation 
required to access a tunnel below the US-101.  
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A tunnel option would require the entire station, 
concourse, and rail yard to be lowered. It would 
result in significant impacts, including but not 
limited to: 

• impacts to the historic station and 
passageway 

• increased area of impervious surface and 
requirement for additional drainage 
infrastructure 

• increased air quality impacts associated with 
extensive excavation and construction 

• increased potential for encountering 
hazardous materials 

• conflicts with utilities 

• conflicts with rail operations 

• increased property impacts south of US-101 
to related to track infrastructure  

• higher construction costs related to increased 
excavation quantities, implementation of 
ventilation in the tunnel, and fire and life 
safety measures. 

The type of infrastructure required would be cost-
prohibitive for the reasons stated above and would 
cause greater impacts on the US-101 and 
surrounding area than necessary to achieve the 
project’s engineering requirements. The Red Line 
Phase I study was prepared in advance of the Draft 
EIR; therefore, a comparison to the proposed 
project would be impossible.  
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ORG 15-40 The quantification of values such as real estate is 
not required by CEQA. The project’s consistency 
with applicable plans that coincide with statewide 
and regional transportation and land use planning 
goals and objectives is provided in Section 3.2, 
Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Section 6.1 of the Draft EIR, based 
on the quantified estimate of proposed retail and 
office/commercial space, the proposed project 
would not generate substantial growth from that 
already planned for in the 2016 RTP/SCS. 
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ORG 15-41 The quantification of values, such as real estate, is 
not required by CEQA. The infill development 
discussed in Section 3.2 of the Draft EIR is based 
on current planning documents adopted by the City 
of Los Angeles. The environmental analysis for the 
proposed project acknowledges the potential 
benefits that may result from planned growth, 
although does conclude the project is not growth 
inducing for the reasons stated in Section 6.1 of the 
Draft EIR.  

See response to comment ORG 15-40.  

ORG 15-42 Analysis of project noise and noise/vibration at 
residential units are analyzed in Section 3.6 of the 
Draft EIR. Potential future (i.e., induced) residential 
land use development is not included in the 
analysis; however, local land use development 
regulations promulgated by the City of Los Angeles, 
require that residential developments meet certain 
noise level limits when in proximity to surface 
transportation sources of noise such as rail lines. 
As discussed in Section 3.6.7 of the Draft EIR, 
Mitigation Measure NV-1 would reduce 
operational noise impacts to a level less than 
significant. Construction noise would be reduced 
via implementation of Mitigation Measure NV-2 
that includes provisions for temporary noise 
barriers such as material piles or acoustic blanket, 
which would provide sound attenuation during 
construction. Wheel-skirts, which are referred to in 
the comment as wall-shirts, are not typically 
applicable to diesel electric powered transit 
vehicles because the sound sources of a 
locomotive include not only the sound emanating 
from the wheel rail interface, but also from the 

ORG 15-41 

ORG 15-40 
Contd. 

ORG 15-42 

ORG 15-43 

ORG 15-44 

ORG 15-45 
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Provide a lhorough, quanlified assessment of Growlh Inducement for 2020-2045 wilhin 132l>fl of 
the Project Study An,a boundary. 

3.2-2314 lndirecl Impacts 
Once constructed, the project coukl encourage planned residential and commercial infill 
development by providing an economic driver tor such development. lrdrect impacts on 
surroundmg land uses (Induced growth) could a lso be beneficial by encouraging sustainable 
neighborhood development principles and other initiatives that would advance more efficient land 
use patterns and increased real estate values consistent with regional transportation and urban 
planning goals for the City of Los Angeles and the region as a whole. Therefore. no impact would 
occur. 
No disansion or quantified assessment has been provided although alluded to herein. This 

mention wammts flJrthcr development '111d assessment with IIJII quantlflc:1tlon of bcncffcf:1I, 
values, goats, and regio,1avtocal aspects of each and lheir incorporation into relaled sec lions. 

Provide a thorough, quantified assessment of Growth Inducement for 2020-2045 within 132l>fl of 
tho Projoct Study Aroa boundary. 

3.&-1712 The FT A mall.Jal provides guidelines to assess human response to different levels of ground 
borne noise and v,llratIon (Table 3 6-4) G<ound borne no,se Is normally not a consIderat10nwhen 
trains are at-gade (i.e., not uriderground). In these situations, the airborne noise is the maior 
consideration. Ground borne nose generally becomes an important oonsideration for subways or other 
p<0jects in which part of the alignment Includes a tunnel 
Noise and vibration/noise may be of issue for existing residential units within Union Station area 

and tho.se anticipated to be induced within the vicinity. Mitigation must be provided based on 
final design, such as rubber tie-rail-pads, vibration/noise absorbing under-bedding for ties, 
and wheel sound-absorption wall-shirts {<6ft high along tracl<lwheel contacts). 

Provide such m/1/gDtlon for this section. 

3.8-22 Sub Area 0 1 - Sub Area 0 1 ercompasses the Commerc,al Street, wesl of the red line 
tunnel 
Due to constraints on n.nnirg a storm drain pipe across the red line tunnel, the runoff from .. 
3.8-23 • Slb Area 03 - Sub Area 03 primarily encompasses Certer Street and Commercial Street east 
of the red line tunnel, .... 
3.~2/1 3 9 3 Methods for Evaluating Environmental Impacts 
F1nd1ngs and oonclusfons cortained in this analysis are based on the Unk US Pre/,mlnary Geolechrica/ 
Report (Apperd1x L of th s EIR) .... p revious geotechnical and environmental reports for LAUS, Metro 
Red Line Tunnel In a<tlrtion findings and recommendations based on results of the prelImInary -­
geotechmcal Invest igation oompteted for the project In 2017 were also considered. 
Bad editing every where including red/Red line/Line; it is the Yard Tunnel. 
References to Metro Rall (RTD, in 1980s) Red Line {Yard) Tunnel documents have not been 

included in reference or citalions throughout the DEIR and are not available 10 lhe Public. 
Appendix L and throughout document, no referenced Phase One documents are provided and 

xccsstblc for m<>ss/vc, extensive gcotcchnlc'11 reports :md lnfonnotlon horn project dcslr,, 
through S+ years of construction. 

3.1-511 Mitigation Measures This discusS1on idenl1fies proposed mitigation measures to avoid, 
m1r1mze, rectify, redl.Ce, or compensate for project.related impacts m accordance with lhe CEOA 
Guidel nes .. , where feasible. 
No disa1.ssion or quantified assessment has been provided for any compensation. 
Provide a lhorough, quonllffcd assessment of any compensation to be used for 2020-2045 within 

132l>fl oflhe Projecl Sludy Area boundary. 

3.2-27/1 Mitigation Measures ... mitigation measures are proposed to reduoe significam impacts 
related to land use and planning. 
LU-1 Implement Transponanon Demand Management Measures to Enhance Neighborhood 
Connecliv,ty. Metro shall implemenl a hansportation demand managemenl f)logram to 
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diesel electric engine itself. For this reason, 
Mitigation Measure NV-1 includes a sound wall to 
mitigate sound levels at impacted residential units. 
No vibration impacts are anticipated from 
operation of the project.  

ORG 15-43 Section 3.9, and other applicable locations in the 
Final EIR, will be revised to reference the “Metro 
Red and Purple Line” or "Red and Purple Line 
station,” where applicable. 

As discussed in response to comment ORG 15-19, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 states that the 
“preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including 
engineering reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. 
These documents should be cited but not included 
in the EIR.” 

A Phase I ESA was prepared for the project, and is 
included as Appendix M of the Draft EIR.  

ORG 15-44 Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR is the introduction to 
the Environmental Analysis. The statement 
identified in this comment is a general statement 
regarding types of mitigation permissible under 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15370. Compensation is 
not proposed as mitigation identified in the EIR.  

ORG 15-45 Mitigation Measure LU-1 does not contain the 
term “maximum feasible.” The criteria for a 
subsequent EIR, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162, have not been met. 
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ORG 15-46 Mitigation Measure AES-1 does not contain the 
term “maximum feasible.” The criteria for a 
subsequent EIR, as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162, have not been met. 

With regards to Mitigation Measure AES-2, the 
terms “to the extent feasible” and “where feasible” 
are used to provide flexibility to Metro and its 
construction contractors during construction of the 
project. As identified in Mitigation Measure AES-2, 
if nighttime work is required, the construction 
contractor will be required to install temporary 
lighting in a manner that directs light toward the 
construction area and install temporary shields as 
necessary so that light does not spill over into 
residential areas. The criteria for a subsequent EIR, 
as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, 
have not been met. 

With regards to Mitigation Measure AES-3, the 
term “where feasible” provides flexibility for 
placement of landscaping in areas that would 
screen project-generated light. Not all areas could 
accommodate landscaping while also providing a 
screening element to residential units. The criteria 
for a subsequent EIR, as set forth in CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15162, have not been met. 

ORG 15-47 The term “whenever feasible” provides flexibility to 
Metro and its construction contractors during 
construction of the project. The criteria for a 
subsequent EIR as set forth in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15162 have not been met. 

ORG 15-48 Comment unclear. The term “maximum feasible” 
is not used in the sentence provided by the 

ORG 15-45 
Contd. 

ORG 15-46 

ORG 15-47 

ORG 15-48 
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enhance neighborhood connectivity while atso rrinlmlzlng the demand for trips by 
s1ngfe.occupant vehicles 1n the proiect study area 
Mandatory "Shall" docs not appODr consistent with other "condltlonol ffcoslblc ' statements". 

Review and revise all statements with "shall" or 11must" and their counterpoints of •'maximum 
fe1J:Sible~• and provide quantified estimates for each in a revised Subsequent DEIR. 

3.4-6Clf Mitigation Measures Implementation of the following mitgatron measures are proposed to 
reruce srgrnlicant impacts related to aesthetics 
AES-1 Aesthetic Treatments. Reta1ringwalls in Segments 1 and 2 ard the so1.11d wall in 
Segment 1 shall be designed 1n consKierahon of the scale and architectural style of the ~•cent 
Wilham Mead Homes ard Mozaic Apanments. Based on feedback rece111ed during projeCI 
development from residents o f the William Mead Homes property, Metro shall coordinate with 
HACLA regarding aesthetic enhancemerts to the reta1r1ng walllsourd wall at that locat10n. 
Materials, color, murals, landscaping, and/or other aesthetic treatments shall be integrated 
into the design of the reta1n1ng walVsourd wall to minimize the domrnar<:e ard scale of the 
retaining walVso1.11d wall 
Mandatory "Shall" dofls n ot appoar consistont with other "conditional 'feasible ' statements". 

Review and revise all state,nents with ushall" or "must" and their counterpoints of 11tnll)(imum 
feasible" and provlr!e qu.,ntlfler! cst/mDfcs for o:,ch In a reviser! Subsequent DEIR 

AES-2 Min11T1ze Nighttime Work ard Screen Direct Ligrting: Nighttime oonstruct1on aCIIVrt.es near 
resldenbal areas shall be avoided to the extent feasible. 
Mandatory "Shall" does not appear consistent with other "conditional 'feas;ble ' statements". 

Review and revise all statements with "shall'' or "must" and their counte,polnts of "maximum 
feasible" and provir!e quantified estimates for each in a revised Subsequent DEIR 

Screening elements, including landscaping, shall also be incorporated into the design, where feasible. 
Mandatory "Shall" does not appear consistent with other "conditional 'feasible' statements". 

Review and revise all statements with "shall" or "must" ond their counterpoints of "maximum 
feasiblen and provide quantified t1stimates for each in a revisod Subsequent DEIR. 

AES-3 Screen Direct Lighting ard G lare: During final design all new or replacement lighting shall 
comply with maximum allowable .. glare ratings ... and shall be des•gned to be directed away from 
residenttal units 
Screening elemerts, including landscaping, shall also be Incorporated Into the design, where feasible. 
Low-reflective glass and matenats shall also be ut1l1zed to reduce daytime glare impacts 
Manr!atory "Shall" r!ocs not appear consistent with other "conr!ltlonal 'feasible' statements". 

RevKJw and revise all statements with "shall" or "must" and their counterpoints of umaximum 
feasible" and pro'tnde quantffled estimates for each in a revised Subsequent DEIR. 

3-5612 The follo-.ving measures shall also be implemented to reduce conslrucbon emissions 
• Ensure that all construct10n equipment 1s properly t1.11ed and mantained 
• Min mize idling time to 5 m rotes, wheneve< teas Ible. which saves fuel ard reduces emissions 
• Uhhze exrsting power sou-ces (e g., power poles) or clean fuel generators rather than temporary power 
generators whenever feasible 
3-5613 These control tect-nques shall be included in (Xoject specificabons and shall be 
implemented Of the construction contractor 
Manr!atory "Shall" docs not appear consistent with other "conr!ltlonal 'feasible' statements". 

Review and revise all :statements with ''shall" or •n>ust" and theU" counterpoints of "maximum 
feasible" and provide quantifier! estimates for each In a reviser! Subsequent DEIR 

3-57/ 1 In edd1t10n to the use of T ie< 4 equ pment, all off-road construot10n equ pment shall be fueled 
using 100 percent renewable diesel 
Mandatory "Shall" does n ot appear consistQnt with other "conditional 'feasible' statements". 

Review and revise all statements wtth ''Shall" or "must" and their counterpoints of "maximum 
feasible" and provide quantified estimates for each In a revised Subsequent DEIR 
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commenter. The criteria for a subsequent EIR, as 
set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, have 
not been met. 
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ORG 15-49 The City of Los Angeles regulates construction 
noise pursuant to Section 41.40 of their Municipal 
Code. The City of Los Angeles has discretion to 
grant permission to work outside of the permitted 
hours. As stated in Section 41.40 of the Municipal 
Code:  

The standards which shall be considered in 
determining whether a permit shall be granted are 
the following: 

   (a)   Whether the work to be done is in the public 
interest, or 

   (b)   Whether the applicant would suffer 
hardship, injustice or delay if the permit were not 
granted, or 

    (c)   Whether fuel conservation would result if 
the permit were issued. 

Because the text in the comment is derived from 
Section 41.40 of the Municipal Code, no revision is 
warranted. Emphasis should be placed on the 
terms “public interest” and “applicant” in context 
with the comment raised.  

The criteria for a subsequent EIR, as set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, have not been 
met. 

ORG 15-50 See response to comment ORG 15-11.  

The criteria for a subsequent EIR, as set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, have not been 
met. 

ORG 15-50 

ORG 15-49 

ORG 15-51 

ORG 15-52 

ORG 15-53 

ORG 15-54 
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3-6Ql2 The City may p<0vide perrnss.on to work outside of these hol.1"6 ~ 11 is in the public interest, o r l 
where a hardship or injustice1 or unreasonable delay would resut from rts 1nterrupt1on d.Jnng the hours 
prOYided In Section 41 40 o r tte Mun cl pal Code. 
Conditional "May'' does not appear consjstMt wit.h other "conditional 'feasible' statements" but is 

further modified by hardships, injustices, and unreasonables without ind;cation a.s to whether 
to public, residents, travelers, or contractors. Review and revise all statements and provide 
quantified eslimares for each in a revised Subsequent DEIR. 

3.3-711 Methods for Evaluating Enviro nmental Impacts 
This section summarizes the resuls of the Link US WOAR the Link US Prellmlnary LID Report, and 
other drainage stud.es prepared for the project. These studies provide an evaluation of potential impacts 
on existing drainage systems ror each of the jurisdictions affected as a result or the proJect 
Other stat-,ts preclude use or LID detain runoff for recharge or unlined landscaping. Clarify 

and provide quantified estimates for each in a revised Subsequent DEIR. 

3.3-7/2 HWQ-4 Final Water Quality BIAP Selection and Mainlenarce Agreement (Non-Caltrans/Non 
CHSRA)' Metro shall comply with lhe NPDES Waste Orscharge Requrements for MS4 Discharges 
within the Coastal Watersheds ... (known as the Phase I Permit). This post-construction requ rement shall 
apply to tte entire pro,ect excei:x for tl"ose port,ons under tte jurrsdrct on of the Caltrans 
MS4 Permit and CHSRA's Phase II Permit Metro shall prepare a final L ID report In accordance 
v~th the City of Los Angeles Plaronir,;; and Land Deve!cpment Handbook for Lew Impact 
Development (LIO Manual), Mey 9, 2016 This document shell 1dentrty the required BMPs to 
be In pace prior to project operation and malntenarce 
Provided lhorot.lgh analyses and quantification for groundwater recharge and for unlined and 

lined surface reuse fac/1/lies. Provide estimated treatment requirements for comp/lance with 
any discharge or recharge permits. 

3.9-813 The Unk US Preliminary Geotoohnlcal Repcrt Indicates that liquefaction Is expected within 
Segments 1: Throat Segment and Segment 2 : Concourse Segment ol the proJect study area. 
For a prehmrnary hquefacl,on analysis, three possible ground motion criteria were selected 
These trree methods include 
AREMA Level II shaking(• relatively low-level se,smrc event), 
CHSRA's maximum considered earthquake (a moderately high seismic event), and 
tte City of Los Angeles maximum credible earthquake (an extremely high seismic ev8flt). 
Single mention 
Provide quantltat/Vc anatyscs for AREMA. CHSRA. and CIL.A for all three p:ir,imctcrs Dnd 

incorporate into Preliminary and Final; Design. 

l 
-

. 

2-5111 The proposed project requres modifications to existing drainage racililies and construction of new l 
drainage lacd~res to accommodate proposed ,nlraslrt.lC\\Jre and protect water quality during and alter 
construction. The drainage des gn focuses on maintaining existing drainage floW patterns and drainage 
systems to the maximum extent practicabkt; ho\vever, new drainage systems and post-construction 
stormwater BMPs would be required 
Conditlonat statomont without lnco,poratlon Into tho MMRP Is totally lnadoquato and must be 

strengthened and made part or the MMRP. Revise and make mandatory and include in the 
MMRP. 

3.3-:rT/ 1 However as discussed below under Threshold 3 3-D, due to the required closures and potertial 
for other hazardous situations associated with the freeway closures along the US 101, Mitigation Measure 
TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6) is proposed to mairtain capacity along the US-101 during construction 
to the maximum eKtent pr:>etlcable 
Conditional statomont without incorporal.ion into tho MMRP is totally inadequate and must bfl 

st.rengthened a nd made part of the MMRP. Revise and make mandatory and include in the 
MMRP. 
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ORG 15-51 Please see response to comment ORG 15-11. 

ORG 15-52 General information regarding liquefaction 
potential for the project was provided in the 
Preliminary Geotechnical Report (Appendix L of the 
Draft EIR). Quantitative analyses for liquefaction 
will be performed during final design pursuant to 
the requirements of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 in 
the Draft EIR.  

ORG 15-53 The term “maximum extent practicable” is used to 
provide flexibility to Metro and its construction 
contractors as the project progresses through the 
design process. All mitigation measures in the 
Draft EIR include performance standards that are 
required to be implemented, and will be 
incorporated into the MMRP as part of the Final 
EIR. 

ORG 15-54 The term “maximum extent practicable” is used to 
provide flexibility to Metro and its construction 
contractors as the project progresses through the 
design process. All mitigation measures in the 
Draft EIR include performance standards that are 
required to be implemented, and will be 
incorporated into the MMRP as part of the Final 
EIR. 
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ORG 15-55 This comment is directed at a project objective and 
not a mitigation measure of the project. There is no 
requirement to update or revise the MMRP. Metro 
maintains that a key project objective is to maintain 
rail/transit service and minimize disruption to 
commuters during construction to the maximum 
extent feasible.  

ORG 15-56 The term “maximum extent feasible” is used to 
provide flexibility to Metro and its construction 
contractors as the project progresses through 
construction because some proposed 
infrastructure may require nighttime construction 
activities. All mitigation measures will be 
incorporated into the MMRP as part of the Final 
EIR.  

ORG 15-57 The term “maximum extent practicable” is part of 
the NPDES Permit language. This term is used in 
the Draft EIR to capture the intent of the regulation. 
There is no requirement to update or revise the 
MMRP. 

ORG 15-58 This comment is directed at a project objective and 
not a mitigation measure of the project. There is no 
requirement to update or revise the MMRP. Metro 
maintains that a key project objective is to avoid 
and minimize impacts on sensitive environmental 
resources to the maximum extent feasible.  

ORG 15-59 The term “maximum extent practicable” is used to 
provide flexibility to Metro and its construction 
contractors as the project progresses through 
construction because some closures, albeit 
temporary, to US-101 are expected. All mitigation 

ORG 15-55 

ORG 15-56 

ORG 15-57 

ORG 15-58 

ORG 15-59 

ORG 15-60 

ORG 15-61 
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3.3-5511 LAUS Is a central feature w,lhin Souhern Cal fornia's pwlic !rans~ nelwork. For l tls reason, l 
ma1ntain1ng railltransrt service and m1nim1Zifl1 disruption to commuters dunng constrLChon to the 
maximum extent feasible Is a key project objective. 
CondWonal statement without incorporation into the MMRP is totally inadequate and must b<> 

strengthened and made part oflhe MMRP. Revise and make mandatory and include in the 
MMRP. 

3.f>.6113 • Sequence of operations: l 
o Reslnct pile driv,rg lo daytime periods 
o Combine noisy operations lo occur ,n tt-e same time penod 
o Avoid n,ghn,me act,vit,es to the maximum extent feasible 
Conditional s tatement without incorporal.ion into the MMRP is totally inadequate and must be 

slrenglhened and made part oflhe MMRP. Revise and mal<e mandatory and Include In the 
MMRP. 

3.8-7 T:,b/e 3.8 Notes: MEP=m:»1/mum extent pr.,ctlc:,ble; ] 
Conditional statement without incorporation into the MMRP is totally inadequate and must b<> 

sl.rengthened and made part of the MMRP. Revise and mtM.e mandatory and ;nclude in the 
MMRP. 

s.211 • Avoid and minimize Impacts on sensitive env1rormer1:a1 resot.roes to the maximum extent l 
feasible. including but nol limled lo historical Iesources 
Conditional statement without incorporation into the MMRP is totally inadequate and must be 

strengthened :,nd m:,de p:,,t of the MMRP. Revise ®d m311e m:,ndatory :,r,d Include In the 
MMRP. 

S.3211 ••• situaUons associated with the freeway closures along the US-101. Mibgabon Measure TR-1 is l 
p,oposed to marntaIn capacity along the US-101 dU"Ing construcllon to lt-e maximum extent 
practicable. Implementation of Mitigation Measure TR-1 wou'd reduce Impacts to a level less than 
significant The bl.ild alternawe would result in impacts simlar lo the p,oposed project. 
Conditional statement without inco,poration into the MMRP is tots/ly Inadequate and must be 

strengthened and made part of tho MMRP. Ro vise and mal<e mandatory :,r,d Include In tho 
AIMRP. 

&-5'3 8.3.4 Recreation 
Implementation of the pro)eci would not increase the demand tor recreahonal facilities or result in 
physical impacts that would deteriorate existirg racilrties. 
The demand for parklands and othe< recreational facilities would be similar to existing conditions. 
The p,oposed p<oject would not substantially induce population growth in the project study area 
and lhefeby wot.Id nol significantly in::rease the use or parks. 
No impact would oocur associated wrth tt-e physical deterioration of parks and olher recreat10nal 
facilrlles. 
Construction ofthe Red Line Phase One at Union Station clearly induced further growth, MTA 
Tower, MWD Tower, and various sps.rtment buildings and in the vicinity of the 4"' Street Yards. 
Tho proposed Projcct must bo antlclp31od to follow tho same Induced growth modo/, unless tho 
County/City impose land use restrictions. 
Provide SCAG's based population, households, and employment projections for 2020-2045 for the 
affected arva ... Project Si te/Arva and vicinity, e.g., 1320ft from Project Area boundaries. 
Provide past, current. and projected growth of use of recreational tKea3/tacllities within 2640ft of 
Project Area boundaries. 

8-1 - S 8.0 Refe<ences 
ASTM Practice E 1527 -13. 2013 Slandard Praclice lor Environmental Ste Assessments ... 
CAL.Fire. 2007 Respons1bll,ty Maps Fire Hazard Seventy Zones ,n State Respons,b<l,ty Areas,. 

http1/frap.flre.ca.gov/webdata/mapsllos_angeles/lhszs_map.19.pd' 
California Department of Conservation. 2007 Geological Survey Fault-Rl4)ture Hazard Zones . 

2016a O,vision of Oil Gas, and Geoihermal Resources Well Finder online database 
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measures will be incorporated into the MMRP as 
part of the Final EIR. 

ORG 15-60 See the Community Impact Assessment (Appendix 
D of the Draft EIR) for a discussion on induced 
growth, recreation, and SCAG growth forecasts. 
The proposed project aligns with the need to 
address transportation solutions based on regional 
growth forecasts. 

As discussed in Section 3.13.5 of the Draft EIR, it is 
not expected that parks or recreational facilities 
would be overburdened or subject to increased use 
that would accelerate physical deterioration of park 
facilities. The proposed project would not 
substantially induce population growth in the 
project study area and thereby would not 
significantly increase the need for parks. 
Furthermore, no direct physical impacts on parks 
would occur from implementation of the project.  

ORG 15-61 References have been spelled out and alphabetized 
in Section 8.0 of the Final EIR. Accessed version is 
part of the administrative record and would be 
provided on request.  

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-323 

 

ORG 15-62 References have been spelled out and alphabetized 
in Section 8.0 of the Final EIR. Accessed version is 
part of the administrative record and would be 
provided on request.  

ORG 15-63 The Draft EIR appendices are coordinated and 
reflect an impact analysis for the proposed project 
with consistent conclusions and baseline 
assumptions where applicable. Please see 
response to comment ORG 15-11.  

ORG 15-64 References are provided in alphabetical order in 
Section 10 of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report 
(Appendix L of the Draft EIR). The purpose of this 
report was to review existing data and provide 
preliminary geotechnical information for the 
proposed project. Specific reports or studies done 
for the area that the commenter is referencing were 
not available for review at the time of the 
preparation of this report. In addition, relevant 
information obtained from available reports and/or 
studies was summarized in the Preliminary 
Geotechnical Report. The supporting documents 
provided in the appendices are sufficient for this 
level of design and for the purpose of the Draft EIR. 

As discussed in response to comment ORG 15-19, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 states that the 
“preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including 
engineering reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. 
These documents should be cited but not included 
in the EIR.” 

ORG 15-62 

ORG 15-63 

ORG 15-64 

ORG 15-65 

1-)~ 

LinkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

California Energy Commission (CEC). 2016. Oratt 2016 Integrated Energy Policy Report Update .... 
CalRecycle. 2016 Fac1lrty Information Toolbox, Detailed Fac1lrty Search Accessed August 15, 2016. 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 2005. Los Argeles Unioo Station Run-Throt.gh 
Track EIS/£/S. December 2005. 

8-5 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). 2008. Regional Comprehensive 
Plan .... 
--2015. Federal Transponat10n Improvement Progam. 2014 
__ 2015. 10-Year Strategic Plan. 2015-2025. 
hltr,; /lwww metro linktrains oom/globelassets/about/metrohnk_ 10-year _strategic_plan _ 
Tetra Tech, Inc. (Tetra Tech) ... 
Transportation Research Board. 1997. Highway Capaci1y Manual, Special Edition 209, Third Edition. 
U.S. Geological Survey and California Geological Survey. 2016 OJaternary Fault and Fo'd 
datlbase 
Wagn@r, D.L 2002 California Geomorpt,ic Pro111nces California Geologic survey Note 36. Accessed 
Octot:er 1, 2016. 
v,w.v conserva1ion.ca.gov/cgs/informat on.'publ calions/cgs notes/note 36/Documerl.s/note 36 pcf 
Spell outs and alphic order is not maintained~ 
Acccsscct version must be provldccl If different ftom 2tn9 versions. same as for Pub/le. 

Apclx K-13 According to the Link US Phase I Environmental Stte Assessment (HDR 2016a [=Apcbt 
MJ), ... acli\le oil and gas reserves located through the Ctty of Los Angeles ... Naturally occurring oil 
seeps have also been documented throughout the project study area Groundwater samples 
taken from the United States Postal service Terminal Annex property, located adjacent to Segment 1: 
Throat Segnent, detected total petro!eum hydrocarbons, volatile organic co01>0urnls, and chlorinated 
solvents, which are contaminants of concern. Based on these considerations, the majority of the soil 
In the project study area Is contaminated and not suitable for proposed lnfittration .... , unlined 
landscaping improvements, including irrigation, are not feasible, 
Apdx K dM$ not appeorto ~ coordinatM with tM other appendice,, e,pecially Apdx.M, nor with the 

DEIR IBKt, although the ab5ence of UD groundwater recharge appears to be ju,tified by this 
Appendix and this conc/u,ion. 

Similarly, the conclu,ion herein that the *majority of the •oil in tM Project study area i5 
contaminatedN doe5 not appear to be .shar~ elJavhere, which would require testing and 5Pecial 
handling fora/I excoW1tion1 transport, and disposal of Project soils. 

Provide thorough documentation, ,pecific page referencing, and quantification of statement in 
Appendice,. 

Provide location• for "majority of Project Study Areo ,oil•" which art contaminatM and coordinate 
with appropriate DEIR .sections and o ther append;cn. Assure that the ronclusion.s herein are 
clearly stated i n the DEIR and are reflected in the mitigation and in the draft ond final Mitigation, 
Monitoring, ond Reporting Program/Pion, fol/owing withdrawal of this DEIR, revl,lons, and 
redrculation of a DSEIR. 

Apclx L Draft Preliminary Geotechnlcal Report 
p. vi This report presents the resu'ts of the review of existing da1a for... (project) .... The purpose of the 
study was to review existing data at the site and provide preliminary geotechnical recommendations for 
the design and construd!on of the proposed project. The execul!Ve summary ... should be used only In 
conJunction w,th the findings and conclusions presented In the attached report. 
Text does not provide specific reference to page/paragraph of Appendix which does not provide 

1/nll/lflcslrorcronccs for manytany gcologlco/ SWdlcs done for the Reel Linc Ph11sc One -
Station and related tunnels. Acquire/I.ink/Provide all prior studies for site, including Piper 
Technical Center and US-1tn Bridge. 

[Apclx.LJ A summary of f1nd1ngs and oonclus,ons IS presented below. l 
• The subsurface soils generally consisted of fill ranging from a few rcet generally, to up to 30 feet 
In the station platform area . .. Beneath the fill is a layer of alluvial soil ... over bedrock 
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ORG 15-65 Sections 7.0 and 8.0 in Appendix L of the Draft EIR 
provide specific information and 
recommendations regarding the existing Metro 
Red and Purple Line station underneath the LAUS 
platform and constructability issues. A typical cross 
section is provided in Appendix L for this level of 
study and subject to change during final design. 
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ORG 15-66 Mitigation Measure GEO-1 requires a final 
geotechnical report; however, the measure does 
not state that HDR would prepare the document. 
The final geotechnical report must be prepared by 
a licensed geotechnical engineer retained by Metro.  

The recommendations outlines in Appendix L of 
the Draft EIR have been incorporated into 
Mitigation Measure GEO-1. All mitigation 
measures will be incorporated into the MMRP as 
part of the Final EIR. 

The criteria for a subsequent EIR, as set forth in 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15162, have not been 
met. 

ORG 15-67 The information requested can be derived using 
the information outlined in Table 2-3 of 
Section 2.0, Project Description, which outlines the 
existing and future train movements that could 
occur through LAUS. Both the proposed project 
and the build alternative would realize similar 
operational enhancements, as disclosed in Section 
2.0. The transportation demand, future growth, 
and accommodation for planned growth is all 
discussed in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIR. A region 
and vicinity map is provided as Figure 2-3 of the 
Draft EIR.  

ORG 15-68 This introduction is consistent with Section 2.2 of 
the Draft EIR. The statement is not incorrect, it 
describes the address of LAUS and directs the 
reader to a figure which depicts LAUS’ location 
within the project study area.  

ORG 15-66 

ORG 15-65 
Contd. 

ORG 15-67 

ORG 15-68 

ORG 15-69 

1-)~ 

LinkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

• The soils within the project site have a moderate to severe corros on potential to buried metal 
structlt'"es, and the potent.al for sulfate attack on concrete is considered low 
• Groun<N/ater Is relatively shallow, at depths ranging from about 14 to 48 feet (corrnspondlng 
groundwater elevations range from about 222 to 256 ""'t MSL). 
• No act1ve or potenbally active faults are knOW"n to cross the srle, Hov.-ever, the project area may be 
slbjected to strong ground shaking wring Its lifetime. The closest mapped fault is the Elysian 
Park (Upper) FalAI localed approximately 0.8 mile from the stte 
• The ... (CGS 1999) has Identfied the site within an area designated as potentially liquefiable. 
Polenl1al fo t liquefaction may exist al the site and will be addressed after future field investigations. 
• The probabtlIly of other geolOQIC hazards, such as , or ground subsidence attecllng the site, JS 

considered low. 
• The proposed project struduras are likely to be lightly loaded structures or un nhabited strudures 
that may be able to be founded on spread loot,rgs However heavy loads of major structures will 
likely require deep foundations including driven or drilled piles. Special consideration must be 
given to , subsurface conditions, and loading 1n determining loundabon types 
• Wet method or casing may be required for <tilling, w ith rel:Jllvely clean coheslonless soils and 
g1ooodwater expected at relatively shallow dei:(hs. Encountering cobbles and possibly boulde1s 
stw:>uld be e~pecled, as Yte:11 as possibly contaminated soils and groundwater 

Does not refer to the existing Red Line Station beneath the Platform level nor the cutoff walls built 
for the construction of the Ststion 811d the stsrl..shsfts for the east.erly and westerly tunnels. 
Provide cross./longltud/n:,/ subsurfaco and structuro/suppon of oxc:,vatlon soctions. 

It Is HDR's proress,onal oi;.nion that the proposed project Is feasible from a gcotcchrical standpoint, 
prOVlded the recommendations presented in this geotechnical report are incorporated into the project 
deS1gn and constroctMln 
"Recommendations" includo future Investigations for final design and construction documOt>ts 

which renders opinion ... se/f..serving and promoting the HDR. 
Revise and rcc/rculate with Independent review and vDluatlon wflh other requested omc,ndments 

and measuro includod Q/sgwhflro in thosg comments. 
Provide specific recommendation and related measures which must be included in the Draft/Final 

Mltlglatlon, Monitoring, AND Rcponlng Progr;,m 

p.L-111 1 .0 Introduction The ... (Metro) is proposing the Link Union Station PrOject (proJ<!C!) to 
transform Los Angeles Union Station (LAUS) .. Into a •run-through tracks station' with a new passenger 
concourse that woold improve the efficiency of the station and accommodate future growth and 
transportation demands in the region. 
Provide quantified ostimatos of "efficioncios" of exiSUng, proposoct, and aftemativos for Union 

Station. 
Provide quantlncd cst/m:,tcs of tmnsponatlon dem.:md, flllure growth, and accommodation for 

Union Station. 
Provide definitions/mops of "Region .. and quontificolion for future growth (land uses) ond 

transportation demands (with and without "Congestion Pricing" and Free Transit). 

L-1123 1.1 Projec1 Location and Study Area 
LAUS IS localed at 800 Alameda Street in the Crty of Los Angeles, California. LAUS is t:ounded by US-
101 to the south, Alameda Street to the west, Cesar Chavez Avenue to Ille north, and V,gnes Slreet to 
the east Figure 1-1 depicts the regional location and general vicmfy of LAUS. 
As indicated elsewhere Union Station is only a parl of the Project Area. Revise ll'W.roduction to 

locotlon ond study area. 
Provide map of LAVS, Project Site, and Project Study Area. 

L-2211 6 .4 4 The Los Angeles River is located southeast or LAUS; ~ is a channelized concrete 
channel Based on the pro!X)sed improvements, ... potential ror lateral spreadina at the site is 
considered low The pro,ect footpnnt area, located near the Los AngeleS River where l1mrted 
geotechmcal information is available, needs further Investigation to evaluate the lateral spreading 
potential 
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This is provided on Figure 1-2 in Appendix L of the 
Draft EIR. Also refer to Exhibit 4-1 in Appendix L for 
location of historic borings. 

ORG 15-69 The comments make reference to topics that will 
be considered in the subsequent geotechnical 
investigations that will be prepared in support of 
final design and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1.  

All proposed infrastructure and project elements 
are shown in detail in Figures 2-7 through 2-11 of 
the Draft EIR.  

Due to the presence of a free face along the west 
embankment of the Los Angeles River, depth to 
groundwater, and soil types, the potential for lateral 
spreading at the site exists and will be evaluated 
during final design.  

The information requested by the commenter 
(sections and models for existing and future 
groundwater conditions east of Vignes Street to the 
Los Angeles River, including the potential for 
increased discharges of groundwater through 
weepholes in concrete channel walls) is beyond the 
scope of the Preliminary Geotechnical Report. 
During final design, the lateral spreading potential 
for the area in question will be evaluated using 
site-specific data, and preliminary conclusions will 
be confirmed and/or updated accordingly in the 
final geotechnical report, required per Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1. 
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ORG 15-70 Preliminary geologic cross sections are provided 
on Exhibits 6-4 and 6-5 in Appendix L of the Draft 
EIR. Please refer to these exhibits to obtain the 
information requested. Geologic cross sections will 
be updated during final design and incorporated 
into the final geotechnical report that will be 
prepared pursuant to Mitigation Measure GEO-1. 

ORG 15-71 See response to comment ORG 15-70. 

ORG 15-72 The subject document is a preliminary 
geotechnical report intended to document existing 
geologic, geotechnical, and seismic conditions for 
the project site. The report summarizes relevant 
information obtained from available reports and/or 
studies. The supporting documents provided in the 
appendices are sufficient for this level of design 
and for the purpose of the Draft EIR. 

Study area and project site are used 
interchangeably in the Preliminary Geotechnical 
Report, as depicted on Figure 1-2 in Appendix L of 
the Draft EIR. See response to comment ORG 
15-70 for information on cross sections. 

ORG 15-73 See response to comment ORG 15-72. As 
discussed in response to comment ORG 15-19, 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15148 states that the 
“preparation of EIRs is dependent upon 
information from many sources, including 
engineering reports and many scientific 
documents relating to environmental features. 
These documents should be cited but not included 
in the EIR.” 

ORG 15-70 

ORG 15-69 
Contd. 

ORG 15-71 

ORG 15-72 

ORG 15-73 

1-)~ 

l.mkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

LA River is located NE-East-SEerly of LA US and too Project site. 
No ba.sis nor definition for 11improvements" and may show bias; provide detail locations of all 

Project foci/hies locored cost of Piper Center and cost of Keller and Center streets. 
No information is provided as to construction/design requirements for suffounding and related 

concrete lined channel and for support for Chavez and US-101 river and road bridges. 
Current /cnowledge "needs" funher investigation for later spreading and 1/quefaction potential. 
No definWon or elaboration of Needs. 
No basis nor deflnhlon for "tow poIenI/al". 
Provide sections and models for existing and future groundwater concJjlions east of Vignes to the 

LA River, Inclu ding potential for Increased discharges of groundwater through wepholes In 
concroto channol w31Js. 

Provide the above deficiencies. 

L-2213 The thickness of the young alluvium within the project area ranges from aboLt 40 to 70 reel. For 
the concourse area the lhckness of the young alluv,um deposits ranges From aboLt 65 to 75 feet. 
Concourse "'"" Is undcrt3ln by the Red Line st:,t/on concrete box :,nd origin:,/ support pl/Ing for 

construction and thereby renders statement meaningless. Rvvise. 
Provide cross-llong.sections for al/uvlal materlolslformatlon In the Study Areo. 

L-2214 Beneath ... you,ger alluvium, older alluvium deposits, somebmes referred as to the San Pedro 
Formatk>n. overlay bedrock of the Puente Formation .... with varying thickness from 10 to about 70 feet. 
The Puente Forn0bon (bed1oek) consists predomnantly of interbedded siltstone and sandstone w~h 
thinly bedded cfaystone The degree of weatheri ng of the bedrock decreaSM with i nc reasing depth. 
From ground surface 10 top of Puente form:,1/on Is not given, ::,nd numbers provfded suggest: 

Younger 6S-7SII + older 10.70ft = total 75-14-Sft lhic/cness of alluvium, >75->145ft depth to 
bedrock. Provide sections and tables of GSL elevations and thickness of identified geologic 
units. 

Allhough sllltement may be true, no dDla Ne provided to establish we,,therlng beneath of entire 
nonh-south Project Site. 

Provide cross-Aong.-geological sections of existing facilities, historic foundationslsupport--of. 
excavation, and alluvium over "bedrock". 

L-2311 Bedrock at the project site 1s generally encountered at depths ranging from about 16 to 100 
feet bgs or with conesponding elevations ranging from 190 to 254 feet MSL. 100.190 = 290; 254+18= 
272gs/ . 
Bedrock ... at relal1Vely shallow depths ranging Imm aboLt 16 to 30 feet bgs or corresponding elevations 
ranging from 245 to 257 reel MSL in the southwestern portion or LAUS as described in the geotechnical 
exploratory borings (URS 2003) 
Near the platforms/tracks and the conco..-se passef'(l<!r areas, bedrock was generally encountered at 
appoxirnalely elevation 200 feet MSL [grd.lvl.= 200+!15 = 2!1511], which is about 95 feet below existing 
grade (CC et al 1963) 
On the southeast side ol LAUS • . bedrock was generally encountered at depths ranging from 90 to 100 
feet bgs [Google Eanh shows Vignes/Chavez - 274ft ams/, V/Ramirez - 277ft, & 
CentmVCommercial 266ft] 
Hov..ive<, the borings performed lor the Gold Line Eastslde Extension Project located near the 
intersection of Alameda Street and Commercial Street encoo.ritered beaock at depths ranging from 49 to 
75 feet bgs or corresponding elevattons rang ng from 226 to 216 feet MSL 
Define Bodroc/,. by strength or composition. 
P,..ovide all geological reports for Red Line Union Station and related tunnels. 
Clarify differences of Study Area and Site and provide along with cross-llong-sectlons for the 

Study Area. 

-

l 

-

L-2312 Cross sections utilizing selected boring logs obtained from the previous reports were prepared ] 
for LAUS and Commercial Street (Exhibits 6-4 and 6-5 1n Appendix A) 
Although referenced "previous rcpons" no documents arc provided for too 1980s Red Linc 

Station and related Tunnels (Civic Center & Yard). Provide these docume,1ts with public 
occessibility. 
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ORG 15-74 See response to comment ORG 15-72 and 
ORG 15-19.  

ORG 15-75 The link provided by the commenter is for a 1988 
construction management report and does not 
provide groundwater information that is useful for 
or relevant to the current assessment. The 
reviewed reports are listed in Section 10, 
References, in Appendix L of the Draft EIR. See 
response to comment ORG 15-72. 

Current groundwater information for the project 
area will be considered and evaluated during final 
design in findings incorporated into the final 
geotechnical report required per Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1. 

ORG 15-76 The purpose of the preliminary geotechnical report 
was to document existing geologic, geotechnical, 
and seismic conditions at the project based on 
available information. The information presented 
was limited and general in reference to 
groundwater quality. Subsequent geotechnical 
investigations that will be prepared in support of 
final design and implementation of Mitigation 
Measure GEO-1 will include an evaluation of 
groundwater quality for the project.  

See response to comment ORG 15-72. 

ORG 15-77 The information provided is sufficient for the intent 
of the preliminary geotechnical report and Draft 
EIR. Subsequent geotechnical investigations will be 
prepared in support of final design and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1 will 
evaluate corrosion potential of the onsite soils. 

ORG 15-74 

ORG 15-75 

ORG 15-76 

ORG 15-77 

ORG 15-78 

1-)~ 

l.mkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

L-2313 6.6 Groundwater ] 
Based on too review of previous reports and available data •. .. 
Report/data not provid&dlcited and do/does not include Red Line Phase One (1980s) reports and 
data; Provkle all such reporls from RTD, POCD, and Parsons•Brlnheroff with public access to 
files. 

Historical groundwater depths as shallow as 13.5 feel below grou,d were reponed (Law/Crandall, Inc. 
1997; J. Byer Group, lnc. 1998), but more recert measurements 1ndcated a steady gro1r1dwater level 
decline 
No mention of oxtonslvo groundw:,tor studios during 1983-89 yrs of construction dow:,torlng for 

Red Line Station and tunnel areas. Provide all such reports from RTD, PDCD, and Parsons­
Brlnlcerorr with pub/le access to files. 

http:IRibraryarchivas.melro.nel!DPGTUscrtdf1988-fifth-annua/-worl<-plan-for-construction-
manaqement--phase.ij.constn1ction,..servic~for..metro..rai►parl.•1. pdf 

Stc.>dy dee/Inc of GW levels Is not qu:,ntlf/ed nor rcl:,ted to ,my model for the groundW31cr and 
may reflect changes to GW nows due to the presence of confining subsurface concrete and 
cutoff .structures for the Piper Center, LA River chonnel liner, bridges, m,d Red Line Station 
and tunnels. 

L-2313 The groundwater quality at the project Is not speclflcally known, but the groundwater may 
contain inorganic constituents, as wall as organic contaminants from solvent and petroleum 
hydrocarbon pollution associated with industrial activities in the area (C31trans 2005). 
Underground facil~les, as well as temporary excavations during construction, should anticipate 
encountering groundwater if greater than about 10 to 15 feet bgs. See Section 8.12, Environmental 
Concerns ... 
Totally inadequate and seriously incomplete with regard to GW issl.lfls during construcUon of Red 

Line Station and tunnels. RTD conducted continuous dewlllering, treatment, Mid monitoring 
of discharge and receiving waters quallly for 1982-117. BMed on water quallly -pr<Ydurlng 
construction ... methane, hydrogen sulficles, creosote and various hytkocarbons werv 
detected. Wlller5 Included pumping from near Alameda/Chavet(Macy) to near Ramlret/US101. 

Provide all such reports from RTD, PDCD, and Parsons-Brlnkerotr with public access to files. 
Withdraw current draft, revise, and recirc11/ate as s11bsequent DEIR. 

L-2412 6.8 Corrosion Potential 
Ex1st1ng aveolable data IndIcates soils located within LAUS exhMed sulfate concentrations rang ng from 
152 to 475 pa~ per million (ppm) and chloride concentrations ranging from 3,000 ppm lo 4,600 ppm 
(CC et al. 1981) .. 
However, futl.J'e studies should further assess corrosion potential 
Comments arv totally uninformed and incomplel&i groundwater H2S levels at Union Station were 

commonly >100ppm H2S and soils were considered cotTOsive, requiring 100mil HDPE on all 
concrete struclllres against so/ls. S,,awater <40ppm Groundwater at 10()+ppm HZS, 

Provide all such reports from RTD, PDCD, and Parsons-Brinl<eroff with public access to files. 
Rewrite entire document and provide documents and l inks for /JII construction documents for Red 

Lino Phaso 1, RTDIPDCD/Parsons-Brlnkomoff. 

L-2413 A geotechnical report prepared for the Metro Red Line Tunnel (CC et al. 19116) described severe 
corrosion to grounct,,ater monitoring 1nstruroontation and pump eqLipmenl exposed to the groundv,ate, in 
the LAUS a rea Du-1ng th s mveshgahon, soils within LAUS were treated with hydrogen peroxide to 
reduce hydrogen sulfide content In the groundwater. The hydrogen peroxide treatment was 
sucoessful in the reduotlon of hydrogen sulfide ,n the groundwater within LAUS (CC et al.19116). The 
sLDStrlace scils within the project site will be evaluated In the future, planred lnvesngatlons for the 
potential ror co11os1on to concrete and rerrous metals to oonfi,m p,ev,ous findings. 
Provide acce.s.sible link to referenced document. All concrete wa.s required lo have 100mil HOPE 

membrane. No one reported using H202 5QD/4, :,s It would be a serious h:lzarctous m..,tcrlal 
and could create serious health and safety issues during use ... it was used safely for several 
years to trest groundwater. 

17 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-329 

Sulfur is a minor constituent of naturally occurring 
petroleum. 

ORG 15-78 At the request of the commenter, this report can be 
provided. 
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ORG 15-79 This is correct. 

Figure 1-1 is described in Section 1.1, Project 
Location and Study Area, in Appendix L of the Draft 
EIR. 

In the preliminary geotechnical report, project site 
and project study area are used interchangeably 
and address the three segments depicted on Figure 
1-2. 

These minor editorial aspects of the document do 
not provide basis for a complete rewrite of the 
entire report. The subject document is a 
preliminary geotechnical report that documents 
existing geologic, geotechnical, and seismic 
conditions for the project based on available 
information. Please see response to comment 
ORG 15-72. 

ORG 15-80 The subject document is a preliminary 
geotechnical report that documents existing 
geologic, geotechnical, and seismic conditions for 
the project based on available information. 
Subsequent geotechnical investigations will be 
prepared in support of final design and 
implementation of Mitigation Measure GEO-1. The 
final geotechnical report and contract documents 
are intended to support the bidding phase.  

The preliminary geotechnical report is not intended 
to include the items listed in the comment. 

The contractor’s compliance with the applicable 
provisions of the MMRP would not be outlined in 
the geotechnical report because it is a mandated 

ORG 15-79 

ORG 15-78 
Contd. 

ORG 15-80 

ORG 15-81 

ORG 15-82 

1-)~ 

LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

Rewrite ontiro document and provide documents and Hnks for all construction documents for Red J 
Line Phase 1, RTDIPDCD/Parsorn,-Brinl<erhoff. 

L-Figure 1-2 dep.cts the project study area, which encompasses lhe extent of environmental study 
essoc1eted w,th potential direct, indirect, and cumu1at1ve ,mi;ects from 1mplementat1on of the j)<Oject 
The project study area oncllX!es three main segnents (Segment 1. Throat Segmert. Segment 2 
Concourse Segment, and Segment 3: R..,•Through Seg-nent). The existing conditions within each 
segment are summarized nonh to south below. 
p.L-51F1gure 1-1. Project Location and Regional Vicinity 
p.L-7,Figure 1·2 Prqect Study Area (= Site?) 
Flguro 1-1 ls not mcntlonod In taxi. 
Fig. 1-2 mentions Study Area including 3 segments rather than Project Site which appears lo be 

only Segment 2. 
Re--Edit DEIR for consistent use of Project Study Area, Segments, and Project Site. 
Rewrite entire document and provide documents and links for all construction documents for Red 

Linc P'13SC 1, RTDIPDCDIP3rsons-Brlnkcrhoff. 

p.L-911 Report Purpose 
• Facimate the understanding of the existing geolog,c and geotecm1cal iriorrratk>n at the project 
site that would be used for the preliminary design of the proposed improvements ... During the 
planning ot future geotechnical investigatk>ns, the existing available data and Hndings .. will be taken into 
consideration lo allocate 1esoU1ces where geotachnical information is missing andlor a1..9rnert 
sl.bstrlace geotechnical 1n'ormat1on in other areas within the project limits, 
• Identify construdabilily concluons relevant to proposed improvements considered in the Link Un on 
Station Project The early 1deolification of these condition,; will provide the opportunity to consider 
alternatives during the planning, design, ... phases. 
This rvport is part of Preliminary Design, provide clarification of past, current, and future design 

phases tmd what documents support the bidd;ng phase for rhis large complex project. 
This rr,port docs not 11st dcdlclcnclcs for b3sls of ftJIJJrc ffn3//llfdlcontr:,ctor designs, nor docs It 

provide any indication as to the Agencies' or contractor's compliance with the Mitigation 
Alonitorlng and Report Plan/Progmm. 

Rewrite entire document and provide documents and links for all construction documents for Red 
Line Phase 1, RTDIPDCD/Parsorn,-Brinkerhoff. 

p.L.1111 • Literature Review -Public agenc,es were contacted to obtain relevant geotechnical and 
geology reports for the proposed project site Oocumerts rev,ewed were obtained from Department of 
Public Works, . Department or Building and Safety, Dcp:irtmcnt of Gcncrol Services (Piper Center), 
Calfomia Department ol Transportation (Ca ltrans), and Metro. The rev,e;,ved documents include 
published geologic maps; plam1rg documents and hazard maps; as-bu It log of test bonngs ; and 
previous geolech11ical and environmental ,eports for LAUS, Matro Rad Lina Tunnel, East Sida 
Underpass Light Rail Transit ... and nearby developments Ths review provided the basis for the 
evaluabon or site conditions and geologx; and geotccm1cal condtions present at the project site 
No docunHlfltS are included for the 1980s Red Line Phase One projects in the Study Area and the 

vast documentation there from. Provide all documents regarding p lanning, design, bidding, 
and constructlon for Rod Lino Ph:JSo Ono, Union St3tlon, US-Civic Contor Tunnol and US-Y:Jrd 
Tunnel projects. Also related to the Red Line East Extension, which was not bided nor built 

Rewrite entire document and provide documents and links for 11II construction documents for Red 
Line Phase 1, RTDIPDCD/Parsons-Brinkerftoff. 

L-1311 4.0 Literature Review Various documeris were revievted pertaining to the project site and 
surrounding area. Oocl.Jments reviewed include published geologic maps; planning documents and 
hazard maps; LOTBs (Log of Test Borings); and previous geo1echnical and environmental reports for 
LAUS, Metro Red Line Tunnel , Union Station and Red Line Yard, East Side Underpass Light Rail 
Trans'!..., and nearby developments (Exhibit 4-1 in Appendix A) 
No documents :ire Included for the 1980s Red Linc Prose One projects In the Study Aro:, 3nd the 

vast documentation there from. Provide all docwiHlflts regarding planning, design, biddi11g, 
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element of MMRP implementation pursuant to 
CEQA. Tracking implementation of mitigation 
measures on behalf of Metro or the contractor is 
also outside of the requirements or the scope in the 
Draft EIR.  

ORG 15-81 See response to comments ORG 15-72 and 
ORG 15-79. 

ORG 15-82 See response to comment ORG 15-64. 
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ORG 15-83 In this section, the Metro Red Line Tunnel refers to 
the twin cast-concrete tunnel that runs in a   
northwest-to-southeast direction through LAUS 
and under US-101 (refer to Section 5.1.1 in 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR for additional 
information). The Chavez Road Tunnel is not 
specifically identified as such within the context of 
this report, although its location and context is 
considered because the entirety of the LAUS and its 
back of house operations that utilize this tunnel 
were evaluated for geologic context and constraints 
within the Draft EIR.  

See response to comments ORG 15-64 and 
ORG 15-79.  

ORG 15-84 See response to comments ORG 15-64 and 
ORG 15-79.  

ORG 15-85 The information requested is presented in 
Section 6.5, Subsurface Earth Materials, of 
Appendix L of the Draft EIR.  

See response to comment ORG 15-64.  

ORG 15-86 See response to comment ORG 15-9.  

ORG 15-87 See response to comment ORG 15-9 and 
ORG 15-64.  

ORG 15-82 
Contd. 

ORG 15-83 

ORG 15-84 

ORG 15-85 

ORG 15-86 

ORG 15-87 

1-)~ 

LmkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 03/04/19 

and construction for Red Lino Phase One, Union Station, US-Civic Center Tunnel and US-Yard 
Tunnel projects. Also related to the Red Line East Extension, which W6$ not bided nor built 

Rewrite entire documcm ond provide documents ond /Inks for all construction documents for Red 
Line Phase 1, RTD/POCD/Parsons-Brinkerhoff. 

L-1Y2 The site 0'\/erlies two major tunnels. one constructed lor pedestnan access and the other ror the 
Metro Red Line .... in Section 5 1.1. The pedestrian tumel is about 28 feet wide and traverses one floor 
level beloW the surface tracks and platforms connecting the AOBB and Gateway Slation Bulding wrth the 
board ng platforms (Caltrans 2005). 
L-1513 The eastern pon10n of the HSB constitutes the A088, used by Amtrak for luggage handling 
and storage area. Important features to consider for future geolechnlcal exploration activities include the 
undergrouid h.onel for the Metro Red L,ne sib,,ay located nonh of the HSB and the connecting 
pedestrian tunnel that runs undem0<1th lhe LAUS train platforms to the A088 area . 
Red Line Tunnels (2) include the US-Civic Center westerly and the US-Yard easterly tunnels. 
Yet onother Tunnel is the Chavez Road Tunnel under trackwork but within the Project site. 
Although not n:,mcd .2s., tunnel the Red Linc Union St3tfon Pl:Jtfonn qwllflcs .2s a Cut-N.Cover 

tunnel, so total of five (5). 
The starter pone/ tor o 6"' runnel exists In the RL-Stotion, eost end which wos to be the connection 

to Red Lln<>-East 
Rewrite entire document and provide documents and links for all construction documents for Red 

Linc Phase 1, RTDIPDCD/Porsons-Brlnkcrttoff. 

p.L•17/Table 5-1. As.Built lnfonnation-Existing Structures 
Union Station 
P,per Cente, 
US-101 Bridge Foundations 
Denny's 
Rewrite entire document ltnd provide documents and links for all construction documents for Red 

Linc Ph.2sc 1, RTDIPDCD/P:,rsons-Brlnkcrttoff. 
L-1!112 Based on the review of the Geologic Complation of O..aternary Surficial Deposits in Scuthern 
caI~om,a (COS 2012), the Site Is underlain by varying amoi.ots of an~Icial fill and of Hlo'ocene-age and 
P:eistocene alluvium deposits consisting of silty sands, sands and slits with varying amourts of gravel 
and cobbles (Ext>M 6-1 In Appendix A) Beneath the alluvnm layers, Miocene Puente marine 
sedIrrentary rormations are present within the project footprint area (Bilodeau et al. 2007). 
No bedrock depths or th;c><nvss of alluvium an, provided. Rewrite fllllire document and provide 

compilation and access to documents and links for all construction documents for Red Line 
Ph:,sc 1, RTDIPDCDIP:xsons-Brlnkcrhofr. 

L-2Q/T'able 6-1 
Distance from Site (Mile)2 
Footnoles Note: 1 Blind thrust fault· Mapped by Caltrans Acceleration Response Spectrum Online but 
not mapped by USGS and CGS (Cattrans 2016; USGS and CGS 2006) 
2 Distance from site is approximate and measured from LAUS (USGS and CGS 2006) 
3 ca1trans 2016 
Application of horlzont:,/ dist:,ncos to surfaco ruptures of Blind F:J1Jlt Is erroneous Blind faults :1ro 

beneath the Project area and distances should so noted. 
Provide thorough review of ALL faults and their ptones not just the surface traces of planes 

beneath the Project. Include review of SoCaJEqCenter files and records for seismic events on 
the&e fault planes. 

j 

. 

l 
] 

L-2111 8.4 Seismic Hazards 8.4.1 Surface Fault Ruptures l 
Based on availab!e I terature and repons. no active raults are known to traverse lhe project site, and the 
site is not located within a currertly designaled Alqu,st.Prioio Earthquake Faull Zone The nearest special 
study zone es mapped by CDMG Is app,ox1mately 5 .5 mies from lhe s,te .. 
Review and provide public access to sclsmk i,vcnt records of the SoColEqCcntcr, on/Inc d:Jt:, 

bases. 
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ORG 15-88 Comment on punctuation is unclear as to what 

part of the document is being referenced. 

See response to comments ORG 15-19 and 
ORG 15-22.  

ORG 15-89 Figure 6-1 of Appendix N is consistent with the text 
of the CRIAR in terms of identifying AII and the ADI 
for both the proposed project and the build 
alternative. This terminology, as it relates 
specifically to the identification and evaluation of 
historical resources for the purposes of CEQA, is 
defined on Page 11 of the CRIAR and on Page 
3.12-13 of the Draft EIR. It is consistently used 
throughout both documents. 

ORG 15-90 See response to comment ORG 15-19. 

ORG 15-87 
Contd. 

ORG 15-88 

ORG 15-89 

ORG 15-90 

UnkUS Project DEIR Conments C.T.Will ams 03/04119 

Include thrust fault traversing benooth all ofthe Project siie Study Area, review and aswre 
inclusion of Area rather than a more limited "Site". 

Rewrite entire document ond provide documents ond links for all construct/on documents for Red 
Line Phase 1, RTDIPDCD/ParsonsaBrinkerhoff. 

Apcbc N 
N-3512 The following addtional resources were consulted in the process of compiling this report: 
• SLrVeyLA - ... Resources Survey (Arohltectural Res Group 2016; Hisloric Resources Group 2016) 
• Callrans As-Built Drawing Archives (State of Calfomra 20181) 
• Galtrans His1or,c l3ndge lrnertory (State of Galdomra 2018g) 
• Historic Aerials (Nationwide Environmental TIiie Research 2018) 
Provide appropriate Punctuations for a government document. 
Denne how used, consulted, and compiling and provide specifics. 
Provide public access to these refarvnced resources and all such documents in the DEIR Section 

for Reference£ 
DEIR References to other :,er/:,/ photos :,ppe:,r to differ from these; these only Include 1948 

images, while other DEIR references include 1923, 1928, 1038 ... withoul access to the imagBS 
olso. 

Revise this appendix after consulting and compiling lnfonnation from the older aerial photos used 
by other preparers of this DEIR. 

Provide an appendix for oil historic aerial photos and satellite Images pcnlncnt to the Project 
Study Area. 

J 

Apdx.N-69/Flg.6-1 . Link Union Areas of Direct and lnarect Impacts .. (Proposed Project ard Build Alternative) J 
Review and write entire document and provide consistent use of Union Station Project Area. 

N-113 Nationwide Environmental Hie Research 2018. Historic Aerials. Access ble electrorncally ] 
ritps•11v,ww h1stoncaer,als com/, accessed November 5, 2018 
Not publkly :,cccsslble for historic photos other th:,n 1948; site Is commercl:,1/y :,cccsslblc. 
Not including any photos pre-1948 
Provide appendix wtth all rcleV1Jnt prc-1948 aerial photos, ''USArmy/Alr Services 4 Fairchild 
photos". 
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ORG 15-91 The public review comment period was 45 days. An 
extension will not be provided. 

ORG 15-92 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-93 The text in Section 2.11.1 has been updated to spell 
out Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program 
as follows: 

Metro – Metro is responsible for adopting 
findings of fact, a Mitigation Monitoring, and 
Reporting Program (MMRP), and a statement 
of overriding considerations, along with 
certifying the EIR. Metro, as the project owner, 
would also be responsible for administering 
construction of the project. 

ORG 15-94 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-95 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-96 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-97 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-91 

ORG 15-92 

ORG 15-93 

ORG 15-94 

ORG 15-95 

ORG 15-96 

ORG 15-97 

ORG 15-98 

ORG 15-99 

1-)~ 

LinkUS Project DEIR Comments CT.Williams 

DUE TO INSUFFICIENT TIME FOR PUBLIC COMMENTS ... THE FOLLOWING TEXT CAN BE 
REVIEWED AND COMMENTED ON IF ADE QUA Tc EXTENSION IS PROVIDED: 

03/04/19 

1-418 Section 6-0ther StahJory Considerations. This section identifies growth-induc,ng ,mpacts, 
significant irrevMsible envuonmental changes impacts found not to be significant, and s1gmficant and 
unavoidable environmental impacts. 

J 
] 

3.2-1211 Anticipated Permits, Discretionary Actions, and Agency Approval s l 
The lollowing agencres, al minimum, are expected to use this EIR for project-related discretionary actions 
and permitting processes 
• Me~o - Metro Is responsible for aoof)(ing findings of fact, a MMRP and a statement of overriding 
considerations, along with certifying the EIR. Metro, as the project owner, would also be ,esponsib'e for 
edrnnrstenng construclron of the project 
Single mention of MMRP, no deffnttlon or spell-0ut. 

3.2-Z7l 1 2.6 Project Objectives Metro rdentrfied .. oqectives for implementing the proposed project• 
• Reduce ~aln movement constraints resulting from sttb-end operation by providing run-throug, 
servrce consistent w ,th the Cal1forma Slcte Ra,/ Plan (Caltrans 2018) and SCORE Prag am 

3.2-27/3 2.8 Operation al Enhancements 
In parallel wrth pr0jecl rmplementabol\ ... currerlly developrng the SCORE Progam, a $10 bllron 
plan that Identifies the need for substantial Investments In rall ln!rastructure In the Southern cat~omla 
region to upgade the Metroink system and meet the current and future needs of the traveling pu blic. 
The proposed project Is a critical component. .. providing capacrty enhancements to accommodate 
forecasted Increase in train movements and associated passenger volumes at LAUS. 

3.2-2714 ... wou:d facil~ate a substantia l increase In rail operational capacity for the reg OI\ reduced 
train 1d rng time at LAUS, and improved on-time performance for trains using L.AUS .... also indirect ly 
contribute to other cum ulative benefits for the region, re910nal redt.etlOr'I of GHG emrss10ns and 
VMT.. .. 

3.2-3912 Infrastructure improvements outside or the project stlJCI,/ area that are reqtired to 1rll)lement 
system-vAde effrc1encies and changes in regionaf/intercity rail operations from implementation of the 
SCORE Program are oot pert of the proposed pro,ect and are the responsrblrty of SO.RA and agency 
partners. Furthemlore, the operational aspects or the plamed HSR system and the associated 
envrronmental impacts are not evaluated in this EIR because operation or the planned HSR system and 
the assoc,ated rr11)acts are adcl'essed separately 1n the envrronmental documentatron be ng prepared by 
FRA and CHS RA for the Burbank to Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project Sections. 

3.2-21/2 Direct Impacts - Operations The prOject is generally consJStent that encourage sustainable 
design of public facilities, expansion of existing tr ansportation options, and Increased rail service .... 
.. supporting Metrolink's implementation of the SCORE Program, the pro ject is necessary to 
Implement the goals and obj ectives of multiple planning docu ments that guide f uture growth In 
ra il operations, includng the following. 
• Cal~ornia Transportabon Aan 2040 (Galtrans 2016) 
• 2016 RTP/SCS (SCAG 2016) 
• 2018 California State Rarl Aan (Caltrans 2018) 
• 2018 Business Plan (CHSRA 2018) 
Prov/do:, Progr:,mmallc EIR for :,/1 olomants 
Link US is pivotal to success of numerous raU projects and thereby the secondary impacts of 
such, including CHSR from Po/mdale to Anaheim. 
Provide assessment of the Project's necessity and impacts via other associated projects. 

3.3-4713 Indirect lmP3cts 
The project would support stateW1de and regional mandates for a more effrcient and robust transit 
system rn Southern California thereby supporting multiple plans, ordinances , and policies with 
measures for enhanced rail operational capacity at LAUS. The pro,ect 1s the centerpiece of the 

21 

] 

l 
] 

l -

. 

l 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-335 

ORG 15-98 SCAG prepared a Program EIR for the 2016 
RTP/SCS that is located online here: 
http://scagrtpscs.net/Pages/FINAL2016PEIR.aspx 

The project is listed in the RTP/SCS as Federal 
Transportation Improvement Program 
#LA0G1051.  

CHSRA prepared a statewide Program EIR for the 
entirety of the planned HSR system that is located 
online here: http://www.hsr.ca.gov/Programs/ 
Environmental_Planning/EIR_EIS/Vol1.html 

It is also noted that CHSRA is preparing 
project-level environmental documents for the 
Burbank to Los Angeles and the Los Angeles to 
Anaheim Project Sections.  

The proposed infrastructure improvements 
constitute a “project” under Section 15378(a) of 
the CEQA Guidelines. For this reason, Metro 
prepared a project-level EIR to evaluate the 
environmental impacts of the proposed project. An 
assessment of the need for the project can be 
found in Sections 1.1.1 and 1.1.2 of the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Table 2-1 of the Draft EIR, the 
planned HSR system is accommodated for in the 
Draft EIR environmental impact analysis, and 
cumulative impacts associated with the project and 
the planned HSR system are considered in Section 
4.0, Cumulative Impacts of the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-99 This comment does not identify an environmental 
topic or state a question or issue regarding the 
impact evaluation contained in the Draft EIR. 
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ORG 15-100  This comment does not identify an issue. 

ORG 15-101  This comment does not identify an issue. 

ORG 15-102 The comment is unclear. The section the 
comment is referring to is Section 6.1 
Growth-Inducing Impacts. This section is 
required by CEQA. The future without project 
is analyzed as the no project alternative in 
Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR. 

ORG 15-103  This comment does not identify an issue. 

ORG 15-104  This comment does not identify an issue. 

ORG 15-100 

ORG 15-99 
Contd. 

ORG 15-101 

ORG 15-102 

ORG 15-103 

ORG 15-104 

1-)~ 

UnkUS PrOjecl DEIR Conrnents CT Williams 03/04/19 

SCORE Pr09'8m and would facilitate region-wide capacity enhancements across the Metrolink J 
system and new HSR service to Solihern Galfforna. No Impact would occur. 

3.5--5311 Metrolink ,s currently developing the SCORE Program, which will upgrade the regional rail l 
system to meet the current and li.r.ure needs of the travel ng pli:>IIC. . Link US is the centerpiece of the 
SCORE Program, p,ovid1ng crrtical capec1ly increases that will result from the SCORE PrlJ!1am 
Between 2026 and 2078, Link us·s estimated contnbution to the VMT and GHG reductions arc 898 
million miles and 13.5 million MT or C02e respectively. The long•t&fm VMT and GHG reductions 
would offset the project-related annual OHO emissions of 11,230 MT of CO2.a. 

6-113 Substamial growth Impacts cou'd be mandested through the provis10n of 1nlrastructL1e or service l 
capacity to accommodate growth beyond the levels cL1renijy permitted by local or regional plans and 
policies. In general, growth induced by a project is ccnsidered a sig>ficant impact if rt directly or indirectly 
affects the abihly of agenc es to p10vide needed put:I c services or if rt can be demonstrated that the 
potential growth signdicantly affects the environment in scme other way. 

6-114 ... with project 1mp1emertation, SCRRA 1s currently developing the SCORE Program, a S10 bllhon l 
plan .. need for substantial investments In rail irtrastructixe In .. upgrade the Metrol ink system and meet 
the current and future needs of the traveling public .... a critical component of the SCORE Program, 
p-ovidi~ capacity enhancements to acconmodate lhe forecasted inc1ease in train rrovements and 
associated passenger volumes at L.AUS 
Induced Growth and Growth Inducement 
Fut.ure without Project 

6-1/!S The Jl'opoSed project would generate employment opportunities during the construction and l 
operational phases of the project .. expected to result in approximately 4,500 jobs per year during the 
constru:t on phase, ... in lowenng the current rales of l.l'lemployment 
The above-grade passenger ccncourse and new expanded passageway includes up to 160,000 square 
feet of transrt-sc,vmg retail uses and app,oximatcty 30,000 sq,,are feet 01 offJCC/commcrcial uses 
While the proposed p,oject would generllte addltlonal employment opportunldes ... majority of these 
jobs are expected to be filled by residents of Los Angeles and surrounding communities 

6.3/6 The proposed projects use of non-renewab!e energy sources, such as diesel fuel, 1s ccnsldered l 
an Irreversible irrelrieveble oommrtment of these petrotet.m resources The comrntmert of resources to 
construct and operate the proposed p,ojeci is based on the belk>f that residents, employees, and visitors 
would benefit from the improved effick>ncy, acces-sibihty, safely and environmental quality of the 
Uansportation syslem in Southeln California. These benerrts are anticipated lo substantially outweigh any 
irreversible or irretrievable commitrnerts or resources. 
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Organization 16 Comment 

Name: John Smith 

Organization: Taxpayers for Reasonable Solutions 
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ORG 16-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to 
be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where 
applicable. 

Lowering US-101 would require property impacts 
in order to reroute traffic during construction and 
would create additional impacts beyond what was 
analyzed in the Draft EIR.  

ORG 16-1 

1-)~ 

Organization: Taxpayers For Reasonable Solutions 

Name: John Smith 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Would the money be better spent buying trains with e1gines at both ends and 

improving speed and safety on the rest of the rail line with more grade separations> 

Also, might it be less expens ive and more s imple to lower the 101 freeway than 

raising all those rail tracks. Let's be practical. After a ll, the next generation is go ing 

to be paying for this for decades to come. 
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Organization 17 Comment 

Name: Ronald Meyer 

Organization: Los Angeles Bicycle Advisory Committee 
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ORG 17-1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted.  

ORG 17-1 

1-)~ 

O rganizat ion: Los Angeles Bicycle Advisory Commillee 

Name: Ro1ald Meyer 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I am totally in favor of the realig1me1I of the rail tracks al Union Station. Anything 

to make public trans:;,ortation faster, smoothe' , a1d easier will helo reduce 

congestion and :;,ollution in the Los Angeles area. Necessary to make these advances 

ASAP because of increasing costs. Public ,ail is a safe, affo,dable, and oreferred 

mode oftransoortation for traveling moderate distances within Southern Califo,nia. 

The trains a'e able to lranspo-t bicycles which is a bonus. 
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Organization 18 Comment 

Name: Tom Savio 

Organization: Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 
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ORG 18-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to 
be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where 
applicable. 

ORG 18-1 

1-)~ 

Los Anaeles Union Station Hsto.-iec:-..1 SocielY 
PO Box 411682, Dept. 1 

Los Angeles CA 90041 
la u n ionstation preservation .org 

March 1, 2019 

LINK US Project 
Los Angeles Metro 
1 Metro Plaza 
Los Angeles CA, 90012 

To whom it may concern, 

Thank you for this opportunity to "wrap-up" my personal objections to the 
"above grade" option of the proposed LINK US annex to Los Angeles Union 

Station as far as it relates to the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

First, I w ish to present my credentials to write intelligently on the subject. I 

hold a California Lifetime College Teaching Credential in the Fine Arts. This 
credential is no longer issued because it was based on a combination of 
formal education and "practical experience" in the field. I feel t hat it is the 
very concept of " practical experience" that is being attacked by the LINK US 
project. 

What is " practical experience"? Let me explain. A Metro middle manager, 
at the +$200.000 a year level, who was invo lved with the trains at LA Union 
Stations, called me a year ago and asked this question: "Where is the 
steering wheel in a Metrolink locomotive? My reply was: "There are no 

'steering wheels' on railway locomotives; t he wheels, or "bogies" sw ivel 
following the rails w ith the help of flanges on the inside of their wheels. 
(This is explained fully in my first book: " The World's Great Railway 
Journeys" or simply by watching "Thomas The Tank Engine.") I was then 
asked how long this "technology" has been used by railways?" I replied: 
"While transporting a load along a " fixed guideway" has been used at least 
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ORG 18-2 Please see Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials. 

ORG 18-3 Please see Key Issue Responses CR-1: Preservation 
of Historic Resources at LAUS and CR-2: Above-
Grade Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 18-3 

ORG 18-2 

ORG 18-1 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

since Assyrian times; on a railway that one might recognize today, since 
1825, when the world's first public railway opened between Stockton and 
Darlington in England. Flabbergasted, my caller replied: "Do you mean 
Metro still uses early 19th Century technology, isn't anything more up to 
date?" "Nope", I replied, "the Brits got it right the first time." 

The middle manager with an MBA, lacked "practical experience". Around 
the 1970's educational systems demoted "practical experience" to a 
bygone age (19th Century?) so now educational institutions in California 
count only "school-room time" tow a rd a degree or credential. One does 
not need to know anything any longer, just know where to look for the 
information, like Google, or even the few of us remaining who have 
"practical experience." Thus at least two catastrophic airplane crashes 
needlessly occurred because the pilots decided to fix their failing 
computers rather than shut them off and fly the airplanes manually. 

So, what does this have to do with the LINK US Draft EIR? Simply, t ime and 
time again when objections were made that the entire LINK US project is to 
be sited above one of California's worst toxic waste dumps, a source of 
benzene and weapons-based cancer (according to the Dept. of Insurance) 
and at least one L.A. City worker who has been granted career- long 
employment, without dut ies, plus/ minus $1 million dollars in "pin-money". 
LINK US's response is that we will proceed along the prescribed path even 
though we still don't know what we are going to do about the toxics. Or we 
w ill try to f ix the plane's flight computer but not fly the plane ourselves. Or 
we won't stop the planning, the EIR and other processes until we have a 
plan in place to decontaminate the LINK US site because that would be 
using officially denigrated "practical experience". 

This holds true also for the officially preferred LINK US above-grade option's 
aesthet ics which look to many, including the L.A. Conservancy, to be an 
unwelcome intrusion on Union Station's iconic Hispanic Revival 
architecture. Like a menacing flying saucer hovering above L. A.'s world 
renown "Cathedral of Transportation." 

So, what does aesthics have to do with t he Draft EIR? According to the 
Business Directory, the term "environmental impact" includes not only 

. 

-
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ORG 18-4 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation 
and Accessibility Enhancements for the 
Above-Grade Passenger Concourse with New 
Expanded Passageway. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 18-3 
Contd. 

ORG 18-4 

1-)~ 

toxic waste but the damage done to an historic or aesthetically pleasing 
building impacted by adjacent structure that "argues" with the former. Or 
as Mayor Garcetti stated to the Metro Board three years ago in May, "all 
new buildings next to Union Station should "blend" with it s historic, 
Spanish architecture" ... which the LINK US above-grade option most 
certainly does not in the views of the Los Angeles Union Station Historical 
Society, L.A. Conservancy, and this college instructor in fine arts. 

Ooops, there goes my phone! While writing, a woman called who had to 
leave the last LINK US EIR meeting before she could speak in order to catch 
the last Metro #34 bus. I never met Ms. Mackintosh before, but she had 
seen one of LAUSHS's flyers and she asked me to transmit the following to 
the LINK US folks. She said in reference to LINK US: "L.A. must preserve our 
greenery and our architectural ly beautiful and historic buildings". 

Alas, the LINK US above-grade option detracts from the L.A. icons that M s. 
Mackintosh referred to. Its main glass concourse is nearly indistinguishable 
from the ARoS Museum in Denmark that was constructed about 20 years 
ago. By today's standards, it is already becoming passe and, in another 
decade, when and if LINK US is built, it may look hopelessly derriere. The 
ARoS Museum's building has been ridiculed by one architectural critic as 
Denmark's National Gerbil Tube. A glass tube may work in cold, dank 
Denmark, but in L.A. the air conditioning during our hot, 100 F. summers 
will be an obvious energy drain on our environment. 

I can't say for sure that Metro paid for a building design that was copied 
from the ARoS, only Metro's and ARoS' architects can write knowingly on 
that subject, but I intend to ask Meres. Schmidt/Hammer/Strassen of ARoS 
what they think. Of course, it has often been said about artists t hat they 
copy, even steal from each other; whether t hat adage also applies to 

architecture is a matter of opinion, however, we do know that the Romans 
copied/stole from the Greeks. 

But most important is the impracticality of the above-grade option. 
Currently a traveler needs only to go up a ramp to board their train. If that 
is too much of a strain or the passenger is disabled or is burdened with 

. 

l 
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ORG 18-5 North and south of the station are reversing curves, 
sometimes called “S” curves. Standards are in 
place for the design of reversing curves. HSR trains 
would not be travelling 220 miles per hour through 
the project study area upon implementation of the 
planned HSR system.  

No residential land uses would be displaced upon 
implementation of the proposed project. 
Furthermore, no land use development, aside from 
proposed infrastructure, is part of the proposed 
project.  

ORG 18-4 
Contd. 

ORG 18-5 

1-)~ 

baggage, the Red Caps are glad to drive them to trackside in their electr ic 
carts. 

However, the LINK US above-grade option requires one to walk up flights of 
steps or ride in an elevator to the concourse above the tracks, then walk in 
a circle--instead of a straight line--and then descend by stairs or elevator to 
trackside. It makes me wonder if t he Metro architect ever t raveled by train 
before. 

Another issue that caught my eye during the last LINK US Draft EIR 
presentation was the difference between the broad curvature on the North 
throat of the station and much tighter, curve-tangent-curve (or in common 
terms "S" or reverse curve) on t he south side of the proposed LINK US 
station exit. Given my lifelong involvement in t he railroad industry as a 
station agent, executive consultant and in PR roles, I have always been told 
that the best and fastest track is a tangent--a straight line. And that curves 
should be avoided as much as possible because they slow trains down and 
cause wear and tear on track structure and car bogies, jostle passengers 
and squeal. So why I asked myself is the proposed South exit of the 
reportedly state-of-the-art LINK US designed with a pair of slow 25 MPH 

reverse curves, especially on tracks meant to accommodate California's 
future 220 MPH High Speed Train? 

When I suggested to a LINK US PR person last year that the South exit 
should flow in a gentle curve to join the mainline tracks, I was told that 
that would require acquiring industrial land, perhaps by eminent domain 
belonging to a "special person", something Metro wanted to avoid. 
However, on one of the slides in the LINK US Draft EIR presentation there 
was a brief view of that location with a future skyscraper along the short 
section of tangent track between the two curves. What is this, I wondered? 
When I have taken the train near that location it looked like light industry 
not dwellings. Industry can be moved with less personal impact than 
ousting a home owner. Or perhaps there has already been a tentative deal 
without public input to develop the land when the High-Speed Train 
arrives? 
I do not have endless endless resources like Metro, I cannot assign a paid 

researcher to go down to the Hall of Records and look-up just who that 

-
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ORG 18-6 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to 
be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where 
applicable. 

To meet funding commitments, Metro is targeting 
completion of the CEQA environmental review 
process by June 2019 to position the project as a 
shovel-ready construction project and allow Metro 
to begin implementing the first phase by 2020. 

ORG 18-7 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of the Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse and OT-4: Adjacent Parallel Tunnels. 

New restrooms would be incorporated into the 
design of the new passenger concourse.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

ORG 18-5 
Contd. 

ORG 18-6 

ORG 18-7 

1-)~ 

"special person" is that owns the land south of Union Station. Nor have I 
had any luck contacting L.A. City Councilperson Huizar whose district 
includes Union Station and the industrial property in question because, 
other than confirming that it's in his district, my phone messages have not 
been answered. Perhaps Councilperson Huizar's plate is fill after his home 
was raided at the crack of dawn by the FBI looking for evidence of any 
questionable relationships with land developers? 

So why then is Metro in such a rush to get the LINK US Draft EIR done? 
After all, no one can build the above-grade option until the toxic waste 
below is ammoniated. Moreover, as the Governor made clear during his 
nebulous State-of-the State Speech, the L.A. Union Station 
"Bookend" of the High-Speed Tra in is not on the front burner--it's the route 
between t he Bay Area and Bakersfield that has his focus. And given the 
speed of construction of the High-Speed Train so far, L.A.'s section may lag 
behind his first four years and maybe his second four-years as well. Of 
course, according to his media person, the High-Speed Train's 
improvements at Union Station may get the go ahead even though no one 
knows when or if the train will ever run south of Bakersfield, given that the 
train tunnel through the mountains will be the last "Building Block" of the 
system to be completed. I ncldentally, to put the task in perspective, it took 
the Swiss about a decade and a half to dig a tunnel through the Alps for 
their high-speed t rains, and they were funded and going full-bore (excuse 
the pun.) 

So, what can be done with the money and the resources on hand? Rat her 
than build an ersatz "flying saucer" station annex, in part for an "iffy" High­
Speed Train, Metro can try to accommodate its projected 200,000 
passengers per weekday by widening the tunnel from the station 
head house to the t racks and by opening the two "hidden" t unnels on either 
side that were incorporated into the original design by the architects, 
according to a former Metro track engineer, to accommodate future 
growth. The gigantic but now redundant Booking Hall at the front of the 
headhouse (currently used for weddings, movies and private functions) 
could be turned into an additional bus terminal to help relieve the one at 
the East end of the tunnel. And finally, improve and build more public 
toilets for current passengers. The few toilets at the back of the head house 
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ORG 18-8 Comment noted. 

ORG 18-7 
Contd. 

ORG 18-8 

1-)~ 

are inadequate, very subpar, and to use the words of one person at a LINK j 
US meeting "disgusting." The only other toilets are those in the former 
booking hall. They are clean and historically appointed and reserved for 
Metro and Morlin building management officials, their staffs and of course 
wedding parties. 

In closing, I think that the entire LINK US above-grade option, as favored by 
Metro for its cheapness over the at-grade option, will be an unsightly, 
impractical, pre-mat ure project for both High-Speed Trains and Councilman 
Huizar-wise, and a toxic carbuncle on one of Los Angele's premier historic 
manmade environments. As to the addit ional cost of the at grade option, I 
like to relate this story told by one of our contributors, His Grace the retired 
Methodist Bishop of Los Angeles. In the 1960's when Los Angeles was still 
experiencing its post -war boom, and at the nadir of the great passenger 
train era, the Catholic Church, the Methodist Church and other Christian 
denominations banded together and attempted to buy Union Station and 
convert it in to a truly ecumenical Cathedral of Our Lady of the Angles. The 
remaining trains it was thought could be serviced by an annex behind the 
headhouse much like LINK US, but much smaller. Indeed, every time I walk 
through Union Station, I am reminded of all the glorious cathedrals I visited 
when I traveled by train across Spain. However, the great plan was priced­
out by the three railroads who had spared no expense in building Union 
Station and the plan was quietly forgotten. Decades later, Metro became 
Union Station's new landlord and the Catholic Church finally got its new 
cathedral in the form of a contemporary, disjointed and forgettable edifice. 
The moral here is that sometimes it pays to spend the extra money when 
you are working with greatness! 

Respectfully submitted, 

Tom Savio 
Executive Director 
Los Angeles Union Station Historical Society 
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Organization 19 Comment 

Name: Dean Matsubayashi  

Organization: Little Tokyo Service Center 
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 This comment does not address environmental topics 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of 
the Draft EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, 
general information and background related to project 
development topics have been provided, where applicable. 

ORG 19-1 Comment noted.  

ORG 19-2 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Concerns. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Vignes Street will not be closed at 
Commercial Street. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 ORG 19-1 

ORG 19-2 

Little Tokyo 
Service Center 

March 1, 2019 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via email to: linkunionstat ion@metro.net 

RE: Link US- Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

POSIT IVE CH ANG E FO R PEOPL E A N D PLACES 

I am writing on behalf of Little Tokyo Service Center.a 38-year-old community 
development corporation and social service provider seerving Little Tokyo and the 
greater Los Angeles area. We understand that Metro is evaluating the Link Union 
Station (Link US) project to address the forecasted increase in ridership, expand 
regional rai! connectivity, and create potential opportunities for transit-oriented 
development. We are also aware that Metro is currently collecting comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). We are submitting this letter as our 
public comment to the DEIR. 

At L TSC, we work dai!y with low-income seniors and families and small businesses 
in Little Tokyo and the greater Los Angeles area. We have seen the negative 
impacts of multi-year construction of major public projects such as the Metro 
Regional Connector and numerous market rate developments in Little Tokyo. We've 
seen much displacement over the years and know of numerous businesses still 
struggling to stay in the neighborhood. We support improvements to public transit, 
but are concerned about the negative impacts. Little Tokyo is a shrinking 
neighborhood which has faced many displacement pressures from excessive real 
estate speculation and high land costs throughout a booming Downtown region. 

Our primary concern is with LINK US's proposal to close Vignes Street at 
Commercial Street. The closure would have a negative impact on Little Tokyo in 
particular the Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple and Fukui Mortuary - both of ,,vhich 
have been institutions in the community for more than 100 years. Our neighborhood 
is very interconnected and one street closure can broadly impact the rest of the 
community. Therefore, we request that Metro find an alternative to the track 
foundation which avoids a permanent closure of Vignes Street. We also request 
minimal temporary closures of Commercial, Vignes, Garey, and Center Street, and 
strongly oppose the simultaneous closure of these streets. 

231 E. Third St., Suite G-106 Los Angeles, CA 90013 Te•: 213.473.3030 I Faw:: 213.473.3031 I www.LTSC.org 
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ORG 19-3 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Concerns. 

ORG 19-4 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Concerns. 

ORG 19-5 Comment noted. 
ORG 19-3 

ORG 19-4 

ORG 19-5 

In general, we request that Little Tokyo stakeholders-not just adjacent property 
owners--are given advance notice and thorough communication regarding projects 
which will impact our neighborhood. 

Furthermore, we urge Metro staff to consider completing a Project Study Report 
(PSR) to explore widening the Alameda Street Bridge, making improvements to the 
US-101 on and off ramps, and reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lane. 

If you have any clarifying questions, you may contact Grant Sunoo, Director of 
Planning at gsLJriQQ@ltsc.org. Thank you for your consideration of our public 
comments. 

~ rely,;v(\ 

~ )~ I\ 
Dean Matsub~h1 
Executive Director 

231 E. Third St., Suite G-106 Los Angeles, CA 90013 Tel: 213.473.3030 j Fax: 213.473.3031 i www.LTSC.org 
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Organization 20 Comment 

Name: David Schonbrunn 

Organization: Train Riders Association of California 
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Comment ORG 20 was received after the 45-day public review 
and comment period closed on March 4, 2019.  

ORG 20-1 This comment notes the Train Riders Association 
of California (TRAC) has had extended 
correspondence with Metro regarding Link US as a 
result of TRAC participating in Section 106 
consultation with FRA. The comment provides 
background that FRA has previously directed TRAC 
to discuss their general project-related comments 
during the CEQA and NEPA review processes. 

ORG 20-1 This comment notes that TRAC did not submit 
Draft EIR comments during the public comment 
period for Link US. Further, it requests that Metro 
deem the attached letters as TRAC’s Draft EIR 
comments. Metro notes that the reference 
materials provided by TRAC represent comments 
previously submitted to Metro and FRA by TRAC 
on the Link US project, along with the attached 
response letters from both Metro and FRA that 
address the majority of the comments. The letter 
from TRAC to FRA dated October 9, 2018, does not 
have a response but does reiterate previous 
comments sent to both Metro and FRA, which have 
been addressed through responses provided by 
Metro on the previously submitted letter. In 
accordance with amended State CEQA Guideline 
15088(C), a general response may be appropriate 
when a comment does not contain or specifically 
refer to readily available information or does not 
explain the relevance of evidence submitted with 
the comment. Metro believes the provisions of 
CEQA Guideline 15088(C) have been met, as 
previously submitted correspondence has been 
considered and responded to by Metro, and/or 

ORG 20-1 

ORG 20-2 

1-)~ 

•-············ Original Message-············· 
From: David Schonbrunn !david a , chonbnmn.orgJ 
Sent: 311 1/20 19 3:34 l'~I 
To: linln1nions1a1ion@metm net 
Subject: DEIR Comments 

·n,c Train Riders Association or Califomia has had cx1cndcd correspondence with Metro 
during its role in Section 106 consultation on the Link t:S project: 

Iii 1117: TRAC to Antonina Oeln, IIOR 
3i221 I 7 : Jeanet Owens, Metro response to TRAC 
3/25117: TRAC response lo Ja:mel Owens. Metro 
7/18/17: TRAC to Jacquel)Sl Dupont-Walker. Metro Committee Chair 
7i241l7: TRAC to Eric Garceni, Metro Chair 
1/5/ I 8: .leaner Owens, Metro to T RAC 
8/29/ 18: Katherine Zeringue. FRA 10 TRAC 
10/9118: TRAC to Katherine Zeringue, Fil.A 

In particular. we call attention lo the FRA ·s letter. which states that "For future reference. 
comments on mailers other than the ide111ifica1ion of and assessment of effects to historic 
propcnics are most appropriately addressed through the NEPA and CEQA review 
processes.111.is would include your comments related to: the vertical relationship between the 
platform tracks and the mainline tracks: safety ru1d constmctability concerns for the new 
passenger concourse: the study of ahcmali,•cs to include lhc consideration of1>arJllcl tunnels 
and an option to 1101 cons1n1c1 a new passenger concourse; track work: and accessibility." 

As a result of a scheduling mi>.."l.1p, TRAC did not submi1 DELR comments during the comment 
period. We request Metro deem the lellers idenlilied above (:md allached for your 
con wnience). which were in the possession of ~1ctro prior 10 the comment period. as TRAC's 
DEIR comments. 11,e quote from FRA indicates that project staff was folly cognizant that the 
letters raised issues pert inent to the IJEI K. 

i\n email indicating receipt would be much appreciated. 

--David 

David Schonbnmn, Vice-President for Policy 
Train Riders Association of California (TRAC) 
P. 0 . Box I 51439 
San Rafael, CA 949 I 5-1439 

415-370-7250 cell & office 

YicePresident@calcailnews org 
www calrailuews ore 

. 

l 
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otherwise summarized with respect to the TRAC 
letter to FRA dated October 9, 2018. 

Please see responses to comments ORG 10 and 
ORG 12. 
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Organization 21 Comment 

Name: Masao Okamoto/David Ikegami 

Organization: Little Tokyo Business Association 
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Comment ORG 21 was received after the 45-day public review 
and comment period closed on March 4, 2019.  

ORG 21-1 Comment noted.  

ORG 21-2 The commenter’s support for the project is noted. 

ORG 21-3 Comment noted.  

ORG 21-2 

ORG 21-1 

ORG 21-3 

LITTLE TOKYO BUSINESS ASSOOATION 

250 E. FIRST STREET #201 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012: 

Phone (213) 880-6875 

Email: b9ard@yisitlittlet9kyo CM1 

Website: www.visitlittletokyo.com 

LITTLE TOKYO BUSINESS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

BOARD OF DIRECTORS 

President 

M ike Okamoto (Nisei W eek Foundation) 

Co-Chairs, Uttk To/cyt) BID 

Ellen Endo {Hapa Consulting/The Rafu Shimpo) 

Joanne Kumamoto (Kumamoto Anociates) 

Senior Via Presidents 

Sytvla Ena (New Japan Travel/KW Realty) 

Tomoko Omura (Manufacturers Bank) 

Haru Titkehana (Takehana Real Estate ~rvices) 

Vit:e Presidents 

Paul Abe (Unioo Bank) 

Hlronori Yo nezawa (Miyako Hotel LA.) 

David Kudo (All Japan News) 

Hiroshi Y;u n;iiuchi (Kouraku Restaurant) 

Secretory 
Yuriko Shikai (Neufeld M arks) 

Treasurer 

Andrew lee (Advance lnve,stments) 

Avditor 

Edwin Tak.ihashi (Kiyohara & Takahashi LLP) 

Director~ 

Doug Aihara (Aihara & Associat~ Insurance) 

Yoshitaka Ena (New Japan Travtl Cente r) 

James Choi (Cafe Dulce) 

Ang:el.i OeGroot (J.tpanese Village Plaza) 

Thornto n OtCkerson (Pacific Commerce Bank) 

Miho Yilnag:ls.ivr.11 Grola (Sperry Commertial) 

Tamako Henken (Henke n Galle rie$) 

David lkepmi (Taira lnvelotment/Taira Services) 

Nobo Kakuma (NT Auto Repair) 

Yoko Kawaguchi (independent) 

Chris Komai (Little Tokyo Community Council) 

Brian Manley (Hikari/Sakura Crossing Apts) 

Herbert M.irtinez (Select P.irking/LT C;u Wash) 

Oon e1:an McCual,: (DTLA Realty) 

Rev. How•rd Miyoshi (Ze nshuji Temple) 

Yoshio Morioka (Hiroshima Kenjinkai) 

Kitty San key (Japanese Olamber of Commerce) 

Tebu Shiot • (Anime Jungle) 

Kenji Suzuki (Suehiro Restaurant) 

N•ncylaby•ma (independent) 

Jason Toyoshima {Sushi Gen Restauran t ) 

Yosh iko Ueda (U&U Graphics) 
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June 8, 2019 

Metropolitan Transponation Authority 
Attn: Vincent Chio 
Link U S Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-1 7-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Re: Link Union Station Final EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio, 

Thank you for taking the time recently to share with us the ] 
updated plans for the Link Union Station (Link US) project. Most 
imponant, we appreciate the climate of mutual understanding that 
has emerged through meaningful two-day dialogue between our 
organization and your team. 

The Little Tokyo Business Association (LTBA) and its 
Transponation Committee are pleased to be able to confinn our 
support for the Link US Final Environmental Impact Report (EIB.) 
plan that allows the Vignes Street north-south traffic artery from 
Commercial Street to I " Street to remain open and avoids the 
purchase of property, saving METRO $120 million. The re­
engineering has addressed the concerns we expressed previously 
that would have negatively impacted many of our community 
institutions, businesses and residents. 

We encourage effons to meet the region's long-term l 
transportation needs, expand regional rail connectivity, and create 
opportunities for transit-oriented development and urge the 
METRO Board of Directors to approve the Link US Final EIB. 
plan as currently configured. 

Yours truly, 

~ 
Masao "Mike" Okamoto 
President 

-e~ 
LTBA Transportation Chair 

®Metro 
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Tribal 
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Tribal 1 Comment 

Name: John Tommy Rosas 

Organization: Tongva Ancestral Territorial Tribal Nation  
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TRI 1-1 Thank you for the Tongva Tribal Ancestral Territorial 
Nation’s (TATTN) review of the Draft EIR and your 
comment regarding the mitigation measures to 
address impacts on tribal cultural resources. This 
comment is in regard to the reminder that Metro 
emailed regarding AB 52 consultation with the 
TATTN and the notification that the Draft EIR 
containing Mitigation Measures for Tribal Cultural 
Resources was ready for TATTN review and 
comment. 

TRI 1-2 Comment noted. This comment indicates TATTN 
opposition to the Draft EIR; however, no supporting 
information to substantiate the opposition is 
provided in this comment. 

TRI 1-3 Comment noted. This comment indicates there are 
omissions and errors in the Draft EIR; however, no 
supporting information to substantiate the claim the 
omissions occurred is provided in this comment.  

TRI 1-4 Comment noted. This comment indicates that the 
Draft EIR is not compliant with CEQA; however, no 
supporting information to substantiate the claim 
that the Draft EIR is not compliant is provided in this 
comment.  

TRI 1-5 Comment noted. In Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources, on Page 3.12-73 of the Draft EIR, Metro 
disclosed that the project will have direct impacts on 
the TCR, Archaeological Site CA-LAN-1575/H, and 
proposed Mitigation Measures HIST-5 and HIST-6, 
HR-1, and TCR1 to mitigate the impact on the 
TCR/archaeological site to a level less than 
significant. In particular, TCR-1 has provisions that 
require Native American monitors from a tribal 

TRI 1-1 
TRI 1-2 
TRI 1-3 
TRI 1-4 

TRI 1-5 

TRI 1-6 

TRI 1-7 

1-)~ 

From: John tommy Rosas lcratlro·xauolaw@ema I com) 
Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 11:34 AM 

To: Chio, Man San (Vincent) <ChioM@metro net> 
Cc: Oelu. Nina <N10a Pek1@hdnoc com> 
Subject: Re: Link US AS 52 Follow Up 

thanks for the reminder 
l am not in support of the Link US de1r-
I object to its numerous omissions and errors­
and its not compliant to ceqa -
violates too many of our tribal cultural resources and defective 
mitigations 
with using illegal monitors -moraless, etc and excluding Jtr a documented 
lineal descendant 
and add1t1onal violates our rights both federal and state law 
including the undrip and ajr 42 the ca state legislature adopted as 
chaptered 
it also should be a deis/deir joint report under nepa and ceqa 

JOHN TOMMY ROSAS 
TRIBAL ADMINISTRATOR. 
TRl6AL UTIGATOR •TATTfi JUOICIAL • 0001 
TQNGVA ANCESTRAi TFRBIIPBlAI 18166:1 NATION 
A I RIBAL SOVEREIGN NATION UNOtR I HS UNDRIP ANO AS A 1 REATY (s] SIGNAi ORIES RecoGNIZEO l RI BS, 
INO.UOING BY THE STATE Of CALIFORNIA WITH HISTORICAL&. ONA AUTHENTICATION ON O<AN~EL ISIA~OS ANO 
COAST.Al VlllAGES · At,,0 AS A CALIFORNIA NATIVE Afl'ER!CAN TRIBE/ S818-AB 52-AJR 12-ACHP/ NHPA 
· CALIFORNIA INOIANS JURISOICTIONALACT US CO~RESS APPROVEO MAY 18, 1928 45 STAT. L 602 

OfFICAL TATTN C~AOENTIAL E•R41L 
All FtlGHTS Rf.SERVED 
TATTN / TRIBAL NOTICE OF CONFIDENTIALITY 
This 1-ma1· mes:H;e, lrtc'udr,g any Ataichments, ts f« the sole use of the lntend«I r1<1p ent(s) iind m1y contalr, 

confidential And/« pr1vlleged lnform1tlon, Trad tlonal Knowledge and Tr~ltloMI Cultural Resource Om,Jnt4Wlectual 
Prope,ty LEGAU.Y PROTECTED UNDER WIPO and UNDPJP attOml\'·CUent prlvlleged Any r.-,1ew, use. disclosurt, or 
dlstnbutlon by unlnterdcd rciclpkillntS IS prohibited. If vou an1 nOl t:he nttindod ra<lp~nt, pktase Co-ltKt tha sunder by 
rq,ly c -mall and dCW"Oy all copt~ ot the orlQlnal m~c. 

TRUTH IS OUR VICTORY AND HONOR IS OUR PRIZE >TATTN © 

TONGVANAJJON ORG 

) 
) 
) 

] 
] 
) 
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group with ancestral ties to the project location be 
present at all phases of work with the potential to 
impact other previously undiscovered archaeological 
resources related to ethnohistoric or prehistoric 
archaeological deposits. At this stage of the project, 
no monitors have been identified. 

TRI 1-6 Comment noted. This comment suggests that 
TATTN rights under federal and state law, including 
the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples and the California State 
Assembly Joint Resolution No. 42, have been 
violated. Metro understands that the United Nations 
Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples 
established a universal framework of minimum 
standards for the survival, dignity and well-being of 
the indigenous peoples of the world, and it 
elaborates on existing human right standards and 
fundamental freedoms, as they specifically apply to 
indigenous peoples. Metro also understands that 
California State Assembly Joint Resolution No. 42 
recognizes the call for increased awareness, 
sensitivity, and respect for issues of sovereignty, 
sacred and historic sites and traditions, and other 
vital aspects of the heritage of Native Americans that 
are implicit in those principles, notwithstanding the 
nonbinding nature of the declaration. While the 
United Nations Declaration on the Rights of 
Indigenous Peoples and California State Assembly 
Joint Resolution No. 42 contain principles that Metro 
endorses, they are not enforceable laws.  

Metro has fully implemented and complied with the 
AB 52 process and met with TATTN to consult 
regarding project impacts on TCRs on multiple 
occasions. As noted in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources, on page 3.12-44 of the Draft EIR, during 

1-)~ 
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the November 2016 consultations meetings, TATTN 
noted that the TCR should be tested prior to 
construction and that there should be a specific 
treatment plan in place prior to the start of 
construction that details the plan of action in case 
human remains are encountered and to address the 
long-term disposition of artifacts. TATTN comments 
provided were directly applied to Mitigation Measure 
HIST-5 (described in Section 3.12, Cultural 
Resources) in the Draft EIR that requires preparation 
a robust CRMMP and includes specific provisions for 
data recovery of the TCR/archaeological site prior to 
construction and unanticipated discoveries 
including human remains. Additionally, as described 
in the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure TCR-1 
(described in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources) is a 
mitigation measure included that requires tribal 
monitoring during construction, using a monitor 
with ancestral ties to the area.  

TRI 1-7 Comment noted. While Section 15226 of the CEQA 
Guidelines encourages joint CEQA and NEPA 
environmental documents, a joint document is not 
required by law, and Metro pursued preparation of a 
standalone EIR. 

 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-372 

 

(THIS PAGE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK)

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-373 

Tribal 2 Comment 

Name: Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians  

Organization: Kizh Nation  
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Tribal Correspondence provided by the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation (Confidential Comment and Response) 

PRC 21082.3 Section 7(c)(1) allows for confidentiality between 
Californian Native American Tribal Governments and lead agencies, 
with the intent of protecting the information that is shared from the 
tribes regarding TCRs. The Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation have provided written comments during the 45-day public 
review period, and requested confidentiality for their comments 
submitted and therefore complete submitted comments are not 
disclosed, and are instead attached as a confidential appendix to the 
Final EIR. This subdivision does not prevent a lead agency from 
describing the information in general terms in the environmental 
document so as to inform the public of the basis of the lead agency’s 
decision without breaching the confidentiality required by this 
subdivision.  

The general nature of the Gabrieleño Band of Mission Indians – Kizh 
Nation comments are in support of the mitigation measures 
presented in the Draft EIR for TCRs and agree with language requiring 
that tribal monitors have ancestral ties to the location. Further they 
presented opportunities on how to implement TCR-1.  

TRI 2-1 Thank you for the Gabrieleño Band of Mission 
Indians – Kizh Nation’s review of the Draft EIR and 
your comment confirming the adequacy of 
mitigation measures to address impacts on tribal 
cultural resources to a level less than significant. 
Metro will consider the comments received and 
continue to consult with the Gabrieleño Band of 
Mission Indians – Kizh Nation regarding the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1, 
HR-1, HIST-5, and HIST-6 (described in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources), where appropriate. 

 

TRI 2-1 
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Tribal 3 Comment 

Name: San Dunlap  

Organization: Gabrielino Tongva Nation  
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TRI 3-1 Thank you for the Gabrielino Tongva Nation’s review 
of the Draft EIR. This comment indicates that the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation was notified that the Draft 
EIR was ready for review. 

TRI 3-2 Comment noted. This comment indicates that the 
submitted comments are made on behalf of the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation and focus on the Cultural 
Resources section of the Draft EIR. 

TRI 3-3 Comment noted. This comment indicates that the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation has direct cultural 
affiliation to the project area and Archaeological 
Site/TRC CA-LAN-1575/H. It indicates the adequacy 
of Mitigation Measure TCR-1 (described in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources). 

TRI 3-4 Comment noted. This comment indicates that the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation can provide Native 
American monitors when the project is in to 
construction. Metro will continue to consult with the 
Gabrielino Tongva Nation regarding the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1, 
HR-1, HIST-5, and HIST-6 (described in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources), where appropriate. 

TRI 3-1 

TRI 3-2 

TRI 3-3 

TRI 3-4 

F·rom; sam dunlap {mai1to:samdun'ap@earlh1ink.net) 
Sent : Monday, March 4, 2019 3:21 PM 
To: Chio,Man San (Vincent) <ChioMjll>mctro.nct> 
Cc: Delu, Nina <N"na.Delu@hdrinc.com > 

Su bject: RE: Link US AB 52 Follow Up 

Dear Mr Chio, 

Thank you for the follow up email regarding the Link US Draft EIR. I realize Ms Delu has also sert notification to ITT/ 
attention. J 
The following comments are made on beha~ of the Gabnehno Tongva Nation and will focus on the QJltural Resource J 
sections of the DEIR 

The Gabnel1no Tongva Nation has direct cultural aff1hat1on to the project area and CA-LAN-1575/H The Gabnelmo 
Tongva Nation finds the rrit,gatIon monitoring measures as outlined in TCR-1 to be adequate measures during 
construction. J 
The Gabriel1no Tongva Nati on has Native American mentors available to perform the monitoring tasks when the time J 
arrives. Q.ir Tribe looks forward to working wrth all agencies on this upcomng project. Please feel free to contact me for 
facIhtatmg roonItonng activ1t1es 

Sincerely, 

Sam Dunlap 
Cultu,al Resource Director 
Gabriehno Tongva Nabon 
(909) 262-9351 cell 

1-)~ 
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Tribal 4 Comment 

Name: Adrian Morales  

Organization: Gabrieleno Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians  
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TRI 4-1 Comment noted. Thank you for the Gabrieleno 
Tongva San Gabriel Band of Mission Indians’ review 
of the Draft EIR and your comment regarding the 
adequacy of mitigation measures to address impacts 
on TCRs to a level less than significant. Metro will 
continue to consult with your tribe regarding the 
implementation of Mitigation Measures TCR-1, 
HR-1, HIST-5, and HIST-6 (described in Section 
3.12, Cultural Resources), where appropriate. 

 

TRI 4-1 

From: Adr ian Morales (m i!:iltn:moral~t.adrfan66@y~hoo.com) 

Sent: Monday, March 4, 2019 4:03 PM 
To : Delu, Nina <Nina.Delu@hdrinc.com> 
Subject: Re: Unk US AB52 Follow Up 

Greetings 

Thank you for the nolicc. I have rc\·icwcd 1he documentation provided and do concur w ilh the mi1ig.1tion ] 
measures presented. llowevcr in regards to TCR - I. I would like to re lay that Native Am erican Monitoring is a 
r\!qucst by each Lribe to have thdr own representative on s ite to pro ti!ct & document their own tribal interest. 
Therefor~ we r.zcommcnd that n representative from the Gabriclcno Tongva San Gabriel Bnnd of Mission 
Indians be inclusive in the TCK - 1 Mitigation Measure, and would also recommend to continue consultation 
when appropriate regarding HR- I. HIST - 5 (CR1vIMP) & HIST - 6. 

11,ank you. 

Sincerely 

Adrian Morales 

·1·ribal Co11.~ultat ions, Cultural Resource ~lru1agement 

Gabrie leno Tongva San Gabrie l Band of Mission Indians 

Scn1 from Yahoo Mai l on Android 
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Individuals 
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IND 1-1 In response to this comment, the Draft EIR was 
posted to Metro’s Link US project website as one 
file.  

IND 1-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jason Gallegos 

Date Received: l / 17/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Link Union Station (Link US) Project Draft EIR (one file) 

Hello, 

Is it possible to get the Draft EIR for the Link Union Station Project as one file> It is ] 

quite cumbersome to have to download each section individually fo, review on my 

tablet. 

Jason Gal legos 

©Metro 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 2-1 The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 2-2 Comment noted. 

IND 2-1 

IND 2-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Thomas Dorsey 

Date Received: 1/17/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Link US DRAFT El R Feedback 

Vi ncent, 

I glanced a t the Q,aft EIR today. I'll give a detailed reading by Monday. Though I 

plan to send my Link US co11ments again preferring the At-Grade Co1course , if an 

extra $400M from federal funds was poss ible. Based o n the fede ral government 

shutdown, confusion is Washi1gton and LA Metro's need to settle 01 a concou rse 

choice this year to meet ti11el ine goals, I doubt those federal funds will be 

fo rthcoming in time. 

. 

So I commend you and staff for making a tough decision (Above-Grade Concou' se) 

based 01 real, ' alhe, than hoped fo r, federal fundi1g numbers. • 

Regrettably, I ca1't attend the D,aft EIR meeting 01 Tuesday, Janua ,y 29, 2019 at ] 

6:00 - 8:00om. I'm in my Mineta T ,ansportation class 5:30,9:30pm 

Tho11as Oo,sey 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 3-1 The commenter’s preference for the run-through 
tracks is noted. Please see Key Issue Responses PD-
1: Passenger Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements.   

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 3-2 Although additional operations and maintenance 
activities (window washing and use of an HVAC 
system) are required for the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse, in terms of the 
environmental topics required to be evaluated 
during the CEQA process, the at-grade passenger 
concourse associated with the build alternative 
would result in increased excavation and associated 
traffic, air quality, and cultural resources impacts, 
when compared with the above-grade passenger 
concourse (described in Section 5.4.2, Build 
Alternative, of the Draft EIR). This rationale is the 
basis for concluding the proposed project has less 
environmental impacts.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 

IND 3-1 

IND 3-2 

IND 3-3 

1-)~ 

Name: Gary Fox 

Date Received: l jl 8/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

To whom it may concern: 

I am in full support of the addition of the loop and ' Un-th rough tracks to U1ion 

Station. These new l'acks wi ll ease operations and -educe headways, bri1ging 

bene~ts to the e1tire region. However, it is clear that the orooosal fo r an above-grade 

concourse is nothing less than a farce. If one were to pe,fo rm a 

sectional/programmatic a nalysis of this station, it would be clear that the addition 

of two levels atop existing frculation only se rves to inconve1ience travelers , 

requ iring them to t rave,se uo a1d dovm floors unnecessarily. The existing above­

grade option is al ready infi1itely more efficient in th is regard. 

~ 

Additio1ally, it seems that the a ' gument in favo, of the above-g-ade ootio1 has been ~ 

intentionally skewed i1 the El R and elsewhe'e, as it has been described as more 

enviro1mentally f,iendly a1d cost-effect ive than the at-grade alternative. These 

analyses do 101 take into accou1t that a Aoating glass box 11 Los Angeles will need 

to be ai r-co1dit ioned ,early 24 hours a day, clearly unde-mining any environmental 

or economic bene~l. It almost seems as if the above-grade option was designed and 

unfa irly justified simoly to apoease the egos of Metro board me--nbe,s. -

I am d isappointed that I have to come to such a conclusion, as I am tyoically i1 fu ll ] 

support of Metro. The at-g,ade alternative is i1finitely preferable to those who will 

actually use the build ing. Improve the existi1g co 'ridor, moder1ize the tracks , and 

save the c ity the e--nba-rassment of an underused glass monume1t to short­

sightedness. 
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the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 3-3 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 4-1 The proposed project does not include any 
modifications to the Red and Purple Line subway 
portals. No project-related improvements are 
proposed in the El Pueblo area across Alameda 
Street from LAUS.  

IND 4-2 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements.   

IND 4-3 The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 4-2 

IND 4-1 

IND 4-3 

1-)~ 

Name: Jason Sleisenger 

Date Received: 1/18/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Has there been conside,atio'1 for a'1 additio1al subway portal for the metro l 
Red/Purple lines (with access to the Gold line as well) in the Old Plaza/El Pueblo 

area? This would facil itate access to those areas fo , travele rs and wo,ke rs) Also 

design i1g ii so anyone could enle' and exit the po' tal would probably be heloful as 

well. 

Also, I think t' avel times for passengers need to be considered in depth when 

evaluating the at-grade or above concou rse option. While the above concourse looks 

mo1umental a1d moder1, ii may delay t,aveling ti-nes significantly. Lower cost 

maintenance fo r the below concou ,se might be anothe' reason to choose it, along 

with mo'e soace fo r travelers to congregate. The above co1cou ,se also seems to 

requ ire travelers to take an elevator to the platform, which can present an iss ue if an 

elevator stops work ing, causing people to miss their scheduled trai "ls . 

I would go with the at-g rade/below co1course option. 

Jason Sleisenger 

J 
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IND 5-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
suggestion for people movers is noted.  

 

IND 5-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Gretchen Anderson 

Date Received: l /20/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Plan looks excellent. Could you please include PEOPLE MOVERS because ] 

passengers have to walk long distances, ofte1 with luggage, chi ld re1 etc.? These 

have been used routinely and effectively on the East Coast. Thank you. 

Gretchen Anderson 

Volunteer, Metro Riders Group 
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IND 6-1 This correspondence is a message for Metro staff, 
not related to the Draft EIR. No additional response 
is required. 

IND 6-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Linda C. Samuels 

Date Received: l /21/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: contact fo, urban design studio 

Hi, 

I'm an u-ban des ign orofessor at Washington Unive-sity in St. Louis trying to reach 

Vi nce nt Chio. His name was passed to me by Jenna Hor1stock as a potential 

connection to talk to my students about high speed rail and Union Station, including 

the ne w Union Statio1 plan. I am also doing ' esearch o n the area and wo uld 

appreciate a contact to interview fu rthe r. If he, or a contact who m ight be able to 

soeak fu rther to the design / planning for high s peed rail (or Hyperloop, which is 

what we are working on also) could be in touch, I would appreciate it. We will be 

visiting LA next week, from January 30- February l and a re hoping to co'lle to Union 

Station 01 the 31st. My apologies fo r the late contact, but 1 've t ried nu11erous other 

contacts to no avail. 

Thank you! 

LINDA C. SAMUELS, RA, PhD 

Associate Professor 11 Urban Design 

College of Architectu re/ Graduate School of A,chitecture & u,ban Design 

Sam Fox School of Design & Visual Arts 

Washi1gton Unive-s ity in St. Louis 

Campus Box l 
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IND 7-1 The proposed project includes many project 
elements, as described in Section 2.0, Project 
Description, of the Draft EIR. The project 
accommodates the planned HSR system, which 
could be implemented as early as 2033. 
Implementation of the planned HSR system is not 
part of the proposed project. 

IND 7-2 Eminent domain is not planned to occur for the 
property at 611 Ducommun Street. See response to 
Comments 86-1 and 109-11. 

 

IND 7-1 

IND 7-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Greg Heel 

Date Received: l /21/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Can you tell me how many d ifferent projects a-e oart of this. Is high speed rail ] 
included' 

Is my property to be taken via eminent domain? 611 Ducommu n Street 90012 J 
Greg 
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IND 8-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

IND 8-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Leigh Goodwin 

Date Received: l /22/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Public Hearing Input 

Hello 

Metro should bring back the day pass. At least offer a l /2 day pass . I think over the ] 
long-term it could be more profitable. Otherwise, right now no day pass might 

i~crease revenues but the com petition will increase with transportation sharing 
startups. 

Leigh Goodwin, MBA 
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The written comments are illegible and unable to decipher.  

IND 9-1 Comment illegible. No response provided.  

IND 9-1 

COMMENT SHEET/HOJA DE COM ENTARIOS/:'fii-f:;.:Ecl/7 ;<:,, t-- F.J>f 

-Email/Correo Electronico/Eti.-f itr f~/ ;(-,1 1,7 .t-- L,A 
, ___ ,_ --~ ~ 

L.. ___ P 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTA RIOS/ 
i;'H~JJf ii'fij~j~iff"li+it/:::;;,::,, 1--10 , :;}, i..,T( t,' 2 c 1 

1-)~ 

] 
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Need to consult with general services department to discuss certain 
placement of varies trash containers and sign around the station. 

 

IND 10-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The new modified expanded passageway would be 
designed with the appropriate size and relative 
arrangement of waiting areas, wayfinding and 
signage, amenities, circulation spaces, and other 
facilities (including trash receptacles) within LAUS. 

 

IND 10-1 

COMMENT SHEET/HO)A DE COMENTARIOSt,+ri;;fi;],jfJ;,(:,,; 1--J:;jcf 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
1j!ipJ;f@iJ';H)t<:, 8\J .'¥r't:/:::J /:,,;'--% 0 2AL.,T< ";::,-'<,, I 

1-)~ 

] 
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The station needs 2 more unisex restrooms for people who need assisted 
with a baby changing stations. 

 

IND 11-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The new modified expanded passageway would be 
designed with new restroom facilities that include 
new baby stations. 

IND 11-1 

 

COMMENT SHEET/ HO)A DE COMENTARIOS/ 1= ,Si<[\];jf: _ _:;<::, f-ff.¥[0 

~'~t&1:1&1@e-fl:+11++mw-111 

_ 1,.bllMHl►i:WfiillWIMWl

7 L.~-•--_B_·_iii_+_ii_M_·I_H_:ll_·_·F_·W_·J_f_-e_e ___ _J __ _. ._ ____________________ _. 

Phone/Numero de Telefono/~-..3"~ ~ / ~~65~ L=-__----=----==-
PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMM ENTS/POR FAVOR PRO\'EANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
:g, inl:?f ig:Jli'i!t1XB'J,4 1-',>,p;,1.::, 1--- ~ ;c ), '-' -c< tc:.i."_, • 

~ s ~ ~ - =1--~ ~ 

-~~~&fa ~~ 

~ - a, ~ - ~ - ~ · 

] 

1-)~ 
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Put ADDED a mini TV w/close caption for the deaf! 

Thank you! 

 

IND 12-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

IND 12-1 

 

COMMENT SHEET/HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/ ct i f:fft]JjfJ)(:,, '--El°H\ 

~ Phone/Numero de Telefono/~:i:i5~~~/ 4tciffi"5 L__ ____ 

Email/Correo Electron1co/Eg Tffi~1i17- - JL,7 t-" L.,,.::Z 

L..~~---.-~ 
PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/ POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COM ENTARIOS/ 
iJ(u;?fimi!i'~;::_:~<J,f}t:/_;:/:,,t--z :2}d.,T<t-~c' - - - -

] 

1-)~ 
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Necessary to have separate trains and cars (of Metro Local Lines) Need to 
specifically segregate wheeled devices, bikes, strollers, scooters with a seat 
or two for each (user of wheeled device) on 2 separate car from standing 
sitting non-wheeled riders.  

 

IND 13-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

IND 13-1 

 

COMMENT SHEET / HOJA DE COM ENTARIOS/it1-t:m jj'f p >'-:,,, i-- lf1 2K 

rl■lli!W~r''''''Mlf%8iiiifHl·i+MfW~ 

r•Hliil.... -i rlMIIHll&li:IMMNIIIWNl 

fW&i iiiHifiH:IIH?HWiMitf~ .._ ___________________ __. 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMM ENTS/ POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
1ti fcl 9f Frlil~1WU 'J·.Trr:(J >'-:,,, 1-- ?' ,: /\ L, c < 1:?:,, 

_ {Vt.r,,c.i.S_-o/_ ./17~ b - ~'°-tC 1:Y~ >i~ C-20 __ ~ . di:!_~ L,,;,c--2L La.J 
N.£.eJ .ft> ~fe .J{:,cil\y ~re:,,t whee,lt.<L _e. J.~ 1 l'b,¼._,.sfrtl'v.J, 

_ 5,01,m__J,.J :111 z. 5e-rf_w_ -t/;(J 6rL. eu1,_G£.~ .,£ WhGt!rd &u, t() -
~ - ~~-i,Jr_ c..v__rr~!!!t--SPViJi~ '5~Jl;lJj rv;;r.r'i,Jtia.(&I" r,

0

,k('~ .- _ 

] 

1-)~ 
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Add more times to the schedule not just during rush hour. Add additional 
stops that link downtown to south LA. 

 

IND 14-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The proposed project does not include an increase 
in train frequencies or schedules, as this is up to the 
individual rail operators. However, the proposed 
project would provide capacity enhancements to 
accommodate the forecasted increase in train 
movements and associated passenger volumes at 
LAUS. 

 

IND 14-1 

 

COMMENT SHEET/ HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/iLi-f:;IJ:lJ):/7)(::, l--;Ttr: 

] 

1-)~ 
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IND 15-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. The Final EIR project 
includes modifications based on comments 
received during the public comment period. Please 
see the summary of modifications to the proposed 
project after Draft EIR public review (described in 
Section 7.2) and the detailed description of the 
modifications in Section 2.0, Project Description, of 
the Final EIR. 

IND 15-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jose Escobar 

Date Received: 1/23/2019 

Fo rmat Rece ived : Online Comm ent 

Comment: 

Hello, 

I wanted to orovide my inout on the LINK US :>ro;ect. I've seen the concepts for the 

t racks, with one above·g-ade concou ,se and the othe- at-grade options. I am 

comoletely in favor of the at·g-ade opt ion. It looks infinitely bette r. has less stairs , 

and is mo-e accessible for oeople on wheelchairs, oeople with lots of luggage, and 

eve-yone in gene ral. Even though it would cost more, the be1efits outweigh the 

costs. If you don 't have the m oney to build the best option now, the1 please hold 

off on building anythi1g at a ll. The oeople will one day look back at th is decision as 

one that either doomed Union Station, O' one that helped ·evitalize the region. 

Please do1't 11ake a mistake in selecti1g the utterly user-unf·iend ly concourse. 

Thank you, 

Jose 
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IND 16-1 Comment noted. 

IND 16-2 Comment noted.  

IND 16-1 

IND 16-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Matthew Barrett 

Date Received: 1/23/ 2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: RE: EIR 

Fou1d the library copy just now. Thank you for being thorough! 

Fro'l'l: Barrett, Matthew 

Sent: Wednesday, Ja1uary 23, 2019 8:55 AM 

To: Li1kUnionStation <LinkU n1onStation@metro.1el> 

Cc: Bicknell, Ken1eth D. < B1CKNELLK@'l1et ro.ne1>; 

<PariseJ@met' O.net> 

Sub,ec t: EIR 

] 

Pa rise, Joe 

Please provide complete sets of the EIR docume1ts to the Met' o Lib-a ry, 15th Floor ] 

and the Records Management Center, Plaza Level . 

--Matt 8. 

Matthew Barrett, MLIS 

Director, Resea rch Library, Archive a1d Records Mgmt. 

Informat ion & Tech1ology Services 

Los A1geles County Metrooolita1 Tra1sportation Authority 

barrett'l1@metro.net<mailto:barrettm@metro.net> 213.922.7444 

Daily T ransoortatio 1 Headli 1es<https:/ /head Ii 1es.metroprimaryresources. info/> 

Lib rary Catalog<hllo://l ib,arycal. met ro.net/> 

We orovide excelle1ce in se rvice a1d support. 
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IND 17-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

IND 17-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Andrea Tho-nas 

Date Received: 1/23/2019 

Format Received : Email 

Dear Mr. Chio o r Whom It May Concer1: 

This email is coming to you because I received a notice of public hearing in the mail 

with your na-ne and email address concerning Next stoo: connecti1g the futu re. 

However, I am v,riting about something entirely different. And what's more how 

does Metro co1tinue to build rail connections without addressing the homeless 

issue and the rails? I am a homeless citize1 of Los Angeles, whom sometimes falls 

to sleeo on Metro's public t rain system. I am not sure why this is u1acceptable to 

Metro since oeople have been falling to sleep 01 trai1s since railways became 

operational way back in the l 800's. Further, when I rode the t -ains from Detroit to 

Los Angeles, some years ago, I slept i1 m y seat for th ree nights as did all oassengers 

that did not purchase sleeoing car accommodatio1s. Since, I find myself t-aveling a 

lot on your rail and bus system I also have find myselfbei1g ha-assed by your Metro 

Security fo r fal ling asleep, but you have no rules against passengers fall ing asleep. 

And, s ince I am not b reaking any rules I can only recognize the ir disturbances as 

harassment. Lately, I've been 1oticing a lot of Metro Security and no1-Metro third­

party harassment (these would be people 1ot necessarily employed by Met'o, but 

perhaps paid u1der the table to cause irritatio1 or intimidatio1 that would p-event 

someone from falling to sleep o r remaining in a slu-nber while riding your trains). I 

ca1't help but notice a lot of these oeople seem to be making a beeli1e for my 

t raveling car. I am keepi1g a d ia -y of these deliberate distu rbances, ;ust e1case I 

need to oursue legal ' emedy. Some are so ridiculous I need to use earolugs to reduce 

the noise. How the t rain operato r/enginee' is not distu rbed 1s even mo' e ridiculous. 

Yet, there is a solution to the problem of homeless riders that are not getting enough 

sleeo that they a re falling to sleep on Metro's public buses and trains. Why not rent 

sleeoing cars o r coaches to the homeless. Jus t like the Tap card allows riders lo 

access the bus and rail syste-n for a fee. Trains and coaches that are sitting idle in 

Metro' s yards can be conve-1ed for non-travel sleeping fo r the same o r a1 add itional 
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IND 17-1 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

fee or fare to al low the Tap holder to board a safe slee:, car for a night/week/mo1th 

w,th access to toilets, showers and most impo1ant sleep. Further, those safe 

slee:,ing ca's or coaches should be separated by gender (i.e. all male (X-Y's) and a ll 

female (X's)) . We dwell o n this earth in a sy-nbiotic state (s pi-it and flesh) and God 

designed our flesh to time-out and sleep, so no ma1 (male o r fe-nale) can get around 

needing to sleeo every day. Even -nedical scie1ce ag rees that sleep is detri-nental to 

good health. Therefore, this idea would be a good com:,ro-nise. I certainly would go 

fo r it if the rates are reasonable (a SO% increase above the regular travel fa re seems 

fair). I am sure HHH fu1ding v1ould be better put to use in this manner than in 

hiri1g outreach v,orkers to place the ho11eless in tempo'ary shelte' s to v,ait 01 Sect.-

8 housing that may or may not come through fo , them, whe1 those with stable 

incomes should be seeking home owne -ship unde ' HUDl. 

Sincerely, 

Ms. Andrea Thomas 

-
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IND 18-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 18-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Allo1 Percus 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Comments on Li1k Unio1 Station draft EIR 

The addition of the passageway u1der the olatforms is a major improveme1t to the 

earl ier above-g-ade plan of having access to t rains only fro-n the elevated structure, 

wh ich would have seriously hindered frcu latio1. But it does make one wonder 

whethe- the re is still any poi1t to keeping the above-grade co1course! Few 

passengers would volu1tarily choose a large vertical detour when they have the 

alternative of a direct at-grade :>assage, eve1 1f the vertical detour provides nice 

views. It is hard to imagi1e what could ;ustify the very s ignifica1t cost of the new 

structure. Those ' esources could likely be used more wisely, in ways that col'lt ribute 

positively both to architecture AND fu1ction. 

Thank you fo r your hard work on this very challengi1g but very exciting project. 

Al lo1 Percus 

®Metro 
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IND 19-1 Public hearing meeting presentation, boards, and 
recording of the meeting were posted to Metro’s 
Link US project website. 

IND 19-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Thomas Dorsey 

Date Received: 1 /25/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Re: Join us at the Public Hearing fo, the Link Un ion Station (Link US) Draft 

EIR! 

Vincent, 

I'd love to attend but the time overlaps my M ineta Transportation class on Tuesday l 
nights. 

Will it be recorded? 

Thomas Dorsey 

©Metro 
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IND 20-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter’s preference for a modest 
expansion of the tunnel is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 20-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Andrew Fox 

Date Received: l / 25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Please abandon the above-grade concourse concept--it is too expensive and those l 
dollars should be used for other Metro projects (e.g. Arts District Station). A modest 
expansio1 of the tunnel is more practical, better for passengers and cheaper. 
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IND 21-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 21-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Ryan Yates 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Please select the co,rect lo1g-term solution and choose the At-G rade alternative. 

This is a massive undertaking, and should be done right the first time. Saddling 

Union Stat ion with a n above-g,ade, rider-unfriendly nightmare in the name of saving 

a few dollars will look worse and worse as the proble-ns with walking time and 

customer flow lh ' ough the facility beco-ne aopare1t. Do it right the fi ,st ti-ne and it 

won't have lo be massively redone i1 20 years. 
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IND 22-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 22-1 

1-)~ 

Name: James Tyner 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I ride Amtrak t rai1s to/from U1ion Station regularly, a nd I very 'l'luch believe that 

improving connectivity should be the orimary goal of the Link Unio1 Station p-oject. 

I agree with other o romine1t voices that constructing a :,assenger concou, se above 

the trains does not do much to imorove co1nectivity with the buses at ground level 

and the subway below the surface. Expanding and re-envisioning the facilities that 

currently exist at and below g 'ou1d level is a much better way to go as a long-te,m 

investment. 
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IND 23-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 23-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Dominic Soo 

Date Received: 1/25/ 2019 

Format Received : Online Comment 

Comment: 

Hi, 

As an avid use' of metro, I fee l that this :>ro;ecl is money spe1t in the W'ong ways, 

primarily because it does not add lo the exoe rience, but rather takes away from ii. 

The above grade optio 1 as :>rooosed makes oalrons lo move uo into the donut, then 

back down on the other end, which 101 only adds to the time spent. but also makes 

it inconvenient whe1 you a'e carrying luggage etc. PLEASE reconsider the at-grade 

option. I do understand that the price tag is mo'e expensive, but the right option 

will pay itself out in the long ru n. Hardcore transit advocates oppose the above-grade 

option. We want shorter, eas ie' walks! 
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IND 24-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 24-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Scott Garner 

Date Received: l / 25/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Please widen the existing tu nnel, rather than building an unnecessary above-ground ] 

concou rse. 
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IND 25-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 25-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Matt Ruscigno 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Please do not build the elevated concou-se! It looks beautiful but would be an 

inconve1ience to those who a re using Unio1 Station for t ravel- which is the whole 

point. Expand the tunnel and build it at grade as this will save money AND be better 

fo r users. 

This explains it well: https://u rbanize.la/:,ost/does-unio1-station-really-need­

elevated-passe1ger-concou' se 

thank you! 
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IND 26-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 26-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Ch-is Barraza 

Date Received: l /25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Com ment: 

The elevated circular concourse in this plan doesn't make sense from a pedest,ian- ~ 
commuter's ooint of view. Although it aopea rs to prom ise some refuge from foot 

traffic. a quieter cor,ido r to wait for your trai1, and possibly a scenic view (of what 

exactly?), it's counte' intuitive if you' re t rying to create a soace fo , quick pedestrian 

move-nent. For starters, it requi,es a oerso1 to go uostairs before it goes back 

downstairs. Speaki1g from perso1al experie1ce as a non-drive' I know that catching 

a t rain O' a bus every seco1d can count. We always want the quickest and sho-test 

route. This plan does1't take into conside-atio1 natural human movement and 

navigation. Fo· example , so11e peoole move slower than others, a1d some meander. 

Sometimes even if i1advertedly, oeople create obstructio1s i1 oaths of others if 

they're in groups or carrying various materials. Union Station is increasingly 

becoming a junctio1 poi1t where people using your system of t-avel will want to get 

in and get out, o r move from one dest11atio1 to a1other as quickly as possible. 

Creating another obstacle simply because it looks beaut iful f,om a des ign ooint of 

view, or because there 's a desire lo incorporate retail in to space that can be better 

utilized will 01ly add ti11e to one 's commute. A wider passageway is more direct, 

and quicker, which is really all a pe rson desires from thei, transpo-tation hub. 
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IND 27-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and PD-
3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 27-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Kyle Jenk11s 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

While I'm encouraged that Metro has recognized the need for an at-grade 

concourse, 1'11 101 sure why the solution is to have BOTH an above grade and an 

at-grade co1course. If money is the conce' n with the at-grade concourse, then the 

reasonable solution is to scale it back. The existing 28 foot concourse is far too small, 

but an exoanded at-g rade concourse does not need to be the eno rmous hall that 

was orooosed i 1 the init ial at-grade option. 

The 01ly logical conclusion to th is debate 1s to proceed with a more modest ve ,sion 

of the in itial at-grade oolion (no addit ional above grade concourse) that allows 

Metro to A) save money, while B) providing the 11ost direct and convenient path of 

t ravel for riders. 

Thank you, 

Kyle Jenkins 

-

-
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IND 28-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and PD-
3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 28-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Benjamin Phelos 

Date Received: l /25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Just writing to voice my concern, agai'I , about the proposed "donut i1 the sky" over 
the U,ion Station run-through t-acks. Do 10 build this. The rece1t olans include a 
widened at-g-ade tu1nel IN ADDITION to the useless donut. This is even worse. 
Just look at O-ange County's ARTIC for what wasteful ove 'spending 01 an ill­
conceived transit-temple can get you. 

Spend tra,sit do lla's smartly. We don't 1eed the gia'll underground concourse 
initially pla1ned. A moderate widening of the tu1nel u1der the tracks will suffice. We 
definitely do1't need the mam-noth waste of money donut-i1-the-sky airport 
ter-ninal. This will not encourage transit use. 

Spend the dollars saved on more useful oro;ects that will actually make transit in 
Los A1geles more usable, like electrifying metrolink. 

Thank you, 
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IND 29-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 29-1 The commenter identifies the need for better 
mitigation; however, facts or information supporting 
such a claim are not provided. CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15204 (b) states that “lead agencies need 
only respond to significant environmental issues” 
and Section 15204 (c) states “reviewers should 
explain the basis for their comments and should 
submit data or references offering facts, reasonable 
assumptions based on facts, or expert opinion 
supported by facts in support of the comment.” 

Mitigation would only be provided if a significant 
impact is identified.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 29-1 

IND 29-2 

1-)~ 

Name: John Paul Grove 

Date Received: 1/25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

2 points .. 

The above grade concourse is a terrible idea. I'd rather use the tunnel. I WILL use ] 
the tunnel. It's much better than all the up and down. 

I love the run-through tracks, but the hulking scale over Commercial Street south of 
the 101 needs much better mitigation. 

] 

©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-418 

 

IND 30-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 30-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Alex Murray 

Date Received: l /25/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I u rge you to reconsider the maze of stairs that is the above grade oasse1ger .., 

concourse. Although this location may be good for reta il a nd waiting a' eas on paper, 

most daily commuters will simply use the tunnel u1der1eath the station. Retail 

stores will remain underutilized as most passengers will bypass that a rea of the 

statio1. 

With limited fu nding availability, I urge those concer1ed to consider expa ,ding the 

tunnel and removing the above-grade concourse from th is oroject. 
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Amparo Cebrero 

 

IND 31-1 Comment noted. 

IND 31-1 

COMM ENT SHEET / HOJA DE COME NTARIOS/:hf;;~ D2pY::.., r- LHff 

~r_·_•_·_•i_··_l::_H_··i_·•_m_,_•_· ,_.,_._· _·_· __ .. , __ •_~I r{:@drMHIHHI l:f@Nlili=!GWtit. - ~ 
f@iis+friiflt-WdW'iiHM _ I_ J 

1 \,··ntpa:iO C lx.L'CC1~------------

) 

1-)~ 
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Comment Translation: 

I support the sound wall shall keep below 69 decibels.  

IND 32-1 The commenter’s support for the sound wall is 
noted.  

IND 32-1 

COMMENT SHEET/ HOJA DE CO MENTARI OS/1+it:~[lji'f(J/:,, ' 1'H~ 

] 

1-)~ 
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Comment Translation: 

I support building the sound wall to keep below 69 decibels. Thanks! 

 

IND 33-1 The commenter’s support for the sound wall is 
noted. 

IND 33-1 

COMMENT SHEET/HO)A DE COMENTARIOSJ:+ ,\'!IIQJ:J)('./ r- i:P l'f 

Phone/Numero de Telefono/~,~~li~/ ~a3ffl.~ L-======-
Email/Correo E1cctromco/~ +ffir,1~ /)(-,..,7 ~ L,/. 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COM MENTS/POR FAVOR PROV EA NOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
;j'i:o]:/~ ii] j~<~<3e~1+r'::c/:J )( './ r-- 'if c ~ J, L, T< t: c' ', , 

1-)~ 

] 
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Maria Martinez 

IND 34-1 Comment noted.  

IND 34-1 ] 

1-)~ 
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Comment Translation: 

My comment is that, when construction begins and the big machines to 
break the ground start to operate on this project. What can be done to 
eliminate an extreme loud noise that these machines can produce during 
the night? 

IND 35-1 In Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, 
an evaluation of construction-related noise was 
provided. A significant impact was identified for 
construction-related noise, and mitigation was 
proposed. Mitigation Measure NV-2 (described in 
Section 3.6.6 of the Draft EIR) requires the 
contractor to employ means and methods to 
minimize and reduce construction noise and 
vibration, such as avoidance of nighttime activities 
to the maximum extent feasible, restricting pile 
driving to daytime hours, and constructing 
temporary noise walls.   

Pursuant to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 
NV-2, continuous construction noise and vibration 
monitoring would also occur, and if FTA’s 
construction noise or vibration criteria are exceeded, 
the contractor would be directed to incorporate 
additional noise and vibration reduction methods. In 
addition, a community notification plan would be 
implemented to proactively address community 
concerns related to construction noise and 
vibration, prior to and during construction. 

IND 35-1 

COMMENT SHEET/HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/1f1'0 ,frl!"/-l,>- ;,; !--Fl \:; 

mt!tt!}~ f¥1:if'\%t®¥1:lffiifidiii@ ~ 
Phone/Numcro de Telefono/~1!~~/ 'tS';f ifj- fl Mailing Address/D1recc1on Postal/ rt!1.i51::3'tt:ttl;±lt/~ft.[:~4:" 1t 3 /r 

~ 
Email/Correo Electron1co/ ~ --flif\!~/ ;<-)l7 ~L,.7. 

c====~ 
PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
:~ o] 9f mili 1Jt1:Y n~ 1T i'c' /:::J _)( / r, 1c ~/\ L,:: < T_ Y e\ 

IM ,' Co VvtqJ{adn ?S 91.u.. W~A l¢ti i;'J. ,~(. [ ~ --­

~ JJ-t+~c.s,:'b tJ • 9 v,.,e_lc;,._;,_ ~~Iv~ vu.a.. 94,~,.1.D.£- 1_/,V.. 
- f~~ !]i5Lf0- Vo.. t q h b v-o-,~ ~ v--<-. S-<... f u.,(____<i.fL__ 
-ks.J...'\:- ?c._i ()._ - t.V1, {o__y- U 1J \)<l.)..,t ~ <;__5 °tr-L !,<,to y u.<____,-. 

e s\c,, ,~q-v.·;..l'v-:>.--_s._~a-4--l-~--<lY.: I ~()_c_,V\.L, __ 

l 

1-)~ 
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How will the noise impact our children during school time?  

IND 36-1 In Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration, of the Draft EIR, 
an evaluation of construction-related noise and 
operational noise was provided. The commenter has 
not identified a specific school location; however, the 
Draft EIR identified one daycare/elementary school 
(Ann Street Elementary) partially within the FTA 
screening distance.  

During construction, noise impacts would occur at 
distances of up to 250 feet during the daytime. The 
daycare/school is over 600 feet away from 
construction impacts. Due to the distance from the 
noise source, impacts at the school are expected to 
be negligible.  

During operations, daytime noise levels at the 
school are predicted to be 56 dBA Leq. Trains 
operating on the existing railroad corridor contribute 
to the sound levels at the school; however, the 
dominant source of noise at the school is from 
roadway traffic on Main Street. As a result, only a 
negligible increase (0.4 dB) in project-related noise 
is anticipated at the school.  

 

IND 36-1 

COMMENT SHEET/ HO)A DE COMENTARIOS/1T :-'.c;flQ':/:J)( :,,,j--rjj ('_ 

Ema1I/Correo Electronico/E:£!+:til (~ /Y... -):-?:-: L- A 

~ 
PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/ POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COM ENTARIOS/ 
1;1\'fo'5'f[lijj;';l jJ1'~ B'J1\ if:/ 7 ;,l / H~ cL) , l, C < t~ c' c \ 

1-)~ 

] 
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Comment Translation: 

I support building the sound field to keep below 69 decibels. Thanks. 

 

IND 37-1 The commenter’s support for the sound wall is 
noted. 

IND 37-1 

COMMENT SHEET/ HO/A DE COMENTARIOS/ +Yr:dJ!fJ /_/ 1--c±cl"f, 

~fil:IFSIIMB#H&~ 

r@foiii+■MHIIHMi:fWF ~ ~----------------~ 

Mailing Address/ D1recc1on Postal/ ~ 611m (1:!ttfl/1 ic(~~~t£,5ft 

I 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/ PO R FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
1~1;J:7HID;ifHt,:::e~Jiit1't?:t=J;,(:,.,., r- ~ E'. ,,\ 1J·:< :: ~ \., 

-- - --------- ------------ -

] 

1-)~ 
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Comment Translation:  

My comment is that everything that you take in project be excellent for the 
community. It's better for the future of tomorrow. I agree in everything that 
was spoken in regards to improving the metro of the train. 

 

IND 38-1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted.  

IND 38-1 

COMMENT SHEET/ HO)A DE COMENTARIOS /1f 1C:il';:!,'./ ::C7'./f-A=t\ 

r~t:!t,~?1~ r++@Miiiiiiiii+e+MER ~ 
r•'ll"HHINFtttt ---i rf@Wtf@i·IIHH:1¥MMN!U!IIMMM I 

~ iSf:iWttt ~ .._ __________________ _,_ 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COMENTARIOS/ 
1ij~9:-ffii1i1tt:~,_JS1f 1£/ =:J ;A/ r- ~ uCJ-._ __., l( t .-~ l \ 

1-)~ 

l 
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Please don’t take a lot of time because we have baby and same people sick. 
Again please try take list time with US.  

Suzane Atia 

IND 39-1 Comment noted.  

IND 39-1 

COMMENT SHEET / HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/1+1f~IJ:TI(J)( _,; r-- Ti l'.i: 

f'?J1£jf+~rii:151@@41:151iH:EMI-~ 
~IMIH4illlPMMf..., rlDMIIE+IMiiiiliUDF-l 

Ema1I/Correo Electron1co/~ 'T1lC1~//" - ,l, """J?I..:. VA 

PLEASE PROVIDE US WITH YOUR COMMENTS/ POR FAVOR PROVEANOS SUS COM ENTARIOS/ 
·.i'ifol?fW'. lii~'J:e'J1+ .tp /' :.,, H ~;2 A 1J c < 1_,~, , 

>v~~-~•~..,_ _________ _ 

1-)~ 

] 
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IND 40-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 40-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Steven Sharp 

Date Received: l /26/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Metro should proceed with a modest expansio1 of the existing passageway and 

abandon plans fo r an above-grade concourse. 

An above-grade concourse 1ecessitates 1umerous grade changes si'llply to move 

between one e1d of the station a1d the other · it actually oerforms worse than the 

status quo with regards to transfe, times, which is something Link US is s upposed 

to improve upon. The 1ew staff-recommended project • which calls for an expa-ision 

of the tu1nel in addition to an above-grade concourse · ack-iowledges this fl aw. 

A modest expansion of the tu1nel with seating a reas, vertical circulatio-i elements, 

information kiosks, resl'OO'llS, and a small amou-it of retail, would better serve 

Union Station 's fu tu'e needs at a lower cost than an above-grade co1cou rse. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 41-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-3: Purpose of Elevated 
Portion of Above-Grade Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 41-2 The commenter’s opposition to removal of the East 
Portal Dome is noted. This comment notes that the 
East Portal Dome building will be demolished and 
that it is a prominent structure in African-American 
architect Roland Wiley’s portfolio. This comment 
does not directly address the potential historic 
significance of the East Portal Dome, nor does it 
address the adequacy of the cultural resources 
evaluation. Additionally, although Wiley is both a 
notable local African-American architect and 
planner, he was not the principal architect on the 
Union Station East Portal Building. Wiley’s firm, 
RAW International, served in the role as associate 
architect to Ehrenkrantz, Ekstut, and Kuhn 
Architects, who master planned the Gateway Center 
Project. The East Portal Dome building was 

IND 41-1 

IND 41-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Ben Hatche-

Date Received: 1/26/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I am a daily com'Tiuter via Metro on the Purple line fro'Yl Wilshire/\Veslern to U1ion ... 

Station. I also use the A-nt,ak, Flyaway Bus, a1d Gold Line as 1eeded. 

I oppose the above-grade concourse, especially if a concurrent expans ion of the 

current underground oassage is also being considered. Its 'ou1d shape does 101 

le1d itself to efficient foot traffic or efficient use of space. In the artist re1deri1gs it 

also appears to force oeople to go outside and up several flights of stai rs/escalator, 

around at least l /4 of the concourse ring, then back dow1. Met' o escalato rs and 

elevators a re under co1stant b reakdown and reoai r and their use should be 

minimized wherever possible. 

Compa,ed to the cur,ent layout which features 01ly some slightly slo:>ing ,amos to 

the platfor-ns th is seems like a huge dow1grade. I realize that the platforms will need 

to be higher than curre1t level to pe•mit run-through t racks, but only one more set 

of stairs/escalator or a sloping ra-np would be all that is required with the u nder­

grade concou,se conce:>t. . 
Furthermo'e I oppose the destruction of the East Portal dome to acco-nmodate the ] 

nev, above-g rade Co1cou ,se. It is 01e of LA's few buildings designed by a black 

architect and is a lovely building to walk through with open space and efficient 

routes. 
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constructed in the 1990s, and, as a building that is 
less than 50 years old, it was not considered during 
the assessment of significance for listing in the 
CRHR. While there are exceptions for properties that 
are less than 50 years of age that are of exceptional 
significance (as allowed in CCR § 4852), for a 
resource to achieve significance within the past 50 
years, sufficient time must have passed to obtain a 
scholarly perspective on the events or individuals 
associated with the resource. Given this 
information, Metro does not believe that sufficient 
time has passed to consider this a building of 
exceptional significance that is eligible for the CRHR. 

1-)~ 
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IND 42-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

IND 42-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Darren Valenzuela 

Date Received: 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

The Draft El R for the Link Union Station oro;ect is e ntirely cooacetic, and, da re I say, • 

excit ing ... save fo, o 1e aspect. 

The redesigned passenger co1cou rse was previously being p'elimi1arily studied as 

tv>10 options: an above-ground concou' se and an at-grade expa1ded concourse. The 

Draft El R seems to ind icate, at least at the moment, a ble1d of the two• an expa1ded 

at-grade concou,se in add ition to the above-grade add ition. The above-grade 

concourse option seems rather terrible u pon looking further, due la rgely lo the ring• 

like shape of the concou,se a1d the ve rtical circulatio1 issues between Metro Rail 

and regional Metrolink/Amtrak trains. I unde rstand that o rigi1ally it was being 

stud ied as a more cost-effective alte,native to the exoanded at-g rade concourse, but 

if a hybrid of the two is bei1g studied, with a smaller-expa1ded at-grade concou rse, 

should not the above-grade option be dropped, also? If it is poss ible to ameliorate 

the t ransit riders ' expe rience, both as a destination a1d transfer ooint, with an 

expanded at-grade concourse, v,hose expa'ISion is to be less than that of the O' iginal 

study; and with the addition of this se11i-expa1ded at-grade concou rse, and its cost, 

to that of the cost-savi1g above-grade concourse; shouldn't the above-grade 

concourse option, then, be removed from fuoiher consideration? As I understa1d it, 

fu nds fo · the improved passenger concou-se are not as of yet fully secured, hence 

the reticence in spe1ding on the origi1al at-g,ade fully-expanded concou,s e tha t was 

envisioned. But if the same needs can be met with a semi-expa1ded concourse 

attached to the al read y cost-saving above-g rade concourse, then perhaps the above­

grade concourse is 10w no longer needed. Thank you, and keep uo the great work 1 

:) 
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IND 43-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 43-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Joshua Bl u menkopf 

Date Received: l /26/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

As a cu rrent user of the gold line I have a keen i1te rest in Unio 1 Station . With the l 
new expanded passageway there is no need for an elevated concourse, and indeed 

the elevated concou rse would be out o f the way for those arriving by foot/bike, 

car/bus o r subway, so few woul d use it. It should be scrapped to save money. 
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IND 44-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter’s preference for the above-grade 
passenger concourse with new expanded 
passageway is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 44-1 

Name: Abdul Danishwar 

Date Received: l / 26/ 2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Build the above ground concourse (the do1ut in the sky) along with the expa1ded 

at grade concourse. A wo,ld class city 1eeds a world class train station and not some 

cheap watered-down ve rsio1 of it. Those travelers passing th-ough U1ion Station 

ought to be able to "expe,ience" Los Angeles by way of spectacula' views of the 

skyl ine and landm a'1<s such as the Hollywood sig1 from the above ground 

concourse. Those who call fo r an at grade concourse have no vision. Please do 1ot 

reconsider building the above-g,ou1d concourse, it would be what would make 

Union Station a v1odd class tra in station fit for a glamorous, i1ternat io1al city like 

. 

Los A1geles. • 
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IND 45-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 45-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Willia'l'l Whitehead 

Date Received: l /26/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Funds should be spent on making the transit expe'ience better - 'Tlore oleasant, ... 

faster. A boondoggle concourse taki1g afte, San Francisco's 1ew t ra1sit cente, does 

neithe' of those things. Most of the connections are to and from the subway -who 

is going to detour to an above g,ade concourse? There a'e too -nany other, better 

ways to i'l'lp'ove transit elsewhere. (An underground flowe' st ,eet junction? Rapid 

Buses that a ,e more than ;ust a pa int job?) 
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IND 46-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and PD-
3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 46-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Kevin Kay 

Date Received: 

Formal Received : Online Comment 

Comme nt: 

As someo1e who takes Metrolink to Union Station every weekday, I find the above 

grade concourse to be a1 extremely u nsuitable solution to moder1izing the station 

fo r the futu re. The circulation i1tended by the overhead ring circulatio1 is 

cumbersome and highly inefficie1t. We have learned that new plans also include 

expanding the tunnel portion to accommodate growth. This may be a great idea, but 

it also means the new ring circulation will 101 only be a te ,r ible idea, it won't even 

be used by any amount of people to justify its cost. As a frequent use' of the system, 

as well as having obta11ed a Maste rs i1 Urban Planning, the prooosed and 

seemingly favo ,ed design is not cohesive, causes more confusion (think of 

explaining to a ,on-frequent use ' how to navigate this se' ies of ups and dow1s and 

turns. Ideally 01e would c ross the system 01 the same plane a1d go up or down 

once to reach any of the services provided. . 
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IND 47-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and PD-
3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The proposed project was modified in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR. Please see the summary 
of modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 47-1 

1-)~ 

Name: M ichael Wei1reich 

Date Received: l / 26/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Please just stick with the existing tunnel, or maybe widen it. The last th ing we need ] 

are more obstacles and escalators, etc, to cl imb over wh ile rushing to make it to a 

t rain on time. 
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IND 48-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 48-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jose Avalos 

Date Received: 1/26/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I was viewi1g the 2017 proposal fo r the above g' ade concourse compared to the 

expanded existi1g concourse that was previously proposed and I got the feeling that 

the new p'oposal is way too big, too ma1y steps and takes up too much of the act ion 

at Union Statio1 and leaves the histo, ic station to become obsolete. I would much 

prefer the previous oro:,osal v,here the old Union Station is the -nain ter-nina l and 

the below grade option is expanded a1d made more useable for the futu re. A b ig 

part of Los Angeles a1d its transpo-tation is the expe-ience of Union Station and I 

would hate to 01e day arrive in Los A1geles a1d have a significa1t po-lion of its 

histo-y replaced by a giant st ructure. 

-

-
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IND 49-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR.  

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 49-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Partho Kalyan i 

Date Received: l / 26/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Please do not commit my tax dollars to this egregio us above grade concourse. Keep ] 

it at grade. I am o therwise in favor. 
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IND 50-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project includes up to 30,400 square feet of 
office/commercial space. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 50-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Richa,d Bou, ne 

Date Received: 1/26/2019 

Format Received : Online Comment 

Comment: 

Please do 101 build the above g rade concourse. It is ugly. It mars/insults the historic 

statio1. It involves too ma ny ste:>s. It is u1necessary. It is expe1sive. If built it will be 

a monument to Met,o's waste a,d 

The curre1t at grade concourse is less tha, 30 feet wide. It's a little tight and does 

not have any retail. Expa,ding it to 100-150 feet would make it plenty ai-y and leave 

room for coffee shops and retail stalls. It would also cost fa, less than the 350-500 

foot wide at grade concourse originally studied. 

What u,ion statio1 really needs, besides th rough ,,.m,ing tracks, is more office use 

around but not in the station. Eve-y successive olan seems to have mo-e dead open 

soace, more plazas , and more pa,king, but still no reason for people to actually want 

to go to U,ion Station. No stable collection of people to support qual ity ,etail. 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-440 

 

This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 51-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and PD-
3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 51-2 The commenter’s opposition to removal of the East 
Portal Dome is noted. Please see response to 
Comment IND 41-2. 

 

IND 51-1 

IND 51-2 

1-)~ 

Name: John Connor 

Date Received: l /26/2019 

Format Received : Online Comment 

Comment: 

I am writing lo com-nenl on the co1course design alte ·natives and lo o fTe · my strong ' 

preference fo , the al-grade co1course option. I do this both as someo1e who leaches 

the history of design at USC and as a person who regularly com-nutes th rough 

Union Station and t•ansfers fro-n the Gold Line to a bus at Patsouras Plaza. 

My principal ob;ection is functional: i1termodal transfers should be as straight-line 

and single-level as possible. Up and down, a rou1d the be1d of the Aoat ing dough1ut 

will no t only be a hassle, but it will " seem''' like more of a hassle than it is. People 

much prefer st•aight sight-line t•ansfers . In addition, no matter how co1venient the 

escalators and elevators are, add itional t rips up and down will burde1 the substantial 

number of passengers with mobility limitations, luggage, o •, increasingly, bicycles. 

It aopears that the new re ndering suggests widening the at-grade (or tu n1el) 

concourse as a s uppleme nt. This seems unwise. If there is ,·,a1y'
0

' tun1el/ grade 

concourse option at all, the Aoating doughnut will be all but abandoned. . 
Finally, the above g rade concourse plans appa•ently get •id of Roland Wiley's East ] 

Portal Dome building, which is a sha-ne. LA has a fasci1ating histo ry of African­

American a rchitects. To lose such a oro11ine1t structure i1 the limited portfolio of 

Black a rchitecture would be a shame. Especially given the banality of its ·eplacement. 
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IND 52-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 52-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jesse Silva 

Date Received: 1/26/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: . 
Please do'l't go fo, the mixed at- and above-g-ade p'oposal! We do n't need another 

white e le:,hant like ARTIC in A1aheim -· choosi-1g one or the other would avoid a 

replication of funct io'ls! I don't know ma1y people who would have the time while 

at Unio1 Station to go up a level to visit va,ious co1cess ions •· most want to ;ust get 

in a'ld out. Look at what has happened at LAX in the new Bradley terminal •· the 

uppe•mosl noors ofTBIT have di1ing/retail spaces that have neve r been particularly 

successfu l (a1d some of which are curre ntly vacant) because they a re ·emoved from 

the majority of :,edestrian nows. Thanks! 
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IND 53-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 53-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Michael Hlebovy 

Date Received: 1/26/2019 

Format Received: Online Co'Ylment 

Comment: 

The above-grade option looks great, but isn't as practical as other orooosals like the 

at-grade ootio1. What is now an easy one level concou,se wil l now be split, with a 

track level in-between, and, I will be walking and ,iding escalators a whole lot further 

than now. The at•g'ade option expa 1ds on the elegant s implicity and utility of the 

existi1g station, and I believe that the at-grade option (with a roo~ is the better 

choice fo, the futu re U1ion Statio1. 
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IND 54-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The commenter’s 
preference for the at-grade passenger concourse is 
noted. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 54-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Campbell Sadeghy 

Date Received: l /26/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Though more expensive , the at-grade alternative is the best option . A world c lass] 

transit station is c rucia l and a wider unde rground concourse wil l do wonders to 

i11prove the experience. 
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IND 55-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 55-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Dominic Go~zalez 

Date Received: l /27/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I much p'efer a smaller ve ,sion of the at-grade pedestrian co1course over the above 

grade ootion. The idea of havi1g to asce1d another level is very unattractive and 

adding so'l"lething like the above grade one will e1d up being a waste of 'l"loney, 

soace, and leave an ugly mark on the s tat ion complex. just get rid of the floating 

concourse completely. Stoo tryi1g to wedge in an unwa1ted va1ity project i1to the 

statio~ re'l"lodel. Es pecially one of such clashing s tyle. The dual option makes less 

se1se too, just do the at-grade optio1. 
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IND 56-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse.   

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 56-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Spe1cer Windes 

Date Received: l / 27/2019 

Format Received: Online Co'Ylment 

Comment: 

I ;ust don't understand the need for the elevated co1course. When I'm at U1ion 

Station, the concourse is 101 ever really that crowded. If it we'e fou r times its width 

it would work fine. I used to co--nmute every day through A--nste-dam Centraal 

stat io1, which moves mo'e tha1 160,000 ride's a day (t-ains 01ly, it also has a metro 

and su-face transport) . There a re two concourses the-e, each maybe twice the width 

of the Unio1 Statio1 co1course. Either wide1 the curre1t one to 120 feet , O' run 

parallel co1cou 'ses. The nice thing about para lle l concou ' ses is that they spread the 

riders out along the platform so they don 't bunch at the center cars, a1d if necessary 

you can have two subsequent tra ins come in at once. A circula r concourse would 

drive me batty .. all those un1ecessary ext raneous steps. O r why not a straight line 

above grade concourse that wo rks as a pa rallel concourse, dropping riders fu rther 

along the platform? That could save the tu nneling money a1d also fu nction fine 

enough. No do1ul though please. That's cul-de-sac th inking. 
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IND 57-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

New restroom facilities and other transit amenities 
would be integrated in the design of the proposed 
improvements. The project includes no major 
modifications to the existing parking configurations 
at LAUS.  

 

IND 57-1 

1-)~ 

Name: N /A 

Date Received: l /27 /2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: N /A 

More and bigger bathrooms! Better organ ized parking! 

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone. 

] 
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IND 58-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 58-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Ryan Shar:, 

Date Received: l /28/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

The above grade concourse concept for the Link US project is fa r too expensive and 
will provide far too little utility. 

Ex:,anding the existing tunnel would allow for increased capacity while not incur,ing 
a huge cost. I used to take A'l'lt ' ak almost every day i1 my p'evious job a1d I can 
al ready say that the above grade concourse would have made my co,nmute 
dramat ically more difficult. 

The al•g•ade concourse is my ideal solution and I would be more than happy lo 
settle for an expanded lun1el. I think the huge exoenditure of bu ilding the above 
grade donut is not a worthy i1vestme1t, especially when consideri1g the 'l'lany other 
projects Metro could be put that money towards. 

-
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IND 59-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The proposed project was modified in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR. Please see the 
summary of modifications to the proposed project 
after Draft EIR public review (described in Section 
7.2) and the detailed description of the 
modifications in Section 2.0, Project Description of 
the Final EIR. 

 

IND 59-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Esteban McKenz ie 

Date Received: l /28/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I applaud Metro's decis io1 to include the optio1 for a more modest expanded at­

grade concou rse. It truly serves the pat,ons of Union Station fa r better than the 

elevated co~course, which requi res circuitous, and time-wasting vertical ci rculation. 

With that in 11ind, the elevated concourse seems e1t irely redunda~t at this point. 

Metro could save money bette r spent on other oro;ects by s imply moving fo·ward 

with the -i,ore modest at-g,ade option on its own. Given a more convenie1t oath , 

few pat-ons would even use the elevated co~course. 

No need to waste millions on what may be desti-1ed to be an empty deco'ative piece 

of architecture (such as ARTIC i1 A1aheim). 
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IND 60-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 60-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Timmy Luong 

Date Rece ived: l /28/2019 

Format Received: Online Co,nmenl 

Comment: 

Hi, 

I am a daily commuter from Riverside, CA to Downtow'I Los Angeles via Met-olink. 

Occasionally I take ,ny friends with me on weeke-,ds to show them around 

Downtow-, Los A-,geles. Eve-y t i-ne -ne and my friends visit U-,ion Station we a re 

awestruck with its a rchitectu re and history. 

On top of that I admire the DE IR work acco'11plished thus fa r in regards to the Link 

US project. I am all fo r it except fo , the above-grade concourse olan. Vertical 

ci-culation would be a nightma' e. Please do not pu rsue the above-grade concourse 

plan. Please stick with a more conservative at-grade concourse expa -,sion so that it's 

more affo rdable tha-, the above-grade concourse if poss ible . 

Thank you, 

Timmy Luong 

~ 
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IND 61-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements and 
PD-3: Purpose of Elevated Portion of Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 61-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Cary Bellano-

Date Received: 1/28/2019 

Format Received: Online Co'l'lment 

Comment: 

I use Metroli nk and the best situatio1 is to be able to go quickly go from the 

Metroli1k olatform to the Red Line or Gold Line. I think the above g,ound concourse 

it the wo-st idea. It may be cheaper but it will make it very inco1ve1ient for the users . 

Metro will end up paying by loss of passenge's because you a'e maki1g it more and 

mo,e inconve1ient to use the system. The histo,ic U1ion Statio1 with a si11ple 

concourse, large e1ough to ha1dle the expected volumes is e1ough. We do not need 

significant retail opportunities. We just 1eed bas ic services and a few mai1stay retail 

conveniences. In any other ma;or city, the major retail is situated ;ust outside of the 

main station because it benefits the community as a whole and st ill have access 

fro11 the 11ain station. It helps build community and doesn't become an isolated 

"ai,po-t" experie1ce. 
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IND 62-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 62-1 

1-)~ 

Name: David Andrew 

Date Received: l / 28/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

It is my stro1g op11ion that the Link US project should abandon consideration of an 

elevated passe1ger concourse in favor of a 1 expanded at grade concourse in o rder 

to orovide the most direct path between various origi1s and destinatio1s, to 

eliminate the 1eed to ascend and the1 descend to platforms, saving soace and time 

for users, and to mo'e responsibly use fundi1g. This project should focus on 

providing the most utility and capacity available fo, futu re growth and should value 

convenience simolicity of use for the passenger as the prima')' goal. The elevated 

concourse is an unnecessary and costly additio1al element that detracts from the 

best solution to the station's circulatio1 needs • exoandi1g the at-grade concourse . 
. 
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IND 63-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 
IND 63-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Nicolas Bur•ier 

Date Received: l /28/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Metro must not go forward with the above grade concourse. 

It's a horrible design that will dete· people from ever using the station as it greatly 

comolicales navigating the space. 

Improve on what is there. If you can't , find a better alte·native. 

Our region can 't ha"ldle any more of this lazy and uni1formed design, esoecially 

where pedest rians are concerned. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 64-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

IND 64-2 Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 64-1 

IND 64-2 

1-)~ 

Name: David Matsu 

Date Received: 1/28/2019 

Formal Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

I am writing to offer a brief com-nent on the redesign of U1ion Statio1 and in 

particular the redesign of the passenge, concourse through the t,ack a rea. In short , 

let me say that the above grade "donut" concourse design see11s fatally flawed. It 

would introduce excess ive travel d ista1ce to passe1gers moving between lines , 

create the need for huge amou1ts of vertical access (elevators, escalators, stairs) , 

and would be mai1ly an a rchitectural design element than a practical and usable 

soace fo r visitors to the station. 

It seems that the current co1cept is to expand the below grade tu nnel for track 

access. This seems like a fa, better approach tha t will make the s tation v,o,k well fo r 

riders and visitors. I am concerned that there is a olan to both expand the tunnel 

AND build the above grade donut. This would seem to be the worst of both worlds. 

I expect it would create a large ly useless a1d u1visited soace above grade while the 

tu nnel serves the vast 11ajo-ity of people moving through the station. I hope you will 

find a way to olan the station to best serve riders, the local community, and t,ansit 

in general rather than seeking grand design elements that look good in a rchitectural 

renderings, but serve their i1tended purpose poorly. Thank you for your 

consideratio1. 
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I definitely prefer the at-grade option, for ease of the commute experience. 
I'm glad to hear that Metro is considering an expanded passageway in the 
new alternative, but I'm still very skeptical that the above-ground concourse 
is necessary. The courtyards, historic station, and new plazas will serve as 
great waiting areas, and I suspect few people will make the trek up to the 
above ground concourse.  

I also worry it will take visual alternations from the historic station. 
 

This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 65-1 The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 65-2 Potential impacts on cultural resources, including 
the historic elements of LAUS, were analyzed in the 
Draft EIR (described in Section 3.12.5). Please see 
Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse Design and Indirect Environmental 
Impacts.  

 

 

IND 65-1 

IND 65-2 

 

COMMENT SHEET/ HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/1ftf', l\1fi/ :::J )( J 'i-+W' 
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I support the expansion to run through but I think the concourse is over 
zealous and will take time and money from other possible improvements 
(i.e., connected West Hollywood, 405 to Valley) We do need a world class 
concourse but for 200,000 people it can be significantly less. Shinjuku 
Station in Tokyo handles 4 million daily riders without such a structure. I 
think a focus on the tunnel is worthwhile though. If a big concourse is made, 
a huge push must get metro Rail expanded to add riders. Perhaps more 
green space with retail for travelers. Also, it MUST be at grade. 

 

IND 66-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 66-1 

COMMENT SHEET/ HOJA DE COMENTARIOS/ifr2~ttv.:fJ /:,,, 1--- f:l \f; 
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I am a Culver City resident and former television journalist. I’ve read every 
word of the Union Station Master Plan, and it is a wonderful concept. 
Beyond seeing Union Station merely as a transit hub, the Master Plan 
recognizes its position as a historical landmark and its potential to sever as 
a link and meeting point for the entire community – not only a transit riders 
themselves. It is really brilliant. 

This is a one-in-many-lifetimes opportunity to restore Union Station’s role 
in the Community. Only the at-grade proposal links the Station efficiently to 
community in every direction, particularly it creates a faster gateway to the 
East, providing much better development opportunities and connection to 
future LA river restoration. What an incredible opportunity for the City. 

 

This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade passenger 
concourse is noted. 

IND 67-1 Comment noted. 

IND 67-2 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

 

IND 67-1 

IND 67-2 
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I urge Metro and the Metro Board to consider both cost and revenue 
opportunities in selling development rights to the East. The above-grade 
option does not create the same East-West connect to the community as it 
would require people to take several escalators or elevators to travel over the 
tracks. Essentially, the vision of the Master Plan is completely lost in the 
above-grade option. That would be a shame! A multi-generational loss for 
the community! 

Please use development opportunities to offset the cost of the at-grade 
option. Also please consider Union Stations potential to become a true 
gathering place for the entire community and not only its utilitarian role for 
transit riders alone. The at-grade option is clearly superior for both groups.  

 

IND 67-3 Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

IND 67-4 Pursuant to a motion on behalf of the Metro Board 
of Directors on March 23, 2017, Metro’s joint 
development team will lead the following 
coordinated effort in parallel with the Link US 
project: 

1. Release a Request for Information/Request for 
Qualifications to attract private development 
opportunities within Union Station and 
Gateway Plaza. 

2. Partner with the City and County of Los Angeles 
and surrounding property owners to develop a 
common joint-development plan. 

 

IND 67-3 

IND 67-4 

. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 68-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 68-2 The project is being proposed to meet the 
forecasted increases in regional rail/intercity train 
trips, thereby reducing train idling time at LAUS and 
improving on-time performance for trains using 
LAUS. The proposed project would also indirectly 
contribute to other cumulative benefits for the 
region, including a regional reduction of GHG 
emissions and VMT. The project would provide safe 
and accessible passage through LAUS with modern 
passenger accommodations. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 68-1 

IND 68-2 

IND 68-3 

1-)~ 

Name: Kent St ,umpell 

Date Received: l /29/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Comments on Li1k US plan 

The elevated concourse 

I agree with coTJmenta'y that the aTJen ities offe red by the proposed elevated 

concourse could likely be bypassed by the majority or LAUS patro1s. I fully expect 

that I will strive to find the shortest path through the station to my connectio1s and 

I anticioate that others will do the same. Detouring up to amenities on another level 

may serve soTJe percentage or travele rs but the scale should be kept in perspective. 

Please lear1 from successful t ranspo,tation hubs a rou nd the world . 

Scope of project 

Please stay focused on the functional improveme1ts and 1ew t ravel options that will ] 

provide the most direct climate change benefits. Expa1d oedest ,ian frculation as 

necessary, offer ame1ities i1 their most co1venient location(s) and avoid wasting 

our sca,ce funding on g-and1ose edifices that may go to waste like ARTIC in 0-ange 

County. 

Style 

Stylistically, re1deri1gs have shown space-age design concepts. For future ... 

imorovements, I would prefer interior designs that evoke the warmth, beauty and 

histo,y of the current space over the cold modernism depicted in the 'enderings. 

But to st ,etch dollars, do whatever is necessary at this poi1t. Stay focused on cliTJate 

solutions Metro has a1 esse1tial role to play in implementi1g transpo-tation options 

that will reduce g reenhouse gas eTJissions. Please tailor majo' exoenditu res like Link 

to -espo1d as efficiently as possible to this c-itical rutu-e that v,e TJust respond to 

im'l'lediately. 

Thank you, Ke1t Stru'l'lpell 
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IND 68-3 Comment noted. Renderings in the Draft EIR 
include exterior and interior views and are 
preliminary and subject to change. See response to 
Comment IND 68-2.  
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Transcribed Speech: 

Hello. Louis Pepi, transportation associate at Metro. My primary concern -- 
and I appreciate the enhancements done to the above grade  option, but 
even then, with all the -- taking in all the primary facilities up above any above 
grade section, at least based on what I understand of the concept, it doesn't 
-- it's still not user friendly. You've still got to go into the station, up, get your 
ticket, go down. What considerations are going to be made for your luggage 
or anything like that? The at grade is -- even though it's more expensive, it's 
much more user friendly. It's just more smooth to be able to walk into Union 
Station, walk to your ticket -- walk wherever you need to get your tickets, but 
hopefully by now tickets will just be on our phone, but not (unintelligible). 
But -- and this would make it smooth all the way up to your train or smoother 
transfers in one single space, and, again, these upgrades look kind of cool 
but doesn't serve any useful function in the long run. It just makes it  

IND 69-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 69-1 

Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

SPEAKER CARD 

Name: ~L~/)V_b_· - ~-e-F-·~( ------------------------------­

Street~--- -----------------

Purpose of the Card: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's w il l be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
• Contact 1nformat1on for fo llow-up speaker card 1n the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subJect 
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much  -- makes it much more confusing, especially if you have all these 
tourists coming in for the World Cup or for the Super Bowl or for the 
Olympics. It just gets much more confusing for them, where they need to 
go, up, down, left, side to side. It's not very clear. Thank you. 

 
IND 69-1 
Contd. j 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Hello, everyone. How you are doing today? I'll start by saying happy 26-year 
anniversary to Metro. (Unintelligible) Metro. (Unintelligible) L.A. Times as 
far as a hundred million dollar lawsuit, and the second time for Prop 187, 
but I really just wanted to talk about public safety, which is a very, very big 
issue, especially on the Red Line. As you know, today is like an anniversary 
for the Red Line expansion that happened in (unintelligible), but, yeah, like 
safety is a very, very big issue. I feel like something -- there should be better 
input on safety in general. Like there's -- Jackie Robinson's birthday is coming 
up. I've put in work for U.C.L.A., and they gave me this bag. I woke up. I 
didn't try to cross the rail. I woke up. My bag was cut, and I had another bag. 
I had some shoes in that bag, and the shoes were put on another seat, and 
the bag was put in another seat. And then when I got home, by the time I 
got to Union -- Compton station, my shoes were left there, and it's  

IND 70-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The proposed concourse improvements are being 
designed with enhanced safety elements and 
fire/life safety evacuation routes/access roads. 
Security is one of the primary elements of the 
concourse (described in Section 2.9.7 of the Draft 
EIR). Other project-related infrastructure, including 
railroad facilities and other civil improvements, are 
being designed to industry standards to meet 
applicable safety requirements.  
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(unintelligible) message was being sent to me. I don't do anything. I don't 
bother anyone, but something should be really said upon public safety. Like 
the customer should always come first in customer service, in anything that 
you do, and public safety should really be emphasized whether it's the 
security or the police, not just for big events like sporting events that goes 
on but at all times because some things are out of our control that we can't 
control sometimes—Things happened, and I really feel like--. 

 

IND 70-1 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Thank you. My name is Michael Berg, and I have worked in downtown Los 
Angeles for the City of Los Angeles for the County of Los Angeles 
(unintelligible) since 1986 and probably spent most of my adult life in 
Downtown Los Angeles working. I had one question. On the discussion 
about the construction impacts in the air monitoring -- I'm sorry. I can't 
remember his name. He spoke about what you're monitoring, and my 
question is to Patrick O'Neill and the gentleman who spoke about the air 
quality monitoring. I noticed there was no monitoring (unintelligible) for 
(unintelligible) compounds or hydrogen sulfide, and considering the extent 
and the type of contamination from the manufacture gas plant or the  
(unintelligible) plant, those are the expected pollutants you would see during 
the construction phase, especially when you're disturbing ground, and I'm 
just wondering if  that was something that was – were being thought about. 

IND 71-1 All construction air quality emissions were modeled, 
and no monitoring is planned or proposed based on 
the conclusions of the evaluation (described in 
Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, 
of the Draft EIR). Hydrogen sulfide would not be 
generated by any of the construction equipment that 
will be used on site. Furthermore, a soil vapor survey 
for hydrogen sulfide is not currently being 
conducted because this was not identified as a 
potential hazard to the project during preparation of 
the Phase I ESA. Hydrogen sulfide is a toxic gas that 
co-occurs with certain petroleum deposits. During 
preparation of the Phase I ESA, hydrogen sulfide 
was not identified as a threat for the proposed 
project because the naturally occurring petroleum 
seeps in the area (including the La Brea tar pits) 
have not been identified as a hydrogen 
sulfide-containing deposit.  

The Phase I ESA documented the former Aliso 
Street MGP as a REC with a High Risk to present a 
hazardous waste impact. Hydrogen sulfide is not on 
the list of contaminants of concern for this facility. 
As required by Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (Section 
3.10.6 of the Draft EIR), Metro will conduct a Phase 
II ESA that will include collection of soil and 
groundwater samples within the areas of the project 
footprint where disturbance would occur and 
subsequent analysis to determine potential for 
contamination. All recommendations and 
requirements of the Phase II ESA will be 
implemented. 

Please see Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  
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 So that's my comment about -- and I work for the City of Los Angeles next 
door (unintelligible), and I have a personal story about my impact of the 
contamination that exists in this area between Union Station and Los 
Angeles River, and I would like everyone here to understand that the impacts 
are not pie in the sky or -- there's a risk assessment number that's been 
assigned to people who are exposed to these chemicals, and that means 
impacts for real people, and unfortunately I was one of the people that was 
impacted heavily by a (unintelligible) of this area in working directly on top. 
So I would hope that this project that would be a number one priority to 
protect the health of the people that use Union Station every day. Thank you. 

 

IND 71-1 
Contd. 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-467 

 

Transcribed Speech: 

Thank you for working to improve transportation in Los Angeles. My hope 
for Link US is that it will take as a cue for its relationships with the people of 
Los Angeles and our visitors, the hospitality of LAX and not the inhumanity 
of Union Station. When you look at the bathrooms, places to sit and water 
fountains, all of these things are in tremendous abundance at LAX at street 
level, before T.S.A., after T.S.A. They are everywhere. They are for everyone. 
When you come to Union Station there are two tiny inadequate ancient, 
disgusting, worse for women than for men, bathrooms. If you don't have a 
train ticket to depart soon or enough money to pay for expensive restaurants, 
there's no place to sit in Union Station, and as far as I know, there's not a 
single water fountain in all of Union Station. I hope that Link US can consider 
the needs of human beings who are traveling and visiting (unintelligible). 
Thank you. 

IND 72-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project would include new restroom facilities, 
waiting areas and other transit amenities at LAUS to 
meet the demands of a modern multimodal transit 
station and would include architectural elements 
and design features that balance the historic 
character of LAUS with a new modern design. 
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Transcribed Speech: 

I'm Robert Frampton. I'm from Pasadena. I have an interest in the 
electrification, and I know that both high-speed rail will be electrified, and 
there are studies for electrifying eventually the Metrolink as well. I just was 
wondering what the plans for electrification are. Will they become Phase A 
or Phase B, or will you just leave it for the high-speed rail to deal with and 
whether that's that dealt with in the E.I.R. or if it's -- I don't know whether 
the electrification is part of the program or not or whether there would be 
accommodations for future electrification. 

 

IND 73-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The proposed project infrastructure would be 
designed to accommodate electrified HSR trains, 
while not precluding future electrification of the 
Metrolink system. No catenaries to support 
electrification are proposed to be constructed in 
Phase A or Phase B. 
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Link Union Station (Link US) 

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT PUBLIC HEARING 
Tuesday, January 29, 2019 

Purpose of the Card: Speaking Rules: 
• Provide proper spelling of speaker's name • Speaker's w1H be called upon by the name listed on their submitted 
• Contact 1nformat1on for fo llow-up speaker card 1n the order they are received 

• Speaker will have 2 minutes to address the subJect 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-469 

 

Transcribed Speech: 

Yes. I am Mike Kaiser. I just have a general comment. I think this project's 
just superb. I love it. I recently heard about Metrolink's SCORE program, 
which is the Southern California Optimization of the Rail Expansion. It is one 
of 69 projects that Metro is trying to accomplish. Metro does this, but 
Metrolink builds them in the Metrolink system too. I hope that the residents 
of Los Angeles, of which I'm one, and the greater area take this opportunity 
to realize what a major change it is. If you look at Metro (unintelligible) 
expand -- Metrolink spans across six counties with 19 million people. We're 
talking about 24,000 riders. That's not very much. You know, the possibility 
of expansion is tremendous. New York City has 8 million riders a day. Other 
major hubs have millions of riders. So, I would hope that Metrolink and all 
the organizations talk about this project in terms of the connectivity to the 
greater Southern California region, and as you and I were speaking before 
the presentation, in connection with the high-speed rails, someone should  

IND 74-1 The commenter’s support for the project is noted.  
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be able to jump on the train at (unintelligible) and go to (unintelligible), 
California. There's no reason why not. I'm really excited about this. I hope 
you (unintelligible) move to (unintelligible) very quickly. There's a demand 
there, and the people there who are opposed, well, you can drive your car, 
and the rest of us can ride the trains. So I'm personally really excited, and I 
just want to end with my father who's 75 years old and grew up in Santa 
Monica and moved away to go to medical school. He rode the train for the 
first time out of Riverside to Santa Monica recently. Amazing car centered 
guy. Who would have ever thought? Thank you very much. 

 

IND 74-1 
Contd. 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Good afternoon. My name is Mildred. I'm a frequent public transportation 
user, and today's presentation was great, and I heard the impact of operation 
on traffic, but I didn't hear any information, or I would like to see more 
information on the bus route impact because a lot of people to use the buses 
on Cesar Chavez, and Cesar Chavez and Vignes has a big stop, a main stop 
that a lot of people to use to transport themselves to East L.A., and I would 
like to have more information on that and what accommodations will be 
made for those routes. Thank you. 

 

IND 75-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

As described in Section 3.3, Transportation and 
Traffic (Page 3.3-55, Section 3.3, Transportation and 
Traffic, of the Draft EIR), LADOT’s Dash Route D, 
which uses Center Street, would be affected by 
project construction. During construction of the 
run-through track structures south of LAUS, a full 
closure of Commercial Street between the US-101 
ramp/Garey Street and Center Street is required. As 
a result, the proposed project has the potential to 
affect the bus schedule for this route through a 
combination of detours, temporary road closures, 
and changes in scheduling. This is considered a 
significant impact. As required by Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3.6 of the 
Draft EIR), the contractor shall prepare a 
Construction Traffic Management Plan and 
coordinate street closures with applicable parties, 
including bus transit and bus operators. Impacts on 
bus service operators during construction would be 
reduced to a level less than significant with 
implementation of mitigation.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. The Final EIR 
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project modifications south of LAUS would reduce 
potential impacts on Dash Route D because Center 
Street does not need to be lowered, and Commercial 
Street would remain in the current alignment, 
thereby reducing temporary construction-related 
impacts, although not avoiding them entirely. 
Impacts would be reduced to a level less than 
significant with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure TR-1.  
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Transcribed Speech: 

I did understand that there was a mitigation for traffic for the signal at 
Commercial and that's great.  

My understanding -- and I want to make it clear -- because I heard from 
David that he thought there was an at grade consideration. My 
understanding is that this alignment of the tracks is totally aerial over Center, 
all the streets. Everything aerial. So when it touches down, when it gets closer 
to the river? So the aerial structure that I'm envisioning as a Dash rider on 
D as well as trying to get to Union Station on the back side using a flyer -- 
the airport fly away, we come in from Commercial at times, and I want to 
make sure that the -- the structures that you're building is tastefully done so 
it's not so massive, holding up these rail tracks, crossing the -- I think it's 
the 101 .So please be tasteful in your design. Be good. Make it light and airy 
-- okay? -- so you don't  have a vision impact along there, 

IND 76-1 Comment noted.  

IND 76-2 Section 3.4, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR includes an 
analysis of visual impacts from the common 
viaduct/deck that would be constructed over 
US-101. Design elements would be considered 
during final design and subject to approval by 
Caltrans. As noted in Section 3.4.7 of the Draft EIR, 
aesthetic impacts would be less than significant 
upon implementation of mitigation measures 
described in Section 3.4.6 of the Draft EIR.  

IND 76-1 
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and I hope you can also widen the intersections as a mitigation at Garey and 
Commercial. DOT just built their -- it's not open yet -- their maintenance 
facility for their DASH buses right at the corner, and it looks like one of your 
proposals is shaving a corner of it off, trying to minimize that, but, anyway, 
any of the operations for them is going to be critical using Garey and 
Commercial. So I did understand the impact so please widen the Metro 
property -- or the Metrolink property on the southeast corner. 

IND 76-3 Due to limitations in the ROW, the widening of the 
Garey Street and Commercial Street intersection is 
not possible. Due to constraints in the ROW, the 
active transportation improvements along 
Commercial Street between Garey Street and 
Alameda Street (required as part of the Mitigation 
Measure LU-1 [described in Section 3.2.6 of the 
Draft EIR]) would require removal of one travel lane.  

In the Draft EIR, a small portion of a bent supporting 
the US-101 viaduct was proposed in the sidewalk 
adjacent to the LADOT bus maintenance facility 
property.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 76-3 
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Transcribed Speech: 

Good evening. One quick question. It pertains to the distance. I don't know 
how many travelers, how many intercity travelers along with being an 
individual that uses the commuter system in Los Angeles. It is my home. 
I'm a member of Rail PAC, and my concern is on two different issues, two 
different things. They both are inside. If anyone's ever been to Sacramento 
and they've been to that station there, if you have luggage or even if you're 
not 23 years old and can run a 40-yard dash very quickly, that is a long walk 
and especially if you have luggage. I'd just like to know -- I don't know if it's 
been covered before. The distances from the main hall I'd say from where 
the head house is to where the passenger seating area is to Union Station 
right now, on either one of these concepts change to where the actual 
boarding on the platform to the train is, if it's longer, shorter or about the 
same? You mentioned about the width of the tunnel, about the length of the 
tunnel. That's my question. 

IND 77-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please note that the new expanded passageway 
would facilitate ease of cross-campus passenger 
travel in a manner similar to the existing condition. 
The width of the new expanded passageway would 
be approximately 120 feet, and the length would be 
similar to the existing condition (699 feet), with the 
exception of the area where the open air West Plaza 
would be located.  

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description, of the Final EIR. The width of 
the new modified expanded passageway would be 
approximately 140 feet to accommodate transit 
amenities, and the length would be similar to the 
existing condition (699 feet), with the exception of 
the area where the open air West Plaza would be 
located.  
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Transcribed Speech: 

Need bathrooms, drinking fountains, wash basin and couches at Union 
Station. You want too many trains and tracks at Union Station. Keep LA's 
history. Don't wreck the Union Station architecture its concrete and metal. 
We can't breathe. Green environment. Must get #76 #78 is unreliable San 
G. Valley. 

 

IND 78-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project would include new restroom facilities, 
waiting areas, and other transit amenities at LAUS 
to meet the demands of a modern multimodal 
transit station and would include architectural 
elements and design features that balance the 
historic character of LAUS with a new modern 
design. 

Please note cultural resources, including the historic 
elements of LAUS, were analyzed in Section 3.12 of 
the Draft EIR.  

IND 78-1 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 79-1 The proposed project does not include 
modifications to train equipment, including stairs 
on the trains that lead to the train exit doors. The 
project does include wider platforms for ease of 
accessibility and increased platform capacity. 

IND 79-2 Please see Key Issue Response PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements. The 
proposed VCEs would provide for ease of travel for 
the elderly and persons with disabilities. 

IND 79-3 The project would include architectural elements 
and design features that balance the historic 
character of LAUS with a new modern design. 

IND 79-1 

IND 79-2 

IND 79-3 
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Name: Stephanie Ham-ne r 

Date Received: l /30/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Comment: 

I have used the Metrolink, red line and buses to commute out to the University of 
~ 

California Riverside from Los Angeles for 20 yea's. I am now retired, but I frequently 

come to Los Angeles and use the t rai1 to travel to Claremont, and to Riverside and 

to o ther places. I use the bus system consiste1tly. A consistent problem navigating 

unio1 station has been getting up a1d down from the trai1 tracks oartic ularly whe n 

one has luggage. This is already a problem, and I do not see the new plan rectifying 
~~ ~ 

Additio1ally, this plan does 1ot adequately supoort people who a re elde rly, and o r ] 

disabled. 

Finally, the style as rendered in the plans does not talk in a ny co1structive way to the ] 

art deco, m ission style, and high -nodernist a rchitectures that characterize the 

statio1 and neighbori1g buildings. I think the plan ,ieeds to be -nodified with these 

issues in m ind. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 80-1 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 80-2 Comment noted.   

IND 80-3 The proposed project does not preclude 
implementation of the WSAB Line in the vicinity of 
LAUS. Multiple alignments are still being 
considered by Metro and the FTA for the WSAB 
Line.  

IND 80-4 Comment noted. 

IND 80-5 No modifications are proposed to the existing 
rideshare drop-off and pick-up locations.   

IND 80-6 LAX Fly Away buses utilize the Metro Patsaouras 
Transit Plaza, which will not be impacted by the 
proposed project. 

IND 80-1 

IND 80-2 

IND 80-3 

IND 80-4 

IND 80-5 

IND 80-6 

IND 80-7 
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January 30th, 2019 

LINK UNION STATION COMMENTS 

1 / The at grade passenger concourse is the only way to go. Putting the concourse over ] 
the tracks makes tor an even worse ·up and down" traffic flow for passengers. As it is, 
even with an improved at grade concourse, there still needs to be improved connections 
to both the existing subway, light rail platforms and future Silver Line Platform to each 
other since you are still dealing with 3 levels. You put the concourse on top, its 
essentially 4 levels. 

2/ Puttng the concourse over the tracks blocks the ability to 'double deck" the rail yard ] 
in the future In case you need more tracks for train volumes (I know, unlikely) But you 
could put light rail platforms or even bus bays over top of part of the rail yard since 
space will be at a premium. 

3/ ls the new front of the station plaza on Alameda being designed for the possibility that] 
the West Santa Ana Branch may want to put a station there? Also, if that happens, that 
station and line needs to be designed to extend to the north - to Chinatown, Eagle Rock, 
maybe even LA County General Hospital, Dodger Stadium, Silver Lake etc. It would 
be easier if the WSAB line would come into the existing Gold Line platform or same 
level , so northern extensions would be easier. 

4/ Somewhere, LAUS needs a first class hotel. 

5/ Design a designated Uber & Lyft pick and drop location. 

6/ Would be nice If the LAX Fly- Away buses had a designated location w~h maybe 
improved covered seating/waiting area, ticketing, baggage area. 

7/ My other really big concern Is the run-through track project only really helps the 
Amtrak Surf Liner, California HSR and 4 Metrolink lines- Ventura, Antelope Valley, 
Orange County and 91 lines. It really doesn't do anything to help the Riverside Line or 
your busiest line- the San Bernardino Line. You will not be able to run through or circle 
these 2 lines trains out. You can however, double your efficiency of getting these 
trains in and out of LAUS with one simple step. Put the second bridge over the LA River 
parallel to the existing bridge between Mission Tower and Pasadena Junction. This 
second bridge was actually on the Union Pacific track design maps for when the 
stations was being built. (See attached copy) The abutments are already in the river, 
you would essentially just need to drop a set of steel girder bridges and related 
connecting track work/switches. 

This provides the ability to -
>Depart a San Bernardino Line train and a Riverside train simultaneously 
>Arrive a San Bernardino Line train and a Riverside train simultaneously 

) 

) 

] 
. 
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IND 80-7 The proposed project would reduce train congestion 
in the station throat by the elimination of some in-
and-out train movements due to run-through 
operations, thus enhancing the efficiency of San 
Bernardino Line and Riverside Line train 
movements through the throat area. The proposed 
project footprint does not include the existing rail 
bridges over the Los Angeles River, with the 
exception of the North Main Street Bridge to 
accommodate safety improvements. 
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IND 80-8 Comment noted. 

 

IND 80-8 

IND 80-7 
contd. 

I 

I 
I 

I 

1-)~ 

>Depart a train off one line, while a train arrives from the other line 

You would then basi~lly also create a double track segment for the San Bernardino 
from the platform at LAUS, past Terminal Tower, past Mission Tower, over the new LA 
River double track bridge, past Pasadena Junction out to Soto Street. I believe this 
crates about a 5-6 mile segment. (Sure would love this segment to be double tracked 
almost to Cal State LA and a longer platform at CSLA to handle full size trains) 
This bridge also completes the Riverside Line a double track from the LAUS platform all 
the way out to Pomona, also helping with the operation of this line. 

8/ I also like the greatly expanded number of trains going south over the 101 freeway J 
and the addition of more throat tracks to the north. 

?fj~k 1o~f'f:.~}f!~ 
~~ .... Jfh~~~ 
4185 Van Buren Street 
Chino, CA. 91710 
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IND 81-1 See response to Comment IND 80-3.  

IND 81-2 The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
passenger concourse is noted.  

IND 81-3 See response to Comment IND 80-7.  

IND 81-1 

IND 81-2 

IND 81-3 

1-)~ 

Name: Mark Johnsto'l 

Date Received: 2/1/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

ARE YOU DESIGN ING TH E ALAMEDA/FRONT COURTYARD DESIGN WITH THE ] 

THOUGHT THAT THE WEST SANTA ANA BRANCH MAY N EED A STOP THERE? 

TH E WSAB NE EDS TO BE ALSO DESIGNED TO H EAD NORTH TO CH INATOWN 

A ND BEYOND. 

TH E BELOW GROUN D OPTIO N IS THE O N LY ON E TO SE LECT. PUTTI NG TH E 

CONCOURSE OVER THE TRACKS INHIBITS OTHER USES, SUCH AS DOUBLE 

DECKING THE RAI L YARD IN CASE YOU REALLY NEED THE TRACK CAPACITY, 

OR WANT TO BUI LD OFFICES, A PARK, OR OTHER USE. FEWER UP AND 

DOWNS TO G ET TO TRAINS OR TRANSFER TO SUBWAY O R LIGHT RAIL 

W H ICH N EEDS TO BE IMPROVED. 

TH E RUN THROUG H TRACK PROJECT WORKS ON LY REALLY WELL FOR THE 

SURFLINERS, VENTURA COUNTY, ANTELOPE VALLEY, ORANGE COUNTY A ND 

91 LI N ES, ALL W H ICH CAN BE DONE AS THROUGH ROUTES- RUN 

TH ROUGHS. 

TH E PROJECT DOES NOT HELP THE SAN BERNARDI NO LINE (TH E BUSIEST 

LIN E) OR THE RIVERSIDE LIN E. W HAT WOULD HELP THESE 2 LIN ES IS A 

SECON D BRIDGE ACROSS TH E LA RIVER PARALLEL TO THE EXISTING BRIDGE 

(BETWEEN M ISSION JUNCTION AND PASADENA JUNCTION). THIS WOULD 

A LLOW SIMULTAN EOUS DEPARTS OF BOTH SAN BERNARDINO AND 

RIVERSIDE LIN E TRAI NS, OR SIM ULTANEOUS ARRIVALS OF BOTH OR AN 

ARRIVAL OFF O N E LI N E AND A DEPARTURE O FF ANOTH ER. PLEASE NOTE, 

TH IS BRI DGE WAS ON UNION PACIFIC STATION TRACKAG E DIAGRAMS AS A 

.. 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-484 

 

 

IND 81-3 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

FUTURE BRIDGE. TH E BR IDG E ABUTMENTS ARE ALR EADY THERE. TH EJ 

DIAGRAM IS IN THE BOOK "LAST OF THE GREAT STATIONS' IF YOU WA NT TO 

SEE THE DESIGN FROM WHEN THE STATION WAS BUILT 

©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-485 

 

IND 82-1 Comment noted. 

IND 82-2 Comment noted. 

IND 82-1 

IND 82-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Jason Elepano 

Date Received: 2/ 2/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Subject: Draft Envi'on11ental Impact Report for Li1k Unio1 Station pro;ect 

Build it now! Los Angeles, and Southern California i1 general, need s ignificant ] 

upgrades to public t ransportat ion. LAUS is a ce1tral oart of the trans it syste11. Bu ild 

this p,oject soone, tha 1 late r. 

One benefit of run th rough tracks should be an elimi1at io1 or ,eduction of the long l 
layove' fo r A11t-ak's Pacific Surfl i1er service. Ru1 through t racks would allow the 

t ra11 to go in a s ingle direction without a cha.,ge in di rection. You should encourage 

and engage Amtrak to o:,timize their schedules to take advantage of this key p'oject. 

Sho1 layover benefits riders with a shorter overall ride. 

Thank you, 

Jason Elepano 

Sent fro11 my iPhone 
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IND 83-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 83-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Michael Fraizer 

Date Received: 2/5/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comme nt: 

Do not build an elevated walkway. It's pla11 and si-nple . Just do not do it. Resist the ~ 

urge to make another terrible decisio1 (like the at-grade Expo line). The added 

elevation between t ransfers a nd additio1al time outwe igh the beauty of a floating 

UFO walkway. 

As a commuter v1ho already is strapoed for frne because of broken dow1 trains, 

delayed li nes and other u nforesee1 ci rcu '1'lsta1ces, every second is important from 

t ra1sferring from one fo rm of trans oort to another. It was com'l'lonplace that I would 

suffer from the 'esults of these conditions and I would have to wait idling between 

t ra1sfers resulting in missing late' boardi1g t imes or a rrivi1g late to my destination 

(v1ork) . 

Imagine this existing route: Exiting the red line d eeo underground o nto a congested 

platform of angry oeople. Waiting in congested lines to -ide up an escalato r. Pause 

fo r tap ca rd checks from police. Cram th ro ugh tu rnstiles a nd speed a'ou1d corners. 

Anothe ' congested line fo , more escalato 's a nd f11ally you arrive on the gro und floor 

of either disorganized w11g of Unio1 Statio n. Having no time to check if your train 

is even 01 schedule, you zoo'l'l around people dragging oversized briefcases on 

wheels, nearly trip over childre1 not looking in your direction as they cross paths, 

huffing a nd puffing in the ooll ution tra pped u1dergrou1d by the heavy trains above. 

Jog up the right ramp or staircase to the cor' ect platform (best guess some days) 

and i1to a t rai1 cab typically s tuffed with s tanding pat rons. Now imagine the futu re 

route: All of the above. Now add additional levels of confusio1 from an above grade 

UFO hoveri1g above heavy gia nts poundi1g out soot and heat a ll year long. As it 

stands, the small a 'l'lount of roofing above each of the trai1s peel from years of 

neglect, rust a nd damaging t rai1 exhaust ... do you rea lly th i1k a glass box will look 

eve1 'l'lO'e attractive with shrinki1g budgets a1d global war'l'ling' No, but never 

mind that, as i1 this story I have a1othe r two o r th ree flights of stairs O' congested 
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IND 83-1 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

escalators to board before I fi nally jump aboard my Metrol ink .. but oh no! Today's 

train has mysteriously never arrived and now I have to switch back to another rail .. 

back up and down more confusion and congested walkways. Sounds like you guys 

should hire a user experience team that follows real life commuters up and dow1 

the walkways .. taking into cons ideratio1 the gripes and resolve those grioes by 

iteration upon iteration. 
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Metro is in receipt of the comment letter dated March 4, 2019 
(Comment IND 109). See responses to Comment IND 109 for 
more detailed responses.   

IND 84-1 In December 2016 and January 2017, the Link US 
project team made attempts to visit the property 
owner’s business to determine its sensitivity to 
project noise and/or vibration in accordance with 
FTA and FRA guidelines. The property owner was 
initially receptive to a site visit, but his schedule 
became busy and, as a result, was unable to allow 
the project team access. Instead, the property owner 
requested the project team communicate over 
email. The project team conducted the baseline 
noise and vibration measurement effort in January 
2017 for the whole project area and, during this 
time, the project team again requested access inside 
the property to conduct noise and vibration testing 
but were unable to for the reasons previously stated. 
The project team went to the property, visually 
inspected the building exterior, and conducted 
short-term (approximately 30 minutes in duration) 
noise and vibration measurements from the 
sidewalk (i.e., public ROW) near the building. Based 
on FTA/FRA guidelines, the measured dBA Leq at the 
subject property is 62 dBA, and most applicable to 
what is assumed to be a land use only active during 
daytime hours. 

The map referenced in the comment letter was 
prepared solely for the public hearing on January 29, 
2019. The subject property is shaded grey to 
because Metro did not anticipate property impacts 
to occur based on the run-through track alignment 
considered in the Draft EIR. Although impacts to the 
subject property were not planned to occur, 
acquisition of properties along Commercial Street 

IND 84-1 

IND 84-2 

IND 84-3 

IND 84-4 

IND 84-5 

1-)~ 

Name: Greg Heet 

Date Received: 2/5/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Hi Matthew, I beginning to take it personally. Not by you of course, but the team. 

No one has ever contacted me except fo r a couple of years ago and then no one 

ca11e to test at my house. I fear the team is haopy to run the clock out on this 

dissenter instead of emb-acing the spirit of this p 'ocess and responding resoonsibly. 

Ma1y yea's back I had an issue when the Met-olink redli1e v,as f1 ,st i1stalled and 

they wanted to bring tracks dow1 Duco11mun to their proposed mai1tena1ce yard 

by the river. I had the11 do electronic field testing and to their su rp -ise, their trains 

th rew an EMF field that interfe -ed v,ith gu itar am plification more tha1 two hundred 

feet from the tracks. They dumoed those plans ,athe- qu ickly af\er the study but still 

took the1' tracks very near houses, a clear FCC violation. If m)' place is not being 

e11ine1l domain'ed, the1 I will de11and much testing and try to find the old MTA 

test ,esults as a sta'I. Seeing my property i1 gray on that map {unaffected) shows 

me this study is defi 1itely not complete. I recommend I not be igno,ed a1d time is 

running out. 

I still want to see the study on closi1g dow1 the 101 f,eeway fo r howeve r long it wi ll l 
take to put a super strong trai1-worthy bridge ac-oss it and just how 11any d rivers 

will be affected and for how lo1g. That might be the project's biggest imoact. 

I have 11any questio1s that will take 11any days/weeks of back and fo rth to resolve. 

Including a1y RF or other EMF gene,ated by the trains a1d its orooagat ion. 

The noise, ru11ble a1d wheel squeal a re a whole other discussion. The reassu rances 

around train wheel squeal is not very comfort i1g. With the smaller Met ro link trains 

that currently cross the 101 from the station on a curve, there is no doubt that afte r 

a rain there is ma;or wheel squeal. No test 1eeded here. 

] 

l 
If I a11 not contacted soon, I must i1sist 01 movi1g to the next level. This cannot be ] 

ok fo r an EIR study to igno' e someone di rectly affected by the p 'oposed project . 

Thanks for your helo, Matthew. 
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from Garey Street to Center Street were planned to 
facilitate the track curvature required to implement 
a new loop track south of LAUS.    

As discussed in Section 7.2 of the Final EIR, the 
proposed project was modified in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIR and the 
outcome of coordination activities with project 
funding partners. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. Based on 
the modified run-through track alignment, the Final 
EIR project footprint was updated to avoid direct 
physical impacts to the properties south of 
Commercial Street (including the subject property 
located at 611 Ducommon Street).  

IND 84-2 The Traffic Impact Study for the project is provided 
as Appendix E to the Draft EIR. As disclosed in 
Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, construction activity on 
US-101 would result in nighttime closure of freeway 
segments (slots) for a period of 8-12 weeks during 
weekends only. The freeway would stay open to 
traffic in any one direction at all times during 
construction.  

As discussed in Table 2-1 of the Final EIR, based on 
the project modifications, during construction of the 
Final EIR project, night closures on the US-101 are 
expected to last up to 20 consecutive days but would 
not increase the traffic demand by more than 2 
percent of the capacity; therefore, temporary 
construction impacts on the US-101 main line were 
determined to be less than significant.  

1-)~ 
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Also see response to Comment IND 109-10.  

IND 84-3 Subsequent to receipt of this email comment letter, 
a detailed comment letter from the subject property 
owner was also received with more information 
pertinent to the environmental evaluation in the Link 
US Drat EIR. See response to Comment IND 109-1 
for a detailed response regarding radio frequencies 
and electromagnetic frequencies. 

IND 84-4 Metrolink trains do not currently cross US-101 from 
the station. According to Transit Cooperative 
Research Program, Report 23, Wheel/Rail Noise 
Control Manual, Section 5.3.1.2 Trackwork 
Treatments, wheel squeal is generally reduced when 
tracks are lubricated, such as with water or other 
lubricant.  

The environmental analysis in the Draft and Final 
EIR assumes that run-through tracks over US-101 
are not lubricated and would be on a tight radius 
turn in some areas, resulting in wheel squeal when 
dry.   

IND 84-5 In accordance with CEQA requirements, Metro 
gathered the comments received on the Draft EIR 
and prepared responses to the comments for 
incorporation in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132(d). Metro staff will conduct 
additional outreach to affected property owners 
prior to construction. 

1-)~ 
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IND 85-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 85-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Alex Mezey 

Date Received: 2/8/2019 

Format Received: Comment Form 

Comment: 

DO NOT PROCEED WITH THE ABOVE GRADE CO NCOURSE! It is a horri~c design] 
that will further ruin the utility of Union Station. Suck up the cost and expand the 

tu nnel underneath the platform. Alternatively, scrap the donut above grade desig1 

and go with a more trad itional box. 
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IND 86-1 See response to Comments IND 84-1 and 
IND 109-1. The noise and vibration impact 
evaluation is based on existing land use data in 
accordance with FTA/FRA guidelines. Multiple 
attempts were made by the project team to evaluate 
the interior of the subject property during the land 
use categorization process. Because the subject 
property is zoned and planned for long-term 
manufacturing and industrial uses, it is not 
considered a “noise-sensitive land use.” 
Additionally, because a visual inspection of the 
interior use of the building was not granted by the 
property owner, it was also not possible for Metro 
to confirm what the property owner has stated. The 
Draft EIR includes a consideration of confirmed 
Category 1, 2, and 3 land uses in accordance with 
FTA/FRA criteria. 

As discussed in Section 7.2 of the Final EIR, the 
proposed project was modified in response to 
comments received on the Draft EIR and the 
outcome of coordination activities with project 
funding partners. The Final EIR includes the 
following project modifications that would reduce 
construction and operational-related noise and 
vibration levels south of LAUS: 

• No loop track  

• No Commercial Street realignment 

• No Center Street lowering 

• No staging areas south of Commercial Street 

• No physical impacts to the buildings located 
on the south side of Commercial Street (from 
Garey Street to Center Street)  

IND 86-1 

IND 86-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Greg Heel 

Date Received: 2/8/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Thanks, Matthew. I st ill want to know how the hell they think my orooerty (22) is 1ot • 

affected. I have lived and worked here fa, 43 years. \Ve do audio recording a1d othe r 

se1sitive testing including sleep studies with biofeedback which require the nice, 

ve-y quiet e1viro1me1t we have now. I'm about to vmte uo a major ob;ection to 

being ignored for yea rs 10w. This is not t he due diligence one would expect fro11 a 

p roject team hoping for app'oval. I'd like to u nderstand how they could leave me 

out of the planning in that I am probably the most affected p'ope•ty in the plan other 

than those subject to eminent domain. Noise, rumble, wheel squeal, RF, EMF. In 

particular, how can they say noise and vib-alio1 imoact is less tha1 sig1ificant? 

That's just insa1e. 

Are you asking specific persons to respond to 11e or just a gene•al "so11ebody" ] 

please respond~ If someone soecific, you have 11o'e recourse I suppose. 

Keep 11e posted. 

Greg 
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Operations 

With removal of the loop track, run-through tracks 
would be located further north than previously 
considered in the Draft EIR. Specifically, the 
modified run-through track alignment would shift 
closer to US-101, approximately 125 to 150 feet 
north of the alignment evaluated in the Draft EIR.  

• The nearest tracks on the US-101 viaduct, 
north of the property would be approximately 
299 feet in the 2026 and 2031 conditions and 
229 feet (to High Speed Rail tracks) in the 2040 
condition.  

• The nearest tracks on the run-through track 
embankment, northeast of the property would 
be approximately 339 feet in the 2026 and 
2031 conditions and 280 feet (to High Speed 
Rail tracks) in the 2040 condition.  

Based on the modified run-through track alignment, 
operational noise and vibration levels for 
commercial and industrial land uses without 
outdoor uses, as well as for community members 
on Ducommon Street south of LAUS are 
characterized as follows:  

• Noise – The permanent increase in noise 
levels are anticipated to be lower than what 
was considered in the Draft EIR because 
intervening buildings (that are not noise or 
vibration sensitive) would remain in place. In 
addition, the modified run-through track 
alignment would be located closer to US-101 
further away from buildings on Ducommon 
Street. With the presence of intervening 

1-)~ 
®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-494 

buildings along Commercial Street, 
operational noise would be attenuated; thereby 
resulting in an approximate 1-2 decibel 
reduction in this area throughout operations 
as compared to what was analyzed in the Draft 
EIR.  

• Vibration – Vibration levels are anticipated to 
be lower than what was considered in the Draft 
EIR because the modified run-through track 
alignment would shift approximately 125 to 
150 feet north of the alignment evaluated in 
the Draft EIR and the building north of 611 
Ducommun Street would not be demolished. 

Construction 

During construction of the Final EIR project, 
construction noise and vibration would still occur at 
the subject property; although there would be a 
significant reduction of construction activity than 
was considered in the Draft EIR.  

As discussed in Final EIR Section 10.0, Final EIR 
Project Supporting Documentation, due to modified 
run-through track alignment being shifted north of 
Commercial Street, temporary noise and vibration 
levels would occur at non-noise or vibration 
sensitive commercial and industrial buildings along 
Commercial Street that would be kept in place rather 
than displaced under the Draft EIR alignment. 
Temporary noise and vibration levels at the subject 
property would decrease from what was previously 
considered in the Draft EIR for Segment 3 of the 
project study area (Draft EIR Table 3.6-13), due to 
the presence of intervening buildings that would 
help attenuate construction-related noise and 
vibration.  
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Regardless of the project modifications, impacts 
from construction related noise associated with the 
Final EIR project would remain significant and 
unavoidable because noise levels would remain 
above 80 dBA Leq (within 100 feet of sensitive 
receptors) during daytime hours throughout much 
of project study area, and  nighttime construction 
activities in close proximity to William Mead Homes 
and Mozaic Apartments could exceed 70 dBA Leq at 
distances of up to 300 feet, which would exceed 
FTA’s 8 hour nighttime noise standard. Impacts 
resulting from construction vibration were 
determined to be less than significant in the Draft 
EIR and the Final EIR. 

IND 86-2 Metro is in receipt of the comments provided on the 
Draft EIR and will be in contact with affected 
property owners and stakeholders to discuss project 
concerns and consider methods to address 
concerns identified through this additional 
stakeholder outreach.  

1-)~ 
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IND 87-1 Comment noted. 

IND 87-2 A portion of the pedestrian passageway would be 
removed to accommodate the West Plaza. No 
modifications to the historic ticketing or waiting 
halls are proposed.  

IND 87-3 A canopy is proposed over the West Plaza to provide 
weather protection. Weather protection would also 
be provided via the roof of the above-grade 
passenger concourse and expanded passageway, in 
addition to individualized canopies on each of the 
platforms.  

As discussed in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, in 
the Draft EIR, the existing pedestrian passageway 
would be demolished and replaced by the expanded 
passageway. The Draft EIR does disclose that the 
expanded passageway would not convey the historic 
feeling and association currently experienced by 
visitors or travelers compared to the present, largely 
original pedestrian passageway at LAUS.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 87-1 

IND 87-2 

IND 87-3 

IND 87-4 

IND 87-5 

1-)~ 

February 10, 2019 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
Link Deputy Project Manager 
Metro Hcadquarteili 
One Gateway Pl87.8 (Mail Stop MS 99-17-2) 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

Ref: MT A LINK UNION ST A TION DEIR 

Dear Mr. Chio 

Subject Comments and Suggestions on the DEIR 

I first saw and used Union Station in 1944, and I still used it now that I am retired from 
its current owner, LA Metro. I was struck then with the simplicity and ease of use that 
was and still is Union Station. When r fiilil viewed the several Alternatives for the LINK 
plan, I was shocked. The cost will be an unnecessary 2.4 billion dollars. And when they 
are finished, I fear the station will never be the same. Below arc a few of my observations 
and opinions. I speak only as an individual. 

One plan calls for the day-lighting of the Passenger Concourse's tunnel that lakes one 
from the main slalioo room to the tracks. Then they will widen the old area. So 
commercial development can be installed. 

• Passengers will be confused by the lack of a direct path to the platforms. There 
will be a long, wide open-air space with 110 protection from the rain (If it ever 
rains again!) At the present time, passengers are protected from the waiting room 
to the platforms. This would destroy the historic passenger concourse-tunnel 
interface. 

• These new plans seem to revolve around the needs of a commercial mall and not 
the needs of a passenger station. Passenger convenience should come first 
Commuteili going to and coming from work are rushing to get a troin to go home. 
Most would not be interested in shopping. Now, there are enough places to gel 
food and drinks. Furthermore, a similar scheme, at LA City Hall, has become 
lackluster eyesore. 

• The other Alternative calls for a huge circular glass structure over the redesigned 
Platform area. Passengers would have to climb many 
stairs or look for elevators and escalatoili. This would also be a burden 
oo disabled, smior passengers such as myself. The huge glass structure would 
turn into a hot house in the Southern California weather. It would need a 
monumental, high energy air-conditioning system in this new era of energy 
conservation. 

] 
] 
] 
] 

l 
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IND 87-4 The following fundamental requirements that align 
to the project objectives (described in Section 2.6 of 
the Draft EIR) and which are essential to operation 
of the concourse were used as the basis to 
determine if a concourse concept was feasible:  

• Transit Interconnectivity 

• Egress Routes and Passenger Safety 

• Passenger Circulation  

• Baggage Handling Operations 

• Program Organization and Operations 

Retail and commercial uses are considered ancillary 
uses.  

IND 87-5 Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements.  

Although additional operations and maintenance 
activities (window washing and use of an HVAC 
system) are required for the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse, in terms of the 
environmental topics evaluated during the CEQA 
process, the at-grade passenger concourse 
associated with the build alternative would result in 
additional excavation, and associated traffic, air 
quality, and cultural resources impacts as compared 
to the above-grade passenger concourse (described 
in Section 5.4.2, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR). This 
rationale is the basis for concluding the proposed 
project has less environmental impacts than the 
build alternative. 

1-)~ 
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The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

1-)~ 
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IND 87-6 Please see Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts. 

IND 87-7 Although this comment does not address 
environmental topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor 
is safety evaluated under CEQA, to be responsive to 
the comment, the project is being designed to 
Metrolink engineering standards (SCRRA Design 
Criteria Manual, dated November 2014) that require 
a continuous track slope in the station platform area 
of no more than 0.2 percent to prevent “roll-out.” 
Please see Key Issue Response OT-1: Track 
Elevation Slope Safety and Runaway Trains. 

IND 87-8 The commenter’s support for the run-through 
tracks is noted.  

IND 87-9 Please see Key Issue Response OT-4: Adjacent 
Parallel Tunnels. 

IND 87-10 Since project inception, Metro has recognized the 
complexity involved in the construction of the 
proposed project on an operating rail terminus, 
while maintaining local and regional transit/rail 
operations and minimizing disruption to 
passengers and other station customers. As a 
requirement of Mitigation Measure TR-3 (described 
in Section 3.3.6 of the Draft EIR), detailed 
construction staging plans would be prepared with 
the objective of limiting disruptions to the various 
local/regional/intercity transit/rail and bus 
operators and passengers that utilize LAUS. These 
plans would be subject to review and approval by 
the current rail operators.  

IND 87-6 

IND 87-7 

IND 87-8 

IND 87-9 

IND 87-10 

IND 87-11 

IND 87-12 

1-)~ 

the character of the location. There will be two starkly different halves 
• Either of the proposed additions to Union Station would totally change ] 

to the station. On one side, we will have the original historic California Hispanic 
Revival - very beautiful by itself and a radically new non--00mpatible structure. 

• One proposal calls for raising the tracks and platfonns fifteen feet 
that would create a slope in the station tracks that could allow a 
train to become a runaway. They would mitigate this potential problem 
at great expense by raising the whole platform tracks beck to the Los Angeles 
River. Then raising the tracks along the West river bank for at least a mile. This 
would necessitate the raising of more than one street bridge passing over the 
tracks. Also, the demolition of the historic Roman Arch railroad bridge that 
carries the throat of the yard over Cesar Chavez Ave. (formally Brooklyn Ave.) 

. 

• The new "run-through tracks" should be built regardless of what happens •] 
to the station. Such run-through tracks were discussed in a meeting I 
attended over thirty years ago! They were needed forty years ago and 
are more needed now. Run-through tracks were included in the original 
Union Station plans (circal939). However, the railroads that built the 
Station balked at paying for the extra trackage. 

• The station is functioning well right now. One of the main reasons that ] 
re-designing the station is proposed is that LA Metro doesn't feel that the 
current passenger concourse could handle the doubling of passengers 
predicted in the coming years. The original plans of the Station called for 
there to be two additional passenger tunnels built. one on each side of the 
current CODCOUISC. They made the provision for additional tunnels when 
they built the Station. 

inconvenienced for years. It will be confusing for them to reach then-
• This project is so huge that during re--00nstruction, passengers will be ] 

destinations. 

• The money that would be spent on these changes to Union Station J 
could build a new Light Rail Line. 

In closing, I would like to suggest that just two new passenger tunnels and the l 
Run-through tracks be built The ticlccnng area is small and could be enlarged. 
This would save two billion dollars. It would also keep the integrity of the 
original station. Thank you for giving me this opportunity to offer c-0mmcnts. 

Sincerely, 

~k-~ 
AlanK Weeks 
5242 Mt Helena Ave. 
Los Angeles, CA 90041 

-2-
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IND 87-11 Comment noted. 

IND 87-12 Comment noted.  

1-)~ 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 88-1 Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 88-2 The need for operations and maintenance activities 
(window washing and use of an HVAC system) is 
noted. 

IND 88-3 The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
concourse is noted.  

IND 88-1 

IND 88-2 

IND 88-3 

1-)~ 

Name: Stephen Laux 

Date Received: 2/15/2019 

Format Received: Comment Form 

Comment: 

I th i~k the At-Grade a lternative is the best choice for our t ransit future. If we a re truly 

tra~sitioni1g to a city that prio ritizes -nass t-ansit, we have to make sure that th is 

tra~sit is effective. For t ransfe r stations like Union Station, a key marker of 

effectiveness and user-frie1dliness will be is how easy it is to make transfe rs. As 

someone who uses transit heavily (for 90% of my trios) , a nd has used many different 

metro systems, I can very easily see that it will be sig1ificantly easier to make 

t ra~sfers with the at-grade alte rnat ive than with the above-grade alte-native. 

Moreover, the above-grade alter1ative's glass circle will need to be air co1ditioned ] 

in the summer, a situation which will only be exacerbated by global wa rming. 

Tra ~sferring between t ra ins is the primary use o f a trai1 station. I think the at-grade ] 

alternative should be selected ove' the above-grade alternative, in o rder to help the 

statio~ better serve its users, fo r general sustainability, and the grander purpose of 

a more t ransit-o rie~ted futu re Southern Californ ia. 
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IND 89-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s support of the run-through tracks 
is noted.  

Metro’s project implementation approach does 
include two main phases to implement proposed 
infrastructure, with the run-through tracks and 
signal communication work being implemented 
first as part of Phase A and the elevated rail yard with 
concourse improvements being implemented as 
part of Phase B. 

IND 89-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Mike Brady 

Date Received: 2/20/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Nice project, but the cost is ridiculous. (onside' chasing: the run-through tracks 

and associated signaling are definitely job # I. You ca1 patch the existing tunnel 

concourse into that and it'll wo'k as an inte'im project. What would that cost as a 

Phase l, leaving the fa1cy concourse for a second phase pe-haps associated with 

HSR that'll never happen. Or sell the ove-head concourse rights to so11ebody with 

corporate mo1ey. In a1y case, find a way to get the run-through t racks goi1g NOW, 

to improve train ope'atio1, without tying it up a1othe r 20 years while you look fo r 

billion$$ fo r the dream project. Mike Brady PS: 

yes, I do use the statio1, 01 busi1ess trips to LA. Fly to Burbank, train dow1tovm. 

Excell e1t t,ansportation option, about 2-2 l /2 hours to office in downtown LA from 

when I ar·ive at the airoort parking lot. Longer on return because Southwest is 

consta1tly wrecking its afternoon and even ing schedules. 
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IND 90-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 90-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Karl Lauff 

Date Received: 2/20/2019 

Format Received: Email 

H i, I support the at grade concou rse option, ii w ill be mo'e efficient fo r pedestrians l 
moving around the station. The elevated doughnut opt ion that will requ ire fa r more 

walking is undesirable. 

Thanks, 

Karl 
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IND 91-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and 
Cultural Enhancement Programs. 

IND 91-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Sarah Cifarell i 

Date Received: 2/28/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Union Station is a beautiful , vib rant, and important oublic space for Los Angeles. ] 

Please cons ider including a rts and cultural programming to further enhance and 

humanize the t ra1sportation experie1ce for mill ions of locals and visitors. 

Thank you! 
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IND 92-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and 
Cultural Enhancement Programs.  

IND 92-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Mark Steve1 Greenfield 

Date Received: 2/28/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

The need fo r a comp-ehensive art a 1d cultu ral prog rams is an esse 1tial element to 

all develoome1t as it cont,ibutes to issues of quality of life. In the a rea of 

tra'lsoortat io1 the need is oarticularly acute in that such orogram ming can se<ve to 

have a stabilizing effect in what could otherwise be a st,essful environment. Such 

programming could take the form of visual a'ls, music, and/ o r perfo rmance and 

should be incorporated seamlessly into any pla1s fo r the U1ion Station expa ns ion. 
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IND 93-1 As discussed in Section 3.12, Cultural Resources, in 
the Draft EIR, Page 3.12-36 reports that an 
archaeological field survey was conducted for the 
project that failed to locate any evidence of the 
previously recorded resources, including the Mojave 
Road segment (P-19-187085). 

As disclosed on Page 3.12-38 of the Draft EIR, the 
only artifact or feature recorded within the ADI from 
the Spanish-Mexican Period found to date is in 
relationship to archaeological site CA-LAN-1575/H 
and is an earthen ditch, Zanja 654. 

IND 93-2 As discussed on Page 3.12-33 of the Draft EIR, and 
as reported in the Link US Cultural Resources Impact 
Assessment Report (Appendix N of the Draft EIR), 
the northwest portion of the Friedman Bag 
Company – Textile Division Building was 
constructed in 1906, with additions in 1941 and 
1954. The evaluation of the property for the CRHR 
discloses that it is only the northwest portion of the 
building that is considered a historical resource 
under CEQA. Yes, the entirety of the structure is 
proposed to be demolished upon implementation 
of the project. 

IND 93-3 Mitigation Measure HIST-1d (described in Section 
3.12.6 of the Draft EIR) is part of a four-part 
mitigation measure for LAUS as a resource. This 
mitigation measure includes provisions that allow 
for an educational display that specifically targets 
the history of LAUS and how it was used by past 
railroad passengers, which may include the use of 
the station by the Super Chief train. Additionally, 
Mitigation Measure HIST-6 includes a provision for 
educational outreach to inform the public regarding 

IND 93-1 

IND 93-2 

IND 93-3 

IND 93-4 

IND 93-5 

1-)~ 

Name: Andrea Bardsley Bean M.A. 

Date Received: 3/1/2019 

Format Received: Ema il 

Hello, 

As a member of the interested public, I wou ld like to co11ment on the Link US D-aft 

El R. Were any surveys conducted soecifically to find evide1ce o f the Mojave Road 

alignment in the project a rea (o' ADI)? 

We-e any a rtifacts at all fou1d d uri ng previous field work that dated to the oeriod of 

significance fo r the Mojave Road (1830ish)? 

In Figure 13.12-9, the Friedman Bag Company historical resource boundary seems l 
to encomoass only a portion of the existi1g structure. 

Is this correct, and will the whole structure be demolished u1der the current oro;ect? 

Would the LAUS Educatio1al Exhibit (HIST-Id) include info-mation about other 

historic aspects of the oroperty, e.g. historic Chinatown, or the use of the station by 

the Supe r Chief t rain? 

Will there be a public educational exhibit related to Archaeological Site CA-LAN-

1575/ H somewhere o~ the orooerty of the LAUS? 

Would this be oart of a Public Particioatio1 or Outreach Plan as desc-ibed in HIST-

6? 

And will the Public Outreach Plan also be a public document, ava ilable fo r review 

fro11 members of the i1terested public? 

l 

Why are pa leontological ,esou,ces discussed under the cultural ,esou 'ces section? ] 

Aren't those separate resource types? 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-507 

the significance of Historic Chinatown and other 
aspects of the history of the location.   

IND 93-4 The language included for Mitigation Measure 
HIST-6 on Page 3.12-84 of the Draft EIR states that 
the public outreach and education plan may include 
visual/educational exhibits or murals within LAUS. 

Yes, the public educational exhibit is part of the 
Public Participation or Outreach Plan, as required by 
Mitigation Measures HIST-6. 

As required by Mitigation Measure HIST-6, Metro 
shall develop this public outreach and educational 
plan with consultation and input from consulting 
Native American Tribes and other potential 
stakeholders, such as historical societies or other 
members of the interested public. 

IND 93-5 Paleontological resources were included under 
Section 3.12 for Cultural Resources because under 
the 2018 CEQA guidelines, their impacts were 
considered under this category. Section 3.1.4 of the 
Draft EIR describes how the 2019 CEQA guidelines 
were addressed. 

 

1-)~ 
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IND 93-6 Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps were 
inadvertently included twice. The text on Pages 3.12-
25 and 3.12-26 in the Final EIR was revised as 
follows: 

The following resources were consulted for further 
background research (Appendix N of this EIR):  

• City of Los Angeles Historic Resources 
Survey (SurveyLA) – City of Los Angeles 
Historic Resources Survey 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials  

• Online Archive of California  

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps  

• City Directories  

• Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including 
the County assessor’s improvement 
books 

• ProQuest Historical Los Angeles Times 
Database  

• Newspapers.com database  

• Metro documents library  

• Southern California Rapid Transit 
District Metro Rail project construction 
drawings (circa [ca.] 1987)  

IND 93-6 

1-)~ 

Also, unde, the 11ethodology section, the "Sanbor1 Fire l1surance Company maos" ] 

are listed twice. Was there a separate map type consulted, or is that just a typo? 

Thanks you for your time and attention. 

Kind regards, 

A-id rea Bean •· Andrea Bardsley Bean M.A. An thropology -Archaeology a.c. 
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• SurveyLA 

• Caltrans As-Built Drawing Archives 

• Caltrans Historic Bridge Inventory 

• Historic Aerials  

• Online Archive of California  

• Sanborn Fire Insurance Company maps  

• City Directories  

• Los Angeles Department of Building and 
Safety permits 

• Los Angeles County archives, including 
the County assessor’s improvement 
books 

• ProQuest Historical Los Angeles Times 
Database  

• Newspapers.com database  

• Metro documents library  

• Southern California Rapid Transit 
District Metro Rail project construction 
drawings (circa [ca.] 1987)  

1-)~ 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 94-1 Correct, the 45-day public comment period closed 
March 4, 2019. 

IND 94-2 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

IND 94-3 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 94-4 Comment noted. 

IND 94-1 

IND 94-4 

IND 94-3 

IND 94-2 

1-)~ 

AIHARA &. A S S OC IAT E S INS U RA NCE S E RVIC E S , IN C . 

250 L lsl Street, Suite 900, Los Angelca, Ollifomi:J. 90012. 

Ph: 213 626 9625 F,,c 213 626 5852 

February 27, 2019 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
· One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via email to: linkunionstation@metro.net 

RE: Link US - Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

I understand that Metro is evaluating the Link Union Station (Link US) project 
to address the forecasted increase In ridership, expand regional rail 
conneclivity, and create potential opportunities for transit-oriented 
development. I also understand that the Metro is currently collecting 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. · l 
1 urge you to please consider completing a Project Study Report (PSR) to l 
explore widening the Alameda Street Bridge, making improvements to the US-
101 on and off ramps, and·reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lane. 

Also, 1 am against permanently closing off any streets around on or around l 
Commercial and Vignes due to this 'improvement' and expansion of the Union 
Station. If done, would negatively impact traffic in that area which includes 
legacy Little Tokyo businesses and the headquarters for the North American 
Jodu Shinshu Hongwanji. 

As a community stakeholder, I see the need for these improvements and how 
they will better serve the Downtown community and enhance Alameda Street 
but let's do it smartly! 

-S~J'd ·L-
Douglas Aihara 
President 

) 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 95-1 Comment noted. Correct, the 45-day public 
comment period closed March 4, 2019. 

IND 95-2  Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 95-3 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 95-2 

IND 95-1 

IND 95-3 

1-)~ 

SIIKIH'L IIAYASIII 
18521 Collman An'luw 

Carson. CaUfornb 917-16-17-U 
Km,-.H: hub_angt"l~ atlnd 

March I I, 2019 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17-2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via email to: llnkunionstation@metro.net 

RE: Link US - Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

My name is Sheryl Hayashi, and I am a member of Nishi Hongwanji Buddhist Temple 
in the Little Tokyo community. I am also the parent chair of Boy Scout Troop 738 and 
advisor of the Sangha Teens youth group which are both affiliate organizations of Nishi 
Hongwanji Buddhist Temple. 

I understand that Metro is evaluating the Link Union Station (Link US) project to 
address the forecasted increase in ridership, expand regional rail conneciivity, and 
create potential opportun ities for transit-oriented development. I also understand that 
the Metro is currently collecting comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

In the DEIR, it appears that Metro is planning to permanently close Vignes Street at ] 
Commercial Street so as to install the foundation for overhead tracks. Closing Vignes 
would have a tremendous impact on the Little Tokyo neighborhood, and I request that 
Metro re-engineer the track foundation to avoid this impact of a permanent 
c losure of Vignes Street. 

Even without a permanent closure of Vignes, this construction projeci will cause 
negative impacts via the traffic created from the temproary street closures. Therefore, 
we are asking for minimal temporary closures of Commercial, Vignes. Garey, and 
Center Street, and strongly oppose the simultaneous closure of these streets. 
Throughout this process, we request that the Little Tokyo community is given advanced 
notice and proper communication to all Little Tokyo stakeholders - but especially those 
in the area (such as Nishi Hongwangji Buddhist Temple, Fukui Mortuary, Upper Crust 
Enterprises, and others in this area) that will be immediately and directly impacted. 
However, proper communication should be maintained with all Little Tokyo 
stakeholders, as these street closures will impact the entire neighborhood during 
construction. 
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IND 95-4 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of the modifications 
to the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.1) and the detailed 
description of the modifications described in 
Section 2.0, Project Description, of the Final EIR. 

IND 95-5 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The proposed project was modified in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR. Please see the 
summary of modifications to the proposed project 
after Draft EIR public review (described in Section 
7.2) and the detailed description of the 
modifications in Section 2.0, Project Description of 
the Final EIR. 

IND 95-4 

IND 95-5 

1-)~ 

Mr. Vincent Chio 
March 1, 2019 
Page Two 

Further, I urge you to please consider completing a Project Study Report (PSR) to ] 
explore widening the Alameda Street Bridge, making improvements to the US-101 on 
and off ramps, and reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lane. 

As a temple member, ~ is vital that the project be re-engineered so as to not 
permanently close Vignes as this would negatively affect routes to access the Nishi 
Hongwanji Buddhist Temple which is on the comer of 1st Street and Vignes. My 
children attend Girl Scouts and Boy Scouts at the temple and are also members of 
youth groups, Jr. YBA and Sangha Teens at the temple. We hold many fundraisers 
and it would adversely affect the attendance at our fundraising events. I also request 
for ongoing and more explicit communication and coordination about these projects, 
and its potential impacts to the little Tokyo neighborhood. 

Yours very truly 

Sheryl Hayashi 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-513 

 

IND 96-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project is being proposed to meet the 
forecasted increases in regional rail/intercity train 
trips, thereby reducing train idling time at LAUS, and 
improving on-time performance for trains using 
LAUS. The proposed project would reduce train 
congestion in the station throat by the elimination 
of some in-and-out train movements due to run-
through operations, thus enhancing the efficiency of 
train movements through the throat area and the 
entire Metrolink system. The proposed project 
footprint does not include the existing rail bridges 
over the Los Angeles River, with the exception of the 
North Main Street Bridge to accommodate safety 
improvements. 

 

IND 96-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Eric Reese 

Date Received: 3/3/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

When consulting with Metrolink/SCRRA on the Link US Pro;ect, was there a1y 

mention or olan of the Link US Project helping to speed up travel times on the 

Antelope Valley and Ventu ra County Li1e trai1s from the Glendale Statio1 to U1ion 

Station (LAUS) seg-nent? The li -n ited capacity of Union Station terminal tracks and 

the 1eed to wait for departing trai1s at the throat sectio1 of the station is currently 

a major contributing factor in the slow speeds that a re encou1tered in the section 

fro'l1 Glendale to LAUS. I was also wondering if there are any plans o r me1tio1s to 

add a bridge across the LA River fo r access lo the SCRRA River Subdivision East 

Bank Tracks and the SCRRA Sa1 Gabriel Subdivision (from the southern extension)? 

This would help to increase station capacity by el iminating the need fo r San 

Ber1ardino Line trains to reverse out of the station, increase dispatching flu idity, and 

would decrease the time need to tur1 a train at LAUS (eliminates the need for the 

engineer to move from the cab ca, to the locomotive as well as having to initiate the 

PTC system when switch i1g ends fro'l1 the t rain set). 
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IND 97-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

All comments received via the online database have 
been received by the project team, and responses to 
comments are prepared in accordance with CEQA 
requirements.  

 

IND 97-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Greg Heel 

Date Received: 3/3/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Quick question. If I submit my comment by email, will I get an acknowledgement ] 

that you received it~ I'm debat ing whether to walk it in or just email it but I'd like 

some quick acknowledgement that it was received. 

Let me know, Thanks, 

Greg Heet 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 98-1 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 98-2 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

IND 98-3 Simultaneous closure of roadways in the project 
study area would be avoided to the maximum extent 
practicable, although some roadways may need to 
be closed for an extended period of time. 
Regardless, detours will be provided to maintain 
access and connectivity throughout the community.  

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 98-1 

IND 98-2 

IND 98-3 

IND 98-4 

IND 98-5 

1-)~ 

Name: Joanne Kuma'l'loto 

Date Received: 3/ 3/2019 

Format Received: Email 

l) Re-e1ginee, the track foundation to avoid :>ermanent closure of Vig1es Street. ] 

Vignes is the main North South alternative to Alameda Street for the East Little 

Tokyo and A,ts Dist, ict. 

2) METRO 1eeds to provide advance 1otice with proper communication to all of 

Little Tokyo stakeholders of temporary st reet closu,es du,ing constructio1 

3) METRO should minimize te'l'lporary closure and simultaneous closure of 

Co'l'lmercial, Vignes, Ga,ey and Center st reets. 

4) METRO needs to study the envi,on-nental im:>acl of noise/sound and ai, of the 

multi ple METRO projects · Regional Connector, Division 20 a1d Link Us to the 

stakeholders and commu1ity in the area. 

5) METRO needs to include :>edestrian access from the Little Tokyo Vignes area 

directly to Union Station via a :>edest,ian bridge over the l 01 freeway fro'l'l U1ion 

Station to Com11ercial/Garey Streets. 

] 
] 
] 
] 
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IND 98-4 Section 4.0, Cumulative Impacts, of the Draft EIR 
analyzed cumulative environmental impacts from 
other projects. Both the Regional Connector Transit 
Project and Metro Division 20 Portal Project were 
included in the list of cumulative projects.  

IND 98-5 Mitigation Measure LU-1 (described in Section 3.2.6 
of the Draft EIR) includes provisions for a dedicated 
bicycle/pedestrian bridge over US-101 from LAUS to 
the area south of US-101 if funding is identified.  

1-)~ 
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 This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 99-1 Comment noted. Correct, the 45-day public 
comment period closed March 4, 2019. 

IND 99-2 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

IND 99-3 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 99-1 

IND 99-2 

IND 99-3 

1-)~ 

March 3, 2019 

Kathryn A Bannai 
629 Traction Ave. , Apt. 456 

Los Angeles, CA 90013 
973-477-7550 

kbannai@gmail.com 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-17•2 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
via email to: linkunionstation@metro.net 

RE: Link US - Draft EIR 

Dear Mr. Chio: 

My name is Kathryn Bannai, and I am writing as a resident of the Little Tokyo 
community (I own a condominium unit at Mura, which is located east of Alameda 
Street). 

I understand that Metro is evaluating the Link Union Station (Link US) project to 
address the forecasted increase in ridership, expand regional rail connectivity, 
and create potential opportunities for transit-oriented development. I also 
understand that Metro is currently collecting comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report ("DEIR"). 

In the DEIR, it appears that Metro is planning to permanently close Vignes Street 
at Commercial Street so as to install the foundation for overhead tracks. Closing 
Vignes Street would have a tremendous impact on the Little Tokyo neighborhood, 
and I request that Metro re-engineer the track foundation to avoid this impact of a 
permanent closure of Vignes Street. 

Even without a permanent closure of Vignes Street, this construction project will 
cause negative impacts by way of the traffic created from the temporary street 
closures. Therefore, t am asking for minimal temporary closures of Commercial, 
Vignes, Garey, and Center Streets, and strongly oppose the simultaneous 
closure of these streets. Throughout the process, I request that the Little Tokyo 
community and all its stakeholders be given advance notice - especially those in 

. 

-

] 

l 

®Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
7.0 Response to Comments 

 

 

 7-518 

 
IND 99-4 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 

Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 99-5 Please see Key Issue Response OT-2: Little Tokyo 
Community Comments. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

 

IND 99-4 

IND 99-5 

IND 99-3 
Contd. 

1-)~ 

Vincent Chio, Link US Deputy Project Manager 
March 3, 2019 
Page 2 

the immediate vicinity that will be directly impacted (e.g., Nishi Hongwangji 
Buddhist Temple, Fukui Mortuary, Upper Crust Enterprises). However, proper 
communication should be maintained with all Little Tokyo stakeholders, as these 
street closures will impact the entire neighborhood during ccnstruction. 

Further, I urge you to please consider completing a Project Study Report (PSR) 
to explore widening the Alameda Street Bridge, making improvements to the US-
101 on and off ramps, and reconfiguring the High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) 
lane. 

As a community stakeholder, I strongly believe it is vital that the project be re­
engineered so as to not permanently close Vignes Street as this would negatively 
impact Little Tokyo. And, as my residence is near Vignes Street, I use it regularly 
to travel to appointments and for other purposes; accordingly, I would personally 
be negatively affected by closure of Vignes Street. I also request ongoing and 
more explicit communication and coordination about these projects, and its 
potential impacts to the Little Tokyo neighborhood. 

Sincerely, 

Kathryn A. Bannai 

cc: Kristin Fukushima 
Doug Aihara 
Evelyn Yoshimura 

j 
l 

l 
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IND 100-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and 
Cultural Enhancement Program. 

 

IND 100-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Allison Porterfield 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comme nt: 

I would like to see robust arts, culture, and design pla1s in what looks to be a major 

project for a majo r transoorta tio1 hub in a 11ajor city. Los Angeles is multilayered 

and complex, with so ma1y differe1t cultu res and communities. I am born and 

raised i1 Los Angeles, a1d I still find it to be a place that can be ha rd to graso. This 

tra1soortat io1 hub is the perfect opportunity to introduce and showcase some of 

this City th rough a rts, culture, and design. If done well, this p-oject is an exciting 

chance to celebrate Los Angeles' beautiful comolexity and make peoole wa1t to 

explore more of it! Arts make the difference between have to and want to travel 

th rough a space like th is one. A t ransportation hub is often a first and last "taste" of 

a city. Please do not waste th,s opportunity! Arts a1d des ign make memorable what 

is otherwise a tra 1sitory space. When I t-avel, the a-ts and cultu re is what I seek out, 

reminisce 01, and what makes me want to retur1. It can so take ma1y fo rms and 

layers · musicians in a subway, interesting local foods, unique festivals, iconic 

architecture, integrated artworks , traveli1g exhibitions, and photogenic installations 

but it needs to feel authentic to the place. This is not just for my personal se1se of 

City pride, it makes eco1omic sense. A K1ight Foundation study, the Soul of the 

Community, found "a significant correlatio1 between community attachment and 

economic g rowth," and one of the top three -anked attachment indicato-s was 

aesthetics. Recently, the too co1sulting fi ,m McKinsey 'ecognized the impo--tance 

of des ign in their fall quarterly report, "The Business Value of Design." Los Angeles 

deserves high quality a rts, cultu re, and design in its oublic spaces, especially the 

soaces that are 11eant to be major transportation hubs. For it to be done well, it 

needs to be emphasized from the begin1ing. There is so 11uch cultu ral richness in 

this City, and it would be a shame not to plan how it w,11 be integrated and 

highl ighted i1 this important new soace! 
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IND 101-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The Gold Line is not proposed to be moved as a 
result of implementing the Link US project.  

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 101-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Fara-narz Nabavi 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Online Comm ent 

Comment: 

I support the construction of run-th rough t•acks at Unio1 Station, but oppose 

build i1g an elevated passe1ger terminal. I reco-nmend •emoving the motor vehicle 

d riveway paralleli1g the t racks to the west a nd moving the Met·o Gold Line to 

Alameda Street to make soace fo r ru1-through tracks. If the Gold Line is kept al its 

cu rrent location, the Project should include improved passenger access from the 

subway statio1 mezza1ine to the Gold Li ne, s uch as building a byoass to the east of 

the retail shops (Sta,bucks, etc.) fro-n the skylight at the west entra1ce to the subway 

to the pedestria1 tunnel between Union Station and the East Portal to imorove 

ci,culation a1d connectivity fo r passenge rs. The pedest rian tunnel might not need 

to be widened if Metro blocked Amtrak and law e nforcement f,om using golf carts 

and si-nilar devices to move people th rough the tu1nel fo r anyth i1g other tha1 an 

emergency. 

Faramarz Nabavi, 

Los A1geles, CA 

. 
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IND 102-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The commenter’s preference for the at-grade 
concourse is noted. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 102-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jaymes Dunsmore 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received : Email 

Dear Mr. Chio, 

As a daily Metrolink and Met,o ride r, I am excited that Metro is invesfr1g in 

improving Union Station with the Link US pro;ect, and I am e ncouraged that the 

proposed design will retai1 an at-grade connection in the form of the New Expa1ded 

Passageway. One of the be1efits of the Link US p'oject wil l be the time savings fo r 

Metroli1k passenge·s by 111p•oving the efficiency of t•ain operations , but a ny time 

savi1gs would be eliminated if passenge,s were forced to go up to an elevated 

concourse, walk in a frcle and the1 proceed down to the statio1 and Metro 

connections. For man)' passengers like 11yself, the choice to use Metro and 

Metrol i1k is based on conve1ience and time, and it's my ho:>e that the Lin k US 

project will improve the convenie1ce and reduce the time it takes to move th rough 

Union Stat ion. I urge you to co1sider the elimi1ation of the p·oposed elevated 

concourse and encourage you to :>rioritize the development of the Nev, Expa1ded 

Passageway. 

Thank you fo r your conside•atio1, 

)a)'mes Dunsmore, AICP 

. 

-
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IND 103-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 103-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Matthew Pearso1 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Wow, where to start? The only mental model I ca1 come uo v,ith where building a 

Hyi1g saucer over the -ails and making people t ravel th-ough it makes sense is that 

of a po litician who neve' uses public transoortation a 1d wants something p-etty they 

ca1 stand in front of and make a speech. It seems like a solution in search of a 

problem. Wide1 the passageway to handle extra oeople but leave the building mostly 

as-is . Maybe th -ow some vending machi1es in the passageway so peoole can grab 

a quick drink or s1ack, but the existing commercial soaces are located close enough 

that there 's no need lo shoehor1 them under O' above the ra il ya,d. A1 outdoor 

plaza betwee1 the Red/Purole line e1tra1ce and the oassageway is a te rrible idea: I 

don't want lo have to walk outs ide to t ra nsfer if it's ,aining. The dedicated HSR t racks 

outli1ed in the build alternative seem like overkill: the curves el iminate the speed 

differential between regional and high-speed trains, and 2 t ,acks is enough capacity 

unless HSR, Surfliner, and both Met rolink lines all need to ru1 more tha n every l 0 

minutes. So few of the people passi1g thro ugh he-e will have checked baggage that 

there's no need to place baggage claim in t he :,assageway. I am ignora1t of the 

soecific ope,atio1al requirements of taking bags f,om the trai n to the carousels, but 

as soace within the passageway is scarce, the use of it fo, an a 1cillary use should be 

minimized. 
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IND 104-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project implementation approach is discussed 
in Section 2.10.1 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in 
the Draft EIR, the loop track was planned to be 
constructed in Phase A, or the interim condition 
proposed for completion in 2026; however, the Final 
EIR project includes modifications including 
removal of the loop track. Please see the summary 
of modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. 

Please see Key Issue Responses PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements, and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

Section 5.0, Alternatives, of the Draft EIR includes 
preliminary renderings of the at-grade passenger 
concourse associated with the Build Alternative.  

IND 104-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Mario Anderson 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Email 

Dear Metro, 

I like the loop t rack. It's lo1g overdue a 1d amazing. I was wondering when that will I 
be built. Also I am confused 01 the above ground concourse. It seems unwalkable 

and also I ca n 't f11d the schematic for the below ground. How can I find it I would 

like to see them because I like both but I ca1't comoare them from what I found 

online. I am leaning at the cur-en! moment towa-d u1derground. 

Sincerely, 

M a-io Ande,son 
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IND 105-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

See response to Comment IND 104-1.  

The planned HSR system would be constructed as 
early as 2033. Please see Key Issue Responses PD 1: 
Passenger Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger 
Circulation and Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 105-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Mario Anderson 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

The loop 1s a great idea. Please do it with the high speed rail tracks. I love the plan. ] 
For the new co1course I like the u1derground however the above is cheape' . fo, the 

above g0ound please make 1t more walkable. It 1s so unwalkable that ring. Even if it 

was more square o r had a bridge in the middle it would help but as is I can't gel 
behind it. If a half billion comes out of nowhere please go fo, u1derground. 
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This comment does not address environmental topics evaluated 
in the Draft EIR, nor does it address the adequacy of the Draft 
EIR. However, to be responsive to the comment, general 
information and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

IND 106-1 Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times and PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements. 

The Final EIR project includes modifications based 
on comments received during the public comment 
period. Please see the summary of modifications to 
the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. 

IND 106-2 Section 3.12 of the Draft EIR includes a full analysis 
of impacts on historic properties, including LAUS. 
Please see Key Issue Response CR-2: Above-Grade 
Passenger Concourse Design and Indirect 
Environmental Impacts. 

IND 106-1 

IND 106-2 

1-)~ 

Name: Hank Fung 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Comment: 

Do not support the above grade o ption due to visual impacts to historic un ion ] 

Station and poor ci rcu lation , especia lly fo r seniors, famil ies and t he disabled, which 

would require multiple elevators to work a1d delay t -ansfer time. 

] There should be more detail regarding h istoric impacts for the elevated concou rse 

structure in t he EI R docu men!. 
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IND 107-1 The commenter’s support for the proposed project 
is noted.  

IND 107-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Jim Stutzman 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Email 

I real ly l ike the conceotion. It will bring Union Stat ion into the 21st century. I use ] 

Union Station 5 days a week. 

Thank you 

Jim Stutzman 

©Metro 
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IND 108-1 The extent of the proposed project does not include 
the Los Angeles River or any area east of the Los 
Angeles River (Section 2.2 of the Draft EIR). Soil 
contamination related to sites located east of the 
river is not likely to have migrated into the project 
footprint because of the physical separation of near-
surface soils by the Los Angeles River’s concrete 
lining. Additionally, regional groundwater flow 
direction is to the south; therefore, contaminants in 
the area are unlikely to be carried by groundwater 
across the natural north/south-oriented hydrologic 
divide created by the river valley. Upgradient 
groundwater contamination related to sites located 
outside of the project footprint may have migrated 
below the project footprint, as documented in the 
Link US Phase I ESA (Appendix M of the Draft EIR) 
and Section 3.10, Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials, of the Draft EIR. The potential for 
encountering contaminated groundwater during the 
course of the project, regardless of source, will be 
evaluated in the Phase II ESA (Mitigation Measure 
HAZ-2, described in Section 3.10.6 of the Draft EIR). 
All recommendations and requirements of the 
Phase II ESA will be implemented. 

See also Key Issue Response HAZ-1: Soil 
Contamination and Hazardous Waste/Materials.  

 

IND 108-1 

 

1-)~ 

Name: Richa-d Larsen 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received : Online Comment 

Comment: 

Hello, 

Although I'm 1ot autho, ized to respo1d on behalf of the cou1cil, the EIR 01ly 

add ressed contamination west of the rive r. He ,e i1 Lincoln Heigh ts we 'ecognize 

si--nilar tox ic sites :irobably exist east of the rive ' i1 the piggy back yards. Also we 

have a pipeli1e ru1ning up Pasadena Ave to Highland Park/Mount Washingto1 and 

beyond. Pipeline access points have resulted i1 unusable land such as at Ave 35 and 

Pasadena. If p,ogress is to be 11ade, these areas should be included as contributing 

to the e1viro1me1tal damage caused by the sa 11e entit ies. They should be de· 

contaminated, they should be included with this report as it is clearly -elated. As 

Chair of the Planning a nd Land Use Committee of the Li1coln Heights 

Neighborhood Council I am requesting 110,e time to address these issues p,io r to 

moving to the 1ext phase. 

Thank you, 

Rich a rd La rsen 
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IND 109-1 The comment notes the ambient noise level in the 
vicinity of the subject property (611 Ducommun 
Street) is low. Based on the evaluation conducted in 
Section 3.2, Land Use and Planning, the Draft EIR, 
the area is zoned for commercial and manufacturing 
uses and has a general plan land use of the same 
designation. For this reason, there are a number of 
manufacturing facilities and delivery hubs near 
611 Ducommun Street. The area is surrounded by 
existing noise sources, such as roadway vehicular 
traffic on US-101 (located 375 feet north of the 
property) and manufacturing and distribution 
facilities. 

See response to Comment 86-1 for a description of 
Metros efforts made in 2016 and 2017 to access the 
property, and the 62 dBA Leq measurement obtained 
at the subject property.  

Although a reference to previously prepared 
electromagnetic frequencies report is noted, factual 
evidence of the conclusion in the report was not 
attached to the comment letter for Metro to 
consider in response. Based on the design of the 
proposed project evaluated in the Draft EIR, the 
nearest tracks on the US-101 viaduct, north of the 
subject property would be approximately 166 feet in 
the 2026 and 2031 conditions and 89 feet (to HSR 
tracks) in the 2040 condition. The nearest tracks on 
the run-through track embankment, northeast of the 
property would be approximately 230 feet in the 
2026 and 2031 conditions and 200 feet (to HSR 
tracks) in the 2040 condition. These distances from 
tracks to the subject property are even further with 
the Final EIR project (see response to Comment 86-
1).  

IND 109-1 

IND 109-2 
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Comment on Link US Draft EIR 

Impact on 611 Ducommun Street 

GregHeet 
611 Ducommun Street 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

FOJ over for ty years, I have worked as a researcher and inventor a t 611 Oucommun Street, whte:h is in 

the project footprint (Figure 3.5-1). This quiet neighborhood has allowed me to do research and 

development on musical, mechanical, and medical projects including sleep enhancing devices and 

sensitive audio recordings. The ambient noise level is lowwhith makes these studies possible. 

In 2003, the MTA proposed a Goldlinc M etrolink spur to run down Ducommun Street en route to their 

maintenance yard by the LA River. Having heard whistling and whirring tones in my car radio as I drove 

near the existing tracks, I was concerned that the EMF generated by the trains might affect my recording 

equipment. I asked that this be tested and a study by Booz Allen showed that the Metrolink trains did in 

fact propagate EMF signals in the audio range well beyond 100 feet and that these signal.s would 

interfere with guitar amplifiers causing a buzzing that would make recording clean audio impossible. The 

proposed route was therearter rejected. I call attention to I.his because in the Link Union Station - Ora rt 

Environmental Impact Report, it is unclear how the noise and EM F signals will affect the health and 

viability of my business and research. 

Rumblings, screeches, wheel squeal, even horns, bells and whistles that often accompany trains could 
be coming to my place of business and research facility and negatively impacting my health and noise­

sensitive projects. 

From the charts and studies contained in the Draft EIR, i t is unclear how this will affect my health and 

business. 

Lack of Public Consultation 
While I have asked to be heard and to have questions answered for over two years, no one from the 

project has responded to my request.s. I was u nable to attend the public hearing in January but was told 
the team would be available to answer questions via phone or em.iii. My rec.entcontlct (M.itthew 

Maldonado of MBIMEDIA) has attempted to get someone to respond throughout t he beginning of this 

year (2019) to no avail. I was originally contacted a couple of years ago and tests were to be conducted 

and my space evaluated but that never occurred. In the future, perhaps an on line "open house" or at 

least "open house phone hours• would benefit public outreach allowing those who cannot attend the 

public meetings to get the ir questions 1mswered. Thank you for this opportunity to submit comments. 
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Additionally, the project does not include an 
increase in train service or operation of new 
electrified train service that would generate new 
sources of radio frequencies or electromagnetic 
frequencies. Potential impacts associated with 
operation of electrified HSR trains will be evaluated 
in the environmental documents prepared for the 
planned HSR system, specifically for the Burbank to 
Los Angeles and Los Angeles to Anaheim Project 
Sections.   

Pages 3.6-31, 3.6-38 and 3.6-45 of the Draft EIR 
disclose that construction of new run-through tracks 
would result in a new source of project-related noise 
for land uses nearby that would increase with 
operation of additional trains. 

U.S. EPA identified an annual average noise 
exposure level of 70 dBA as the safe level that can 
be experienced over a lifetime. Health impacts from 
noise are not expected because this level would not 
be exceeded by the project on a yearly basis inside 
611 Ducommun Street.  

The FTA and FRA guidelines establish a method to 
assess noise and vibration impacts on a property 
based on its existing use that are grouped into three 
land use categories based on noise or vibration 
(Categories 1 through 3). The subject property was 
not assigned one of these categories because 
without additional information related to the 
property owner’s assertion that the testing of 
musical devices at 611 Ducommun Street or 
records of prior monitoring of the facility to 
maintain a low ambient environment, it was not 
possible to assign the property to one of these 
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categories. For this reason the subject property is 
not identified as a noise- and/or vibration-sensitive 
land use in the charts and studies in the Draft EIR.  

Please see response to comment 86-1 for a 
description of how the proposed project 
modifications (described in Section 7.2) would 
affect noise and vibration levels at the subject 
property. Based on the results presented in Final EIR 
Section 10.0, Final EIR Project Supporting 
Documentation, a 1-2 dB reduction is anticipated to 
occur at the subject property because run-through 
tracks would be located further away from 
Ducommun Street and the buildings along 
Commercial Street would still be in place and would 
attenuate noise. 

IND 109-2 See response to Comment IND 109-1. During the 
45-day public review period, Metro did receive three 
correspondences from the property owner. In 
accordance with CEQA requirements, Metro 
gathered the comments received on the Draft EIR 
and prepared responses to the comments for 
incorporation in the Final EIR (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15132(d). Metro staff will conduct 
additional outreach to affected property owners 
prior to construction (see also responses to 
Comments 84 and 86).  

Metro has previously and will continue to 
implement a robust outreach program for the 
project with multiple venues and methods to 
provide comments. More information can be found 
on the project website. 
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IND 109-3 Based on the design of the proposed project 
evaluated in the Draft EIR, impacts on several 
businesses would occur due to the required 
acquisition of parcels to facilitate implementation of 
new run-through service. As discussed on Pages 
3.2-19 and 3.2-20 of the Draft EIR, the proposed 
project would be constructed mostly within the 
existing railroad ROW, and no residential 
communities or any other established communities 
are located within the project footprint. Therefore, 
for the purpose of analyzing land use impacts 
pursuant to Threshold 3.2-A, the proposed project 
would not physically divide an established 
community. Based on the design of the proposed 
project in the Draft EIR, run-through track 
infrastructure would be constructed where vacant 
properties and commercial and 
manufacturing/industrial land uses are currently 
present. 

As discussed in response to Comment 86-1 and 
109-1, the proposed project was modified in 
response to comments on the Draft EIR and the 
outcome of coordination activities with project 
funding partners. Please see the summary of 
modifications to the proposed project after Draft 
EIR public review (described in Section 7.2) and the 
detailed description of the modifications in Section 
2.0, Project Description of the Final EIR. As 
discussed in Final EIR Table 2-2, the Final EIR 
project would not physically divide an established 
community. 

IND 109-3 
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Neighborhood Character-Arts District 
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Delllil ofttie Arts District Neighborhood - Northern Area 

This neighborhood is in the northern-most part of the Arts District and is steadily growing. There are 

constant major projects underway expanding the living spaces and adding businesses that support the 

large Arts District population. This specifte northern portion or the Arls District is ce, tainly in 
development and since the d istrict ends at the 101 freeway to the north, every available property has 

the potential to enhance the district. The Link US rail project removes several properties from this 
crucial Arts District area. This will impact local businesses, such as the bre'WCry (Boomtown Brt wery), 
the spin classes, the art gallery (DENK), and the clothing business (Urgent Gear), which are within a few 

blocks of my property. There are plans for a rock-climbing gym on Oucommun Street and my location 
has been considered for an art gallery or restaurant This is an actively growing neighborhood and the 
Link US rail project would remove some of the limited properties in the DislTict, divide the District, bring 

daily noise and rumble to the area and cause months or years of construction impacts. 

By the time this project is being constructed, there will be even more living spaces and supporting 

community businesses, and the projects impacts will be even more devastating to the Arts District. 
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IND 109-4 Metrolink trains do not currently cross US-101 from 
the station. According to Transit Cooperative 
Research Program, Report 23, Wheel/Rail Noise 
Control Manual, Section 5.3.1.2 Trackwork 
Treatments, wheel squeal is generally reduced when 
tracks are lubricated, such as with water or other 
lubricant. The environmental analysis in the Draft 
and Final EIR assumes that run-through tracks near 
611 Ducommun Street over US-101 are not 
lubricated and would be on a tight radius turn in 
some areas, resulting in wheel squeal when dry.  

See response to Comment IND 109-1. Multiple 
attempts were made by the project team to evaluate 
the interior of the subject property during the land 
use categorization process. The Draft EIR includes a 
consideration of confirmed Category 1, 2, and 3 land 
uses in accordance with FTA/FRA criteria. As 
discussed in the Draft EIR, apartments and jails are 
considered noise-sensitive land uses. 

The short-term construction and long-term 
operational health risks associated with the 
proposed project are outlined in Section 3.5, Air 
Quality and Global Climate Change, of the Draft EIR, 
and Appendix G of the Draft EIR. Due to the larger 
impact on younger individuals, the health risk 
assessment focused on the residential and school 
uses within the project area. The health risk 
assessment also included the commercial offices 
closest to the rail platforms, where a larger 
percentage of the construction and operational 
emissions would occur. Although the land uses 
along Ducommun Street are located in the vicinity 
of run-through track infrastructure, they are located 
over 700 feet from the rail platforms. Therefore, the 

IND 109-4 

IND 109-5 

IND 109-6 
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Noise- Business and Health 
The existing Metrolink trains that leave UntOn Station on a curve auoss the 101 Free\vay produce wheel 

squeal after rains. The noise modeling for those trades did not predict the noise during rain events. The 

Draft link US EIR has similar modeling and it is unclear how the noise will~ different under varying 

weather conditions, such as rain. I assume that the LINK US trains are substantially larger and will 

produce more noise than the Metrolink t rains. It is unclear from the Ora ft EIH. Besides the obvious 

engine noise, bells, whisdes and honking, there is the piercing wheel squeal somewhat dismissed in the 
link US Draft EIR (section 3.&161. In that section i t states that there were no noi~ sensitive receptors 
within the screening distance. My property could be as dose as 50 feet from the tracks. The charts and 

tables are unclear as to the effects this may have on my health and that of my employees. It is also 

undear from the study tabies~ figures~ and d iscussion if I will be able to continue operating research and 
developrnenl activities whe,e low ambient noise levels are essential. 

There seemed to be a lot of consideration given lo the people in the nearby apartments and jails but 
concern for my operation and myself and staff were not part of this Draft EIR, I believe no one would be 

closer to these tncks than me and on a 9~degree curve at that. 

Uniquely Resonant Terrain on my Block 
My block is a particularly resonant/echoey street. The street is narrow and there are two-story high 

walls on three sides as the street dog-legs atone end. Noises from far away can reverberate in this 

per fect echo chamber. A bus around the corner is amplified on our street. There needs to be a study on 

my very resonant street, in front of my building and on the roof area where large parallel walls create 

amplification at certain frequencies. What those frequencies are needs to be determined and then 
compared with the fr equencies the trains produce including low freq uency rumbles. 

-

Vibration - Business and Hea Ith 1 
Big trains create an intense rumble. You know when a train passes even when inside and you cannot 
hear the engine. There is a rumble that propagates through the ground. Noise and vibration can affect 

health and of cours!' win affttt a noise s!'nsitive business like my own. It is unclear f-rom your charts how 

this will affect my health and that of my employees exposed to this 24 hours a day to various degrees. 

In Table 4-3 from the Noise and Vibration report, the footnote says "Vibra tion-sensitive manufacturing 

or research would require debiled evaluation to define the acceptable vibr.1tion levels ... ". 
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project’s health risks at these land uses along 
Ducommun Street would be lower than those 
estimated for the Metro Offices and the Terminal 
Annex. As shown in Tables 3.5-30 through 3.5-40, 
Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global Climate Change, 
of the Draft EIR, the impacts at the Metro Offices 
and Terminal Annex would be less than significant. 
The less than significant conclusion remains with 
the Final EIR Project as discussed in Final EIR 
Section 10.0, Final EIR Project Supporting 
Documentation, 

IND 109-5 The specific acoustic properties of the building (at 
the exterior and interior) and the block would need 
to be tested to ascertain what effects are present to 
fully respond to this comment. The testing could 
only be completed if the property owner is agreeable 
to allowing field crews into the building to conduct 
the testing. Metro staff will continue to conduct 
outreach to affected property owners prior to 
construction. See response to Comment IND 109-1. 

IND 109-6 See response to Comment IND 86-1 and 109-1. 
Upon implementation of the Final EIR project, noise 
and vibration levels at the subject property would be 
reduced from what was previously considered in the 
Draft EIR. The footnote is intended to indicate that 
additional information may be needed on a site-
specific basis to verify the use of the building and to 
identify what land use category is most applicable. 
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IND 109-6 
Contd. 
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From the Noise and Vibration report -what does this mean for mv busine .. (footnote) 
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IND 109-7 According to the 2018 FTA/FRA manual, it is 
extremely rare for vibration from train operations to 
cause substantial or even minor cosmetic damage. 
Even for fragile historic buildings, damage is unlikely 
except where the track is located very close to the 
fragile structure in question. The FTA/FRA manual 
(Table 7-5 on Page 186) provides structural damage 
criteria for four different structure types. Review of 
the structure at 611 Ducommun Street by a 
structural engineer would be needed to specifically 
assign the building to one of these categories, but 
conservatively assuming that it is 
building/structural Category III “Non-engineered 
timber and masonry buildings,” the vibration 
damage impact criterion is approximately 94 VdB. 
Predictions of project vibration at the structure 
indicate that trains operating would result in 
51 VdB, which is less than the damage criterion. 
Therefore, building damage due to operational 
vibration from the proposed project considered in 
the Draft EIR is not anticipated. The likelihood for 
building damage as a result of the Final EIR project 
is further reduced due to the modified run-through 
track alignment and presence of intervening 
buildings along Commercial Street. 

Please see the summary of modifications to the 
proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. Responses to 
Comment 86-1 and 109-1 provide information as to 
the updated noise and vibration levels anticipated at 
the subject property based on the Final EIR project 
modifications. 

IND 109-7 

IND 109-8 

IND 109-9 

IND 109-10 
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Fragile or Extremely Fragile structures 
My unreinforced masonry building was built in 1926 and is susceptible to ground \librations. Grout falls 
out w hen heavy trucks pass by. I rear the constant ground vibrations from the Link US trains could 

deteriora~ my okf brick walls creating a danger to ~pie in the buildingor on the side walk. The Draft 

EIR states that there are no fragile or extremelv fragile structures in the area (pages 3.6-17 - 3.6-181, I 
would like to know how this was determi ned and what the definition of a fragile structure is. 

] 
EMF - Business and Health l 
As tested by Booz Allen, the Metrolink trains produce a substomtial EMF signal in the audio range that 

spread at least 100 feet and would affect my sound operations. It is unclear from the Or aft EIR if there is 

either or both audio EMF propagation or higher frequency EMF. It is also uncle;1r therefore if either of 

the~ will atftt.t our health or my busin6s operations that are EMF sensiti~. As stated in the Draft EIR 
(Section 2.1.2 on page 2.6), Metrolink trains will likely use these tracks for particular routes and bring 

their confirmed EMF signals to the area. 

Artist-in-Residence 
As a full-time inventor, I often sleep at work. This has been the case since 1976. I have plans to convert 

the upstairs to an artist-in-residence space but there is no doubt it has servN:t as one tor 43 years. Th is 

location shou ld be treated as such in considering any impacts from the Link US rail project. 

Traffic Impact duri~ Construction 
The 101 freeway is heavily traveled, espttially the downtown section known as The Slot. It is often 

bumper to bumper and essential to manv Angelino's commute to and from work. The Draft EIR does not 

adequately address the duration of construction of a rather formidable bridge over that freeway 

designed to carry 8 trains. This substantial construction win most likely dose the frecwav for weeks or 

months as spanning 8-10 lanes wilh a train bridge is qui te a major undertaking. This impact is fa r greater 

than the study showing how traffic might increase AFTER the project is complete. I would like to see the 
studies by engineers confirming that this conslr uction could be completed al night only as this seems 

unlikely. This information should be made available and promoted to the general public and especially 

revealed to commuters and not just to those in the immediate neighborhood. If the freewav is shut 
down off -and-on for weeks o r months, this impact would far out\-veigh any local impacts in terms of 

number of people affected. I would like to see the EIR discuss potential detours and delays in detail for 

each segment of the project, as well as schedules and timelines of the expected detours and delays. 

] 
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IND 109-8 See response to Comment IND 109-1. 

IND 109-9 A Category 1 land use is the most noise-sensitive 
land use that FTA/FRA analyzes. Because the 
primary function of the property is currently a day 
use only business, and the interior of the property 
was not inspected to verify the use and activities 
conducted, analysis of the property as if it were a 
current or future residential use would be 
speculative. 

IND 109-10 The duration of construction for the proposed 
project is considered for each environmental 
resource topic and threshold under the temporary 
construction header for each environmental impact 
evaluation. Closure of US-101 for extended 
durations of time is not proposed because it would 
be unacceptable to Metro and Caltrans.  

As disclosed in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR, 
construction activity on US-101 would result in 
nighttime closure of freeway segments (slots) for a 
period of 8-12 weeks during weekends only. The 
freeway would stay open to traffic in any one 
direction at all times during construction. As 
discussed in Table 2-1 of the Final EIR, during 
construction of the Final EIR project, night closures 
on the US-101 are expected to last up to 20 
consecutive days but would not increase the traffic 
demand by more than 2 percent of the capacity; 
therefore, temporary construction impacts on the 
US-101 main line were determined to be less than 
significant.  
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The detailed freeway closure schedule and detour 
schedule and timelines will be developed during 
final design and included as part of the TMP, to be 
prepared per Mitigation Measure TR-1 
(Section 3.6.6 of the Draft EIR). The information on 
freeway closures will be publicized prior to the 
closure, which will be similar to the public outreach 
undertaken by Metro for other large infrastructure 
projects. 

Details on street closures and detours for each 
segment of the project study area are discussed on 
Page 3.3-30 of the Draft EIR. Final EIR Section 10.0, 
Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation, also 
includes a discussion of detours and local road 
closures associated with the Final EIR project.  
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IND 109-11  The map referenced in the comment letter was 
prepared solely for the public hearing on January 29, 
2019. The subject property is shaded grey to 
because Metro did not anticipate property impacts 
to occur based on the run-through track alignment 
considered in the Draft EIR. Although impacts to the 
subject property were not planned to occur, 
acquisition of properties along Commercial Street 
from Garey Street to Center Street were planned to 
facilitate the track curvature required to implement 
a new loop track south of LAUS.    

As discussed in Section 7.2 of the Final EIR, the 
proposed project was modified in response to 
comments on the Draft EIR and the outcome of 
coordination activities with project funding 
partners. Please see the summary of modifications 
to the proposed project after Draft EIR public review 
(described in Section 7.2) and the detailed 
description of the modifications in Section 2.0, 
Project Description of the Final EIR. Based on the 
modified run-through track alignment, the Final EIR 
project footprint was updated to avoid direct 
physical impacts to the properties south of 
Commercial Street (including the subject property 
located at 611 Ducommon Street).  

The HSR accommodation overlay boundary 
depicted on Figure 2-5 of the Draft EIR is a mere 
representation of the portion of the overall project 
footprint that is to support the planned HSR system.  

Metro staff will conduct outreach to affected 
property owners prior to construction. 

IND 109-11 

1-)~ 

Relocation/Acquisition/Easement For 611 Ducommun Is Unclear 

Property Impacts 
South of LA Union Station 

....... -----......, 
Pwdw,t,M ...... --• ::;:w..:~----

1,ckso,, St 

Property Impacts - What are the impacts for Property Impact #22? 

It is unclear if my property is considered impacted by the project in the Draft EIR. On the one hand, it 
appears to be excluded from impact in the figure above (my property is labeled 22). It is not one of the 

colors in the legend describing property impacts. I can find no further discussion in the document. It is 
very concerning that no contact has been made to discuss the potential impacts. I have asked if my 
property is ~ing considered for eminent domain, partial acquisition, or temporary easement without 
response. Even though Segment 3 (Viaduct and Run-through) of the project appears to touch my 

building. and even though my bloc!< is identified as part ofthe project footprint and is included in the 
Maximum Extent of Physical Disturbance, no one has contacted me about my property and the potential 
im p.acts. My property (22) is exduded from impact on this map while another map shows my property 

to be in an accommodation overlay, which needs a better description and analysis to clarify impacts to 
my property. This is all very undear as to the e ffect this project will have on my property. The Draft EIR 

is incomplete as regards to property impacts. 
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IND 109-12 See response to Comment IND 109-11. 

IND 109-13 See response to Comment IND 109-11. 

 

IND 109-12 

IND 109-13 

~-:=:::...------
Th• Proj•ct Footprint includes my property- what do•s this m•an for my property? 

::, 

My property is in th• Accommodation Ov•rlay - What does this m•an for my prop•rty? 
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IND 109-14 See response to Comment IND 109-11. 

IND 109-15 The construction staging/assembly area was 
erroneously placed on the subject property. As 
discussed in response to Comment 86-1, the Final 
EIR project includes removal of the staging area 
from this location among others previously depicted 
in the Draft EIR. Figure 10-1 in Section 10.0, Final 
EIR Project Supporting Documentation, shows the 
potential staging areas associated with the Final EIR 
project.  

 

IND 109-14 

IND 109-15 
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My property is in the Permanent Impacts Area - What does thb mean for my property'? 

From the Draft Detailed Construction Phasing Scenarios, my property Is In the Construction 
Staging/Assembly Area -what does this mean for my property? 
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IND 110-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response PD-1: Passenger 
Transfer Times, PD-2: Passenger Circulation and 
Accessibility Enhancements and PD-3: Purpose of 
Elevated Portion of Above-Grade Passenger 
Concourse. 

No changes or additional seating to the front of 
LAUS is proposed as part of the project. The project 
would include new bathrooms and other transit 
amenities. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 includes 
provisions that require rail operators to implement 
emerging rail technology for trains using LAUS 
based.  

IND 110-1 

1-)~ 

Name: Daryl Gale 

Date Received: 3/4/2019 

Format Received: Onl ine Comment 

Union Statio1 needs; More seating in the fro1t of the station More bathrooms l 
Crowd control during rush hour chaos Most importantly, a way to keep the 

passengers from inhal ing massive amou 1ts of Diesel Fumes while wa iting to board 

the trains! 
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IND 111-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

The project is being proposed to meet the 
forecasted increases in regional rail/intercity train 
trips, thereby reducing train idling time at LAUS, and 
improving on-time performance for trains using 
LAUS. The proposed project would reduce train 
congestion in the station throat by the elimination 
of some in-and-out train movements due to run-
through operations, thus enhancing the efficiency of 
train movements through the throat area and the 
entire Metrolink system. The proposed project 
footprint does not include the existing rail bridges 
over the Los Angeles River, with the exception of the 
North Main Street Bridge to accommodate safety 
improvements. 

IND 111-1 
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Name: Linda Quon 

Date Received: 3/5/2019 

Format Received: Online Comment 

Comment: 

Link Union station project I wan ted to com-nent 01 this project ,egarding more ] 

express trains. It sounds like a great idea but for a brief period the,e was an express 

San Ber1ardi10 train that helped a lot of com-nuters but it d id1't work since trains 

had to wait in queue to enter union station fo, various t ,ack congestion. Please tell 

me how th is 1ew project would avoid this issue. 

Thank you. 
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IND 112-1 This comment does not address environmental 
topics evaluated in the Draft EIR, nor does it address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR. However, to be 
responsive to the comment, general information 
and background related to project development 
topics have been provided, where applicable. 

Please see Key Issue Response OT-3: Public Art and 
Cultural Enhancement Program.  

 

IND 112-1 
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Name: Karen Consti,e 

Date Received: 3/5/2019 

Format Received: Email 

I'm writ i1g in general support of the Link US p'oject will accommodate a new high 

soeed ra il system, include a new above-the-tracks passenger concourse with retail 

and passenger amenit ies and a newex::>anded passageway. Equally, when improving 

the passenger e xpe rience al Union Stalio1 and beyond, it is ve-y important co1sider 

the need fo r arts and cultu,al progra-nming at a majo r t ra1sit facility, i1cluding this 

one. Please P' Ovide for and supoort a rts and cultural progra-nming and public art 

projects at Union Statio1/Link US oro;ecl. 

Very t ru ly you,s, 

Kare , Constine 
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10.0 Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation 

Based on comments received in opposition to the above-grade passenger concourse and the outcome of 
considerable coordination with project funding partners and rail operators, the Final EIR includes the 
following modifications to the Draft EIR project:  

• Removal of above-grade passenger concourse 

• Removal of loop track 

• Removal of a construction access road located on LAUS property  

• Removal of construction staging/assembly areas 

The Final EIR project was analyzed under all CEQA issue areas. The changes to the project have been 
adequately analyzed in the Draft EIR, and there is no need to recirculate the EIR. Based on the 
environmental evaluation presented in Table 2-2 of the Final EIR, as well as the supporting documentation 
in this section and Appendix P of this EIR, the Final EIR project would have no new significant impacts or 
substantially greater impacts than the Draft EIR project.  

Supporting documentation was prepared to address the environmental evaluation for the following key 
resource sections: Transportation and Traffic, Aesthetics, Air Quality and Climate Change, and Noise and 
Vibration.  

This section and Appendix P of this EIR provide the substantial evidence (data, assumptions, and technical 
analysis) to support the analysis and conclusions for the Final EIR project. 

10.1 Transportation and Traffic 

10.1.1 Final EIR Project – Approach and Methodology 

To determine potential transportation and traffic impacts based on the reduced scope and scale of the 
project, the construction assumptions for the Final EIR project, including material quantities and associated 
haul truck trips, construction equipment types and durations of use, as well as construction employee 
vehicles, were updated in May 2019. After close of the Draft EIR 45-day public review period during 
preparation of the Final EIR, engineering design advanced, including the availability of more detailed 
information regarding the construction process and material types (i.e., cellular concrete fill) required to 
construct the elevated rail yard and new modified expanded passageway as part of the Final EIR project. 

An evaluation was conducted to determine:  

• If construction-related truck trips and construction employee trips would change from the increase 
in construction traffic considered in the Draft EIR by removal of the loop track and associated 
roadway modifications to city streets south of US-101, removal of the above-grade passenger 
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concourse and modification to the expanded passageway below the rail yard, removal of a 
construction access road on the LAUS campus, and removal of construction staging/assembly 
areas north and south of LAUS 

• If the previously identified intersection impacts south of US-101 would be reduced with the 
modified run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street 

• If operational impacts would exceed LADOT significance thresholds 

• If removal of staging areas would impact the trip distribution during construction 

Construction Trip Generation 

Similar to the Draft EIR project, construction of the Final EIR project would require large numbers of 
workers and materials with equipment working simultaneously in multiple locations. Similar to the Draft 
EIR project, the Final EIR project would result in construction-related traffic consisting of equipment, 
employee vehicles, deliveries of construction material, and hauling of landfill materials in trucks. The 
construction trip distribution assumptions for the Final EIR project were updated based on the removal of 
construction staging areas and an access road, in addition to incorporating updated construction 
assumptions developed in May 2019. In comparison with the Draft EIR project, the construction worker 
trips for the Final EIR project are reduced; however, the truck trips are slightly increased from what was 
considered for the Draft EIR project. The slight increase in truck trips for the Final EIR project is mainly 
attributed to advancement of engineering design and, specifically, the availability of more detailed 
information regarding the construction process and material types that was not available prior to release 
of the Draft EIR. The trip generation summary table is presented as Table 10-1. 

Construction Workers’ Trips 

The anticipated construction worker traffic generated from the Final EIR project was added to the AM and 
PM peak hour traffic volumes of the 2031 no project scenario to determine the 2031 plus project 
construction volumes for the Final EIR. The average numbers of construction workers per day for the Final 
EIR project are presented in Appendix P of this EIR.  

Construction Vehicle Trips 

This analysis assumes that trucks would arrive and depart the construction site throughout the workday. 
The truck trips included in the Final EIR project traffic impact evaluation are associated with delivery of 
supplies/equipment and hauling of soil/materials to the landfill site and vary minimally from the truck trips 
considered in the Draft EIR.  

As shown in Table 10-1, the Final EIR project is anticipated to generate a maximum of 63 trucks (or a 
315 passenger car equivalent) per day that would cycle in and out of the study area and project staging 
areas on any given day for each construction phase. Based on this estimate, it is assumed that during the 
peak hour of construction, 40 trucks would arrive or depart during the AM peak hour, and 16 trucks would 
arrive or depart during the PM peak hour. 
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Table 10-1 summarizes the construction-related trips that would be generated based on the project 
modifications, fewer staging area locations, and projections for required materials and labor force to 
construct the Final EIR project with a new modified expanded passageway. 

Table 10-1. Construction Trip Generation – Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded 
Passageway 

Trip Type 

Number 
Required 
per Day Unit 

Daily Trips 
(passenger 

car 
equivalent) 

AM Peak Hour  
(passenger car 

equivalent) 

PM Peak Hour  
(passenger car 

equivalent) 

In Out Total In Out Total 

Phase 1 

Employee vehicles/construction 
worker trips 

583 workers 1,166 583 0 583 0 233 233 

Trucks 63 trucks 315 20 20 40 8 8 16 

Total Trips - Phase 1 — — 1,481 603 20 623 8 241 249 

Phase 2 

Employee vehicles/construction 
worker trips 

330 workers 660 330 0 330 0 132 132 

Trucks 47 trucks 235 15 15 30 6 6 12 

Total Trips - Phase 2 — — 895 345 15 360 6 138 144 

Phase 3 

Employee vehicles/construction 
worker trips 

346 workers 692 346 0 346 0 138 138 

Trucks 49 trucks 245 16 16 32 6 6 12 

Total Trips - Phase 3 — — 937 362 16 378 6 144 150 

Phase 4 

Employee vehicles/construction 
worker trips 

435 workers 870 435 0 435 0 174 174 

Trucks 12 trucks 60 4 4 8 2 2 4 

Total Trips - Phase 4 — — 930 439 4 443 2 176 178 

Total construction traffic in passenger car equivalent 
(worst phase) 

1,481 603 20 623 8 241 249 

Notes: 
Passenger car equivalent of 2.5 for truck trips. 
For AM peak hour truck trips, hourly average of daily truck trips was split equally for inbound and outbound. Assumed that PM peak hour 
truck trips will be 40 percent of AM peak hour trips. 
Assumed 8-hour workday. 

-

-- - 11 - JI - - 11 - 11 -
I 

I 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
10.0 Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation 

 

 

 10-4 

Construction Staging Areas 

There were nine construction staging areas considered in the Draft EIR. Four construction staging areas 
were removed from the Final EIR project. The remaining five staging areas as part of the Final EIR project 
are shown on Figure 10-1 and summarized below: 

• Staging Area 1 – Eastern terminus of Commercial Street between US-101 and Commercial Street 
at the Amay's Bakery and Noodle Co. and the Magellan Storage building 

• Staging Area 2 – Northwest corner of Commercial Street and Center Street at the vacant lot 

• Staging Area 3 – North side of Commercial Street on the east and west sides of the US-101 ramps 

• Staging Area 4 – Southeast corner of Vignes Street and Ramirez Street at the Denny's restaurant 
lot 

• Staging Area 5 – Southwest corner of Vignes Street and Ramirez Street adjacent to the Patsaouras 
Transit Plaza 

Construction Site Access 

The Draft EIR included an evaluation of several potential site access points to be utilized during various 
stages of construction. While four construction staging areas were removed from the Final EIR project, only 
one potential site access point was removed (southern end of LAUS campus). The potential site access 
points for the Final EIR project (same as the Draft EIR project) are as follows: 

• Northern/middle part of the track throat area – access via old Alhambra Avenue and College Street 

• Middle part of throat area – access via existing vacant property located along the west side of throat 
area just north of Vignes Street 

• East side of station yard/throat area – access via Avila Street 

• West side of station yard – access via access road serving Postal Annex building and Bauchet Street 

• West side of proposed concourse/station yard – access via LAUS access road serving Mozaic 
Apartments 

During construction, truck traffic and employees are anticipated to use a similar set of roadways as 
considered in the Draft EIR because they still provide the most direct and time-efficient access to LAUS and 
the remaining construction staging areas. For truck traffic, the predistributed routes do not change since 
there are limited designated truck routes within downtown, and trucks would still use the same set of 
roadways, even though some of the construction staging and access roads were removed.  
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Figure 10-1. Potential Staging Areas 
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2031 plus Project Construction Trip Projections 

Illustrations of the construction workers, vehicles, and 2031 plus project construction (with new modified 
expanded passageway) peak hour traffic volumes are shown on Figure 10-2, Figure 10-3, and 
Figure 10-4, respectively.  
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Figure 10-2. 2031 plus Project Construction – Construction Workers Traffic Volumes (Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway) 
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Figure 10-3. 2031 plus Project Construction – Construction Vehicles Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway) 
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Figure 10-4. 2031 plus Project Construction – Peak Hour Traffic Volumes (Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway) 
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10.1.2 Final EIR Project – Impact Evaluation 

This section provides a description of the analysis methodology and projected 2031 and 2040 traffic 
conditions, both with and without the project. The analysis scenarios include: 

• 2031 plus project construction (Final EIR project with new modified expanded passageway) 

• 2031 plus project condition 

• 2040 plus project condition 

Construction 

Construction Detours and Local Street Closures 

Construction of the Final EIR project would require modifications to the previously identified street closures 
considered in the Draft EIR because run-through track infrastructure in Segment 3 is proposed north of 
Commercial Street. Site-specific traffic detours for required street closures would be identified as part of a 
comprehensive TMP; however, the extent of detours and overall duration is expected to be reduced as a 
result of the modified run-through track alignment. Illustrations of the construction detours and temporary 
road closures for the Final EIR project are shown on Figure 10-5. Figure 10-5 was updated to reflect closure 
of Cesar Chavez Avenue during construction, in response to a comment raised during the 45-day public 
review period. As shown on Figure 10-5, Commercial Street would remain open to traffic and serve as a 
viable detour for other east to west traffic during different phases of construction, especially during bridge 
construction along Cesar Chavez Road and Vignes Street. The duration of temporary road closures and/or 
detours along Center Street would also be reduced because the intersection of Commercial Street and 
Center Street would not be lowered.  

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 
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Figure 10-5. Construction Detours and Street Closures 
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Study Intersections - 2031 plus Project Construction  

Table 10-2 summarizes peak hour LOS for all study locations for the 2031 plus project construction 
condition. Appendix P of this EIR presents the Synchro worksheets for each study intersection. Intersection 
#2 and #10 would not be subject to increased delays that would result in significant impacts, as previously 
disclosed in the Draft EIR; however, the Final EIR project would redistribute traffic such that an impact 
would occur at Intersection #27. Therefore, the Final EIR project would increase delays, resulting in a 
significant impact, at the following intersections:  

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (LOS F – PM peak) 

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue (LOS E – AM peak) 

In total, construction would result in significant impacts at three intersections under the Draft EIR project 
and two intersections under the Final EIR project. The Final EIR project results in one less intersection 
impact during construction. 

US-101 Main Line 

The Final EIR project includes minor design changes from the US-101 main line modifications/safety 
improvements that were discussed in Section 2.9.6 of the Draft EIR. Night closures are expected to last for 
8 to 12 weeks on weekends only for the Final EIR project, rather than the 20 consecutive days as considered 
for the Draft EIR project. Similar to the Draft EIR, these changes would not result in traffic patterns that 
would increase traffic demand by more than 2 percent of the capacity. The following highway 
modifications/safety improvements within the Caltrans ROW would be implemented on the main line, 
Alameda Street off-ramp, Commercial Street on-ramp, and the Vignes Street on-ramp as part of the Final 
EIR project: 

• Improved median and shoulder horizontal clearances 

• Increased horizontal stopping sight distance to provide required design speed 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased lane widths for reduced sideswipe collisions 

• Improved lane geometry to provide increased comfort speed for existing superelevation 

• Increased tangent length between reversing curves for improved drivability (greater distance 
between curves allows the driver to see the upcoming horizontal curve, prepare for the curve ahead, 
and adjust driving/steering accordingly)  
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Alameda Street Off-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased deceleration length 

• Standard ramp exit diverge angle (provides standardized exit geometry matching driver 
expectations for safe exits) 

• Increased shoulder width for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased weaving length, which provides for safer exit from US-101 

Commercial Street On-Ramp (Southbound) 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased inside lane width for improved truck drivability and reduced sideswipe collisions 

Vignes Street On-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased weaving length, which provides for safer merge onto US-101 

Since the proposed improvement measures are related to safety, sight distance, and driver comfort, there 
would be no change in the operations along the US-101 during construction. Therefore, the LOS analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR would remain the same since the construction-related traffic, which used the 
US-101 to access the construction staging areas and sites in the Draft EIR, would still be using the same 
segment of the US-101 to access the sites for the Final EIR project. The changes in locations of construction 
staging areas associated with the Final EIR project would not result in changes to travel patterns of 
construction traffic along the US-101. 
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Table 10-2. 2031 plus Project Construction (Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway) Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

1 Alameda Street and Commercial Street 29.1 C 31.3 C 2.2 No 35.1 D 38.9 D 3.8 No 

2 Garey Street and Commercial Street 31.3 C 31.6 C 0.3 No 34.1 C 35.4 D 1.3 No 

3 Vignes Street and Commercial Street  9.8 A 9.8 A 0.0 — 10.1 B 10.1 B 0.0 — 

4 Center Street and Commercial Street a 17.2 C 17.2 C 0.0 No 57.5 F 57.5 F 0.0 No 

5 Alameda Street and Temple Street 14.6 B 14.6 B 0.0 No 16.7 B 15.6 B -1.1 No 

6 Vignes Street and Temple Street a 15.4 C 19.3 C 3.9 No 9.9 A 10.0 B 0.1 No 

7 Alameda Street and First Street 18.3 B 17.9 B -0.4 No 17.3 B 18.2 B 0.9 No 

8 Vignes Street and First Street 20.2 C 22.4 C 2.2 No 27.6 C 26.1 C -1.5 No 

9 Alameda Street and El Monte Busway/Arcadia Street 21.1 C 21.7 C 0.6 No 14.6 B 15.1 B 0.5 No 

10 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Eastbound 12.1 B 12.6 B 0.5 No 30.6 C 30.8 C 0.2 No 

110 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Westbound 4.3 A    No 5.7 A    No 

11 Alameda Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 20.7 C 21.5 C 0.8 No 17.1 B 20.3 C 3.2 No 

12 Alameda Street and Vignes Street/Alpine Street 11.6 B 12.7 B 1.1 No 13.8 B 13.8 B 0.0 No 

13 Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 18.5 B 19.8 B 1.3 No 25.1 C 26.3 C 1.2 No 

14 Vignes Street and Ramirez Street 23.3 C 24.4 C 1.1 No 24.5 C 25.4 C 0.9 No 

15 Vignes Street and Main Street 27.2 C 23.8 C -3.4 No 74.6 E 82.8 F 8.2 Yes 

16 Alameda Street/Spring Street and College Street 16.5 B 16.5 B 0.0 No 17.7 B 17.3 B -0.4 No 

17 Alameda Street and Main Street/Ord Street a 0.7 A 0.6 A -0.1 No 0.7 A 0.7 A 0.0 No 

18 Alameda Street and Main Street/Bauchet Street 5.8 A 6.1 A 0.3 No 9.6 A 10.5 B 0.9 No 

19 Main Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 7.7 A 8.1 A 0.4 No 19.8 B 20.0 B 0.2 No 

20 Alameda Street and Northbound US-101 b — —    — — —    — 

21 Los Angeles Street and Arcadia Street 7.7 A 7.4 A -0.3 No 4.8 A 4.8 A 0.0 No 

22 Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street 9.4 A 9.6 A 0.2 No 11.8 B 11.9 B 0.1 No 

23 Los Angeles Street and Temple Street 15.2 B 15.4 B 0.2 No 17.6 B 17.5 B -0.1 No 

24 Los Angeles Street and First Street 15.2 B 15.0 B -0.2 No 20.7 C 22.1 C 1.4 No 
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Table 10-2. 2031 plus Project Construction (Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway) Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2031  
(No Project) 

2031  
(with Project 
Construction) Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

25 Judge John Aiso Street and Temple Street 8.3 A 8.2 A -0.1 No 8.0 A 8.0 A 0.0 No 

26 Judge John Aiso Street/San Pedro Street and First Street 15.6 B 15.9 B 0.3 No 15.3 B 14.2 B -1.1 No 

27 Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 58.0 E 61.8 E 3.8 Yes 25.6 C 26.4 C 0.8 No 

28 Mission Road and First Street 25.8 C 29.5 C 3.7 No 33.2 C 32.9 C -0.3 No 

29 Central Avenue and First Street 8.8 A 8.5 A -0.3 No 11.3 B 12.2 B 0.9 No 

30 Vignes Street and Bauchet Street 11.4 B 11.1 B -0.3 No 20.0 B 19.5 B -0.5 No 

31 Ramirez Street and Center Street 1.7 A 1.7 A 0.0 No 0.6 A 0.7 A 0.1 No 

32 Union Station North Driveway and Cesar Chavez Avenue 13.6 B 13.6 B 0.0 No 14.0 B 14.0 B 0.0 No 

Notes: 
a Non-signalized intersection 
b Freeway on-ramp, neither signalized nor STOP-sign controlled 
LOS=level of service 
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Operations 

Study Intersections – 2031 and 2040 plus Project 

Intersection peak hour LOS for 2031 plus project condition is presented in Table 10-3, intersection peak 
hour LOS for 2040 plus project conditions is presented in Table 10-4, and the Synchro worksheets for each 
study intersection are presented in Appendix P. When compared with the 2031 and 2040 no project 
scenario (which includes the existing conditions plus background traffic growth), the following intersection 
would be impacted due to implementation of the Final EIR project with new modified expanded 
passageway: 

• Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street (AM and PM peaks) 

The Final EIR project avoids a significant and unavoidable impact at Intersection #2 (Garey Street and 
Commercial Street) previously considered as part of the Draft EIR project. 

US-101 Main Line 

The following highway modifications/safety improvements within the Caltrans ROW would be 
implemented as part of the Final EIR project: 

US-101 Main Line 

• Improved median and shoulder horizontal clearances 

• Increased horizontal stopping sight distance to provide required design speed 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased lane widths for reduced sideswipe collisions 

• Improved lane geometry to provide increased comfort speed for existing superelevation 

• Increased tangent length between reversing curves for improved drivability (greater distance 
between curves allows the driver to see the upcoming horizontal curve, prepare for the curve ahead, 
and adjust driving/steering accordingly)  

Alameda Street Off-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased deceleration length 

• Standard ramp exit diverge angle (provides standardized exit geometry matching driver 
expectations for safe exits-) 

• Increased shoulder width for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased weaving length, which provides for safer exit from US-101 
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Commercial Street -On-Ramp (Southbound) 

• Increased shoulder widths for enhanced horizontal clearance and safe refuge area for disabled 
vehicles 

• Increased inside lane width for improved truck drivability and reduced sideswipe collisions 

Vignes Street On-Ramp (Northbound) 

• Increased weaving length, which provides for safer merge onto US-101 

To analyze the traffic-related operational impacts of the above mentioned improvements along US-101, in 
early 2019, a weaving analysis was prepared to determine the operational benefits of the proposed 
modifications/safety improvements along US-101. Since the proposed improvement measures are related 
to safety, sight distance, and driver comfort, the results of the weaving analysis suggest there would be no 
change in the operations along US-101 as compared with the existing operations. The weaving analysis 
was provided to Caltrans April 10, 2019. Also, the LOS analysis presented in the Draft EIR during the 
2031 and 2040 plus project scenarios would remain the same since the traffic, which was using US-101 to 
access the project site in the Draft EIR, would still be using the same segment of US-101 to access the sites 
for the Final EIR project. Additionally, the proposed improvements along US-101 would not increase or 
decrease the existing capacity of the freeway segment.  

 

1-)~ 
©Metro 



Link Union Station – Final EIR June 2019 
10.0 Final EIR Project Supporting Documentation 

 

 

 10-25 

Table 10-3. 2031 plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
No Project 2031 Plus Project Delta 

Significant Impact? 

2031  
No Project 2031 Plus Project Delta 

Significant Impact? 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 

1 Alameda Street and Commercial Street 29.1 C 29.5 C 0.4 No 35.1 D 35.4 D 0.3 No 

2 Garey Street and Commercial Street 31.3 C 31.3 C 0.0 No 34.1 C 30.3 C -3.8 No 

3 Vignes Street and Commercial Street a 9.8 A 9.8 A 0.0 No 10.1 B 10.1 B 0.0 No 

4 Center Street and Commercial Street a 17.2 C 17.2 C 0.0 No 57.5 F 60.5 F 3.0 Yes 

5 Alameda Street and Temple Street 14.6 B 14.7 B 0.1 No 16.7 B 15.8 B -0.9 No 

6 Vignes Street and Temple Street a 15.4 C 15.4 C 0.0 No 9.9 A 9.9 A 0 No 

7 Alameda Street and First Street 18.3 B 18.3 B 0.0 No 17.3 B 17.9 B 0.6 No 

8 Vignes Street and First Street 20.2 C 20.2 C 0.0 No 27.6 C 27.5 C -0.1 No 

9 Alameda Street and El Monte Busway/Arcadia Street 21.1 C 21.2 C 0.1 No 14.6 B 14.5 B -0.1 No 

10 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Eastbound 12.1 B 11.7 B -0.4 No 12.4 B 12.6 B 0.2 No 

110 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Westbound 4.3 A 4.4 A 0.1 No 5.7 A 7.0 A 1.3 No 

11 Alameda Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 20.7 C 20.9 C 0.2 No 17.1 B 16.9 B -0.2 No 

12 Alameda Street and Vignes Street/Alpine Street 11.6 B 13.7 B 2.1 No 13.8 B 18.1 B 4.3 No 

13 Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 18.5 B 19.9 B 1.4 No 25.1 C 25.9 C 0.8 No 

14 Vignes Street and Ramirez Street 23.3 C 23.4 C 0.1 No 24.5 C 24.8 C 0.3 No 

15 Vignes Street and Main Street 27.2 C 17.6 B -9.6 No 74.6 E 50.7 D -23.9 No 

16 Alameda Street/Spring Street and College Street 16.5 B 16.5 B 0.0 No 17.7 B 17.9 B 0.2 No 

17 Alameda Street and Main Street/Ord Street a 0.7 A 0.7 A 0.0 No 0.7 A 0.7 A 0 No 

18 Alameda Street and Main Street/Bauchet Street 5.8 A 5.7 A -0.1 No 9.6 A 9.8 A 0.2 No 

19 Main Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 7.7 A 7.7 A 0.0 No 19.8 B 19.8 B 0 No 

20 Alameda Street and Northbound US-101 b — — — — — — — — — — — — 

21 Los Angeles Street and Arcadia Street 7.7 A 7.8 A 0.1 No 4.8 A 5.1 A 0.3 No 

22 Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street 9.4 A 9.5 A 0.1 No 11.8 B 11.7 B -0.1 No 

23 Los Angeles Street and Temple Street 15.2 B 15.2 B 0.0 No 17.6 B 17.6 B 0 No 

24 Los Angeles Street and First Street 15.2 B 15.2 B 0.0 No 20.7 C 20.7 C 0 No 

25 Judge John Aiso Street and Temple Street 8.3 A 8.2 A -0.1 No 8.0 A 7.7 A -0.3 No 
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Table 10-3. 2031 plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
No Project 2031 Plus Project Delta 

Significant Impact? 

2031  
No Project 2031 Plus Project Delta 

Significant Impact? 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 

26 Judge John Aiso Street/San Pedro Street and First Street 15.6 B 15.6 B 0.0 No 15.3 B 15.3 B 0 No 

27 Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 58.0 E 58.1 E 0.1 No 25.6 C 25.7 C 0.1 No 

28 Mission Road and First Street 25.8 C 25.8 C 0.0 No 33.2 C 33.2 C 0 No 

29 Central Avenue and First Street 8.8 A 8.8 A 0.0 No 11.3 B 11.3 B 0 No 

30 Vignes Street and Bauchet Street 11.4 B 11.1 B -0.3 No 20.0 B 20.0 B 0 No 

31 Ramirez Street and Center Street 1.7 A 1.7 A 0.0 No 0.6 A 0.6 A 0 No 

32 Union Station North Driveway and Cesar Chavez Avenue 13.6 B 13.6 B 0.0 No 14.0 B 14.0 B 0 No 

Notes: 
a Non-signalized intersection 
b Freeway on-ramp, neither signalized nor STOP-sign controlled 
LOS=level of service 
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Table 10-4. 2040 plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2040 No Project 2040 Plus Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2040 No Project 2040 Plus Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(Second) 

LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 
LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS Delay (Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

1 Alameda Street and Commercial Street 31.6 C 32.0 C 0.4 No 47.8 D 49.2 D 1.4 No 

2 Garey Street and Commercial Street 31.3 C 31.3 C 0.0 No 34.6 C 33.8 C —0.8 No 

3 Vignes Street and Commercial Street a 9.8 A 9.8 A 0.0 No 10.2 B 10.2 B 0.0 No 

4 Center Street and Commercial Street a 18.0 C 18.9 C 0.9 No 62.5 F 65.6 F 3.1 Yes 

5 Alameda Street and Temple Street 16.3 B 16.3 B 0 No 16.9 B 16.9 B 0 No 

6 Vignes Street and Temple Street a 15.9 C 15.9 C 0 No 10 A 10 A 0 No 

7 Alameda Street and First Street 18.5 B 18.5 B 0 No 16.2 B 16.2 B 0 No 

8 Vignes Street and First Street 21.1 C 21.1 C 0 No 26.9 C 26.6 C -0.3 No 

9 Alameda Street and El Monte Busway/Arcadia Street 90.3 F 90.0 F 0 No 15.7 B 15.6 B -0.1 No 

10 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Eastbound 28.0 C 28.1 A 0.1 No 15.5 B 14.2 B -1.3 No 

110 Alameda Street and Los Angeles Street Westbound 0.1 A 0.1 A 0 No 0.2 A 0.2 A 0 No 

11 Alameda Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 29.7 C 29.7 C 0 No 21.1 C 21.2 C 0.1 No 

12 Alameda Street and Vignes Street/Alpine Street 12.5 B 12.5 B 0 No 14.4 B 14.5 B 0.1 No 

13 Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 18.1 B 18.1 B 0 No 21 C 21.1 C 0.1 No 

14 Vignes Street and Ramirez Street 23.3 C 23.3 C 0 No 26 C 25.9 C -0.1 No 

15 Vignes Street and Main Street 18.8 B 18.8 B 0 No 62.8 E 63.8 E 1 No 

16 Alameda Street/Spring Street and College Street 16.8 B 16.8 B 0 No 16.8 B 17.1 B 0.3 No 

17 Alameda Street and Main Street/Ord Street a 0.7 A 0.7 A 0 No 0.7 A 0.7 A 0 No 

18 Alameda Street and Main Street/Bauchet Street 5.3 A 5.3 A 0 No 14 B 14.3 B 0.3 No 

19 Main Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue 7.1 A 7.1 A 0 No 19.6 B 19.4 B -0.2 No 

20 Alameda Street and Northbound US-101b — — — — — — — — — — — — 

21 Los Angeles Street and Arcadia Street 8.9 A 9.0 A 0.1 No 5.9 A 6 A 0.1 No 

22 Los Angeles Street and Aliso Street 10.1 B 10.2 B 0.1 No 12.1 B 12.2 B 0.1 No 

23 Los Angeles Street and Temple Street 15.1 B 15.1 B 0 No 18 B 18 B 0 No 

24 Los Angeles Street and First Street 14.1 B 14.1 B 0 No 21.9 C 21.9 C 0 No 

25 Judge John Aiso Street and Temple Street 7.8 A 7.8 A 0 No 8.2 A 8.1 A -0.1 No 

26 Judge John Aiso Street/San Pedro Street and First Street 16.1 B 16.1 B 0 No 15.4 B 15.3 B -0.1 No 

27 Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 59.7 E 59.7 E 0 No 26.6 C 26.6 C 0 No 

28 Mission Road and First Street 26.9 C 26.9 C 0 No 36.9 D 36.9 D 0 No 

II II II JI I 

II II 11 - 11 JI II II JI - I -- - --
-- -
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Table 10-4. 2040 plus Project Intersection Level of Service 

Intersection 
Number Intersection Name 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2040 No Project 2040 Plus Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

2040 No Project 2040 Plus Project Delta 

Significant 
Impact? 

Delay 
(Second) 

LOS 
Delay 

(Second) 
LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS Delay (Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

29 Central Avenue and First Street 9.1 A 9.1 A 0 No 11.4 B 11.3 B -0.1 No 

30 Vignes Street and Bauchet Street 11.8 B 11.9 B 0.1 No 20.9 C 20.5 C -0.4 No 

31 Ramirez Street and Center Street 1.8 A 1.7 A 0 No 0.7 A 0.7 A 0 No 

32 Union Station North Driveway and Cesar Chavez Avenue 13.0 B 13.0 B 0 No 14.1 B 14.1 B 0 No 

Notes:  
a Non-signalized intersection 
b Freeway on-ramp, neither signalized nor STOP-sign controlled 
LOS=level of service 

 

II II - II JI - I 
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10.1.3 Final EIR Project – Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

For the Final EIR project with new modified expanded passageway, the following two intersections would 
experience significant impacts per LADOT guidelines (LADOT 2016) during construction: 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street (LOS F – PM peak) 

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue (LOS E – AM peak) 

According to LADOT guidelines (LADOT 2016), these intersections would require the same type of 
mitigation to reduce impacts to a level less than significant as considered in the Draft EIR. Mitigation 
Measure TR-1 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) includes provisions that require 
changes to signal phasing and timing to mitigate the temporary impacts of traffic shifts caused by the 
construction detour. In addition to the signal phasing and timing, temporary closed-circuit television 
cameras are also required to mitigate temporary impacts by allowing for real-time monitoring of traffic 
during construction. Proposed locations of the closed-circuit television would need to be coordinated with 
the City of Los Angeles. Proposed changes to signal phasing and timing are identified at the following 
intersections: 

• Intersection #15: Vignes Street and Main Street 

o Optimized intersection cycle lengths and splits to 120 seconds during PM peak 

• Intersection #27: Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 

o Optimized intersection cycle lengths and splits to 90 seconds during AM peak 

The proposed construction TMP as part of Mitigation Measure TR-1 would further reduce the impacts of 
construction-related traffic on local intersections. A comparison of the intersections for 2031 plus project 
construction condition traffic with and without mitigation is presented in Table 10-5, and detailed Synchro 
analysis worksheets are presented in Appendix P. 

Operations 

The traffic impact analysis determined that the 2031 and 2040 plus project conditions would result in a 
significant traffic delay impact at one intersection (one less intersection than the Draft EIR project). 
Mitigation Measure TR-2 (described in Section 3.3, Transportation and Traffic) would be applicable, which 
requires installation of a traffic signal for Intersection #4: Center Street and Commercial Street. A 
comparison of the intersections for 2031 and 2040 plus project conditions traffic with and without 
mitigation is presented in Table 10-6 and Table 10-7, respectively. Detailed Synchro analysis worksheets 
are presented in Appendix P. 
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Table 10-5. 2031 Construction Condition with and without Mitigation Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031 
with 

Construction 

2031 
Construction 

with Mitigation Delta 
2031 

with Construction 

2031 
Construction 

with Mitigation Delta 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

15 Vignes Street and Main Street — — — — — 82.8 F 61.4 E -21.4 

27 Mission Road and Cesar Chavez Avenue 61.8 E 54.0 D -7.8 — — — — — 

Notes: 
LOS=level of service 

 

Table 10-6. 2031 plus Project with and without Mitigation Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2031  
plus Project 

2031  
plus Project with 

Mitigation Delta 
2031 

plus Project 

2031  
plus Project with 

Mitigation Delta 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

4 Center Street and Commercial Street 17.2 C 11.5 B -5.7 60.5 F 14.7 B -45.8 

Notes: 
LOS=level of service 
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Table 10-7. 2040 plus Project with and without Mitigation Level of Service 

Intersection Intersection 

AM Peak PM Peak 

2040 plus Project 
2040 plus Project 
with Mitigation Delta 2040 plus Project 

2040 plus Project 
with Mitigation Delta 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) LOS 

Delay 
(Second) 

4 Center Street and Commercial Street 18.9 C 11.7 B -7.2 65.6 F 14.9 B -50.7 

Notes: 
LOS=level of service 
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10.1.4 Final EIR Project – CEQA Determination 

The magnitude of temporary and operational impacts is reduced, and the CEQA significance determination 
for Threshold 3.3-A is changed from significant and unavoidable to less than significant after mitigation.  

Impacts are reduced because one less intersection would be impacted during construction, and fewer road 
closures/detours with shorter durations are required. Additionally, the Vignes Street/Commercial Street 
intersection would remain open, and a significant and unavoidable long-term impact previously identified 
at Intersection #2 (Garey Street and Commercial Street) would be avoided.  

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR.  

10.2 Aesthetics 

10.2.1 Final EIR Project – Approach and Methodology 

An evaluation was conducted to determine: 

• If existing key views and/or visual simulations are applicable or require modification 

• If visual character and visual quality would be impacted with the removal of the above-grade 
passenger concourse 

• If light and glare would be impacted with the removal of the above-grade passenger concourse 

In the Draft EIR, the project study area was divided into a series of “visual assessment units.” Each visual 
assessment unit has its own visual character and visual quality, defined by boundaries in visual 
characteristics. Six visual assessment units and 14 key viewpoints, or “key views,” were identified. The 
location of all visual assessment units and key views are shown on Figure 10-6. Two additional viewpoint 
locations (#5d southbound US-101 [view looking east from Alameda Street toward run-through tracks] 
[Figure 10-7] and #5e northbound US-101 [view looking west from US-101 toward Downtown Los Angeles] 
[Figure 10-8]) are considered in this section based on comments received on the Draft EIR.  In addition, 
Key Views #5a, #5b, and #5c and all viewpoints within Visual Assessment Unit #6 were updated to reflect 
the removal of the above-grade passenger concourse and the modified run-through track alignment as part 
of the Final EIR project. 
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Figure 10-6. Visual Assessment Units and Key Views 
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Figure 10-7. Key View #5d – Southbound US-101 (View Looking East from Alameda Street) 

 

Figure 10-8. Key View #5e –Northbound US-101 (View Looking West toward Downtown Los Angeles) 
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10.2.2 Final EIR Project – Impact Evaluation 

Construction 

During construction of the Final EIR project, vehicle and equipment use would be visible from surrounding 
land uses, including William Mead Homes, the Mozaic Apartments, and the areas south of 
US-101. Vehicles and equipment would be contained within the project footprint; however, some 
construction areas would be directly adjacent to residential buildings. Construction activities would also 
extend into the road during replacement of the Vignes Street and Cesar Chavez Avenue bridges.  

During nighttime construction activities associated with the Final EIR project, temporary lighting may be 
used at discrete locations for certain construction activities. The project study area is currently an urban 
area with multiple sources and types of lighting typically associated with a large, metropolitan city. The use 
of construction lighting during nighttime hours would not change the visual character of the area or degrade 
the visual quality because lighting would only be temporary and placed in select locations. Due to the 
proximity of nearby residences to the construction work zone, residents of Mozaic Apartments and William 
Mead Homes would be exposed to higher levels of lighting than the existing condition during the nighttime 
hours for a temporary duration throughout project construction. The Final EIR project would not result in 
new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Operations 

Visual Character and Visual Quality 

Visual Assessment Unit #4 (Alameda Street Corridor/Father Serra Park) 

From Key Views #4a and #4b, views from the Alameda Street corridor and Father Serra Park looking east 
toward LAUS would not include the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse, although 
they may still include a small segment of the grand canopy structure. Views of the canopy structure are 
expected to take place intermittently for short durations of time as viewers pass LAUS along Alameda Street 
or utilize the public spaces in the vicinity. A grand canopy would introduce new infrastructure behind the 
historic LAUS entrance that would include design elements consistent with other transportation-related 
infrastructure and development in the project study area. The primary viewers would be commuters, 
tourists, business persons, and nearby residents.  

The grand canopy would be visible from portions of Father Serra Park and the adjacent plaza area and 
would result in a moderately high change to visual character (although at a reduced scale than the 
above-grade passenger concourse considered in the Draft EIR). Views looking east from Key Views #4a and 
#4b have changed substantially over time, and the visual landscape has changed dramatically over the last 
8 decades due to construction of LAUS; modernization of Alameda and Los Angeles Streets; and 
construction of US-101 and the El Monte Busway, high-rise condominium buildings, Gateway Plaza, and 
the MWD headquarters. While vantage points would be limited because of the topography and existing 
development within the study area, viewer response would be moderately high for commuters, business 
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persons, and nearby residents due to the historic integrity of LAUS. No changes to the visual quality of 
LAUS would occur due to the preservation of the historic main building (e.g., tile roof, stucco wall cladding, 
arched main entrance, decorated beams, and tile floors) and other features, such as the ticketing halls, 
arcades, clock tower, and patios. The new modified expanded passageway would be located under the rail 
yard and would not be visible from Key Views #4a and #4b.  

Visual Assessment Unit #5 (Commercial Street/US-101 Corridor) 

Views from Key Views #5a, #5b, #5c, #5d, and #5e would consist of new run-through track structures 
south of LAUS, including the common viaduct/deck that would be constructed over US-101 and common 
embankment that would be constructed north of Commercial Street in the interim condition 
(Figure 10-9 through Figure 10-14). The Final EIR project’s new modified expanded passageway is located 
under the rail yard and would not be visible from Key Views #5a, #5b, #5c, #5d, and #5e. From all key 
views within Visual Assessment Unit #5, the elevated portion of the above-grade passenger concourse 
would not be visible, and placement of outrigger bents over the intersection of Commercial Street and the 
US 101 on- and off-ramps would not be required, thereby avoiding potential shadow impacts on 
Commercial Street. 

The run-through track structures would be highly visible south of LAUS following construction in the interim 
condition. The US-101 viaduct within Caltrans ROW would be approximately 205 feet wide, 700 feet long, 
with a deck elevation that varies between 307 feet and 314 feet in height. The height of the structure would 
vary from 17 feet to 38 feet in height, depending on location. The US-101 viaduct would be supported by 
two abutments and on seven bents located at the south end of LAUS, between the El Monte Busway and 
US-101, at the freeway median, and on the south side of the US-101 ROW. 

The viaduct over US-101 would be constructed of materials similar to those used in the Alameda Street 
overhead crossing and the Gold Line viaduct; however, it would be a more prominent structure than the 
existing Gold Line viaduct over US-101 due to the width of the structure required to accommodate up to 
10 run-through tracks. The Final EIR project would result in a substantial addition of new transportation 
infrastructure elements to the existing visual environment south of LAUS, but the proposed improvements 
would be in context with the existing transportation infrastructure in this visual assessment unit, as it is 
primarily a transportation corridor with multiple highway and railroad-oriented uses. The scale of the 
highway corridor and surrounding development is linear and large; therefore, the addition of the 
run-through track viaduct structure and embankment would not significantly impact the low visual 
character of this visual assessment unit.  

• From Key View #5a, looking southeast from LAUS toward Commercial Street, the run-through track 
structures associated with the Final EIR project would present a new, dominant feature in the 
foreground landscape and would reduce the visibility of aging industrial buildings and overhead 
power lines in the background (Figure 10-9 and Figure 10-10).  

• From Key View #5b, looking north from Commercial Street toward US-101 and LAUS, the 
run-through track structure over US-101 associated with the Final EIR project would dominate the 
views from Commercial Street looking toward LAUS, the MWD headquarters, and the Metro 
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headquarters building (Figure 10-11 and Figure 10-12). The elevated portion of the above-grade 
passenger concourse would not be visible from this key view.  

• From Key Views #5c, #5d, and #5e, introduction of the run-through track structure and 
embankment would occur north of Commercial Street and the US-101 on-/off-ramps. Overhead 
bridges with associated bents and abutments within public ROW and at freeway on- and off-ramp 
locations are a common infrastructure element within and adjacent to Caltrans ROW. Placement 
of outrigger bents over the intersection of Commercial Street and the US 101 on- and off-ramps 
would not be required, thereby avoiding potential shadow impacts on Commercial Street. There 
are no scenic resources, residential land uses, or other sensitive land uses that would be 
significantly impacted by the run-through track structures associated with the Final EIR project at 
this location in Segment 3 (Figure 10-13 through Figure 10-18).  

Travelers along northbound and southbound US-101 would be subject to the greatest duration of 
views of the US-101 viaduct structure, primarily because they would be traveling toward and under 
the viaduct, and, in some cases, slowly during heavy traffic. Views are anticipated to be no different 
than any other overhead crossings within Caltrans ROW. Although travelers along US-101 may be 
subject to a visual change with introduction of new run-through track infrastructure, the aesthetics 
of the proposed abutments and bents to support the US-101 viaduct would be designed consistent 
with other overhead crossings within Caltrans ROW. This portion of US-101 is not a protected 
scenic highway.  

Similar to the Draft EIR project infrastructure, the changes in views and scale from the run-through track 
structures would be moderately high, although in context with the surrounding transportation 
infrastructure and industrial land uses, the Final EIR project would result in a low change to visual character 
and quality (resource change). As there are no scenic highways, residential land uses, or other sensitive 
land uses at this location, viewer response would vary from moderately high for business 
owners/employees experiencing new, large structures, while the visual response of visitors and commuters 
on US-101 (northbound and southbound travelers) would be moderately low, as there would be minimal 
disruption to their visual expectations.  

Metro, in coordination with the City of Los Angeles and Caltrans, will include aesthetic treatments to the 
US-101 viaduct and run-through structures south of LAUS. Examples of potential aesthetic treatment 
concepts that could be applied to the US-101 viaduct and run-through tracks structures provided that 
additional funding are depicted on Figure 10-19 and Figure 10-20. These aesthetic treatments are concepts 
and subject to change. Figure 10-19 and Figure 10-20 also depict the proposed bicycle lanes along 
Commercial Street (Mitigation Measure LU-1) including open space and recreational areas where urban 
design enhancements could be implemented provided that additional funding is identified in coordination 
with City of Los Angeles and Caltrans. 
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Figure 10-9. Key View #5a – US-101/Commercial Street (View Looking Southeast from Los Angeles Union 
Station toward US-101/Commercial Street) Existing Conditions 

 

Figure 10-10. Key View #5a – US-101/Commercial Street (View Looking Southeast from Los Angeles Union 
Station toward US-101/Commercial Street) Post-Final EIR Project Conditions 
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Figure 10-11. Key View #5b – Commercial Street (View Looking North from Commercial Street toward 
US-101 and Los Angeles Union Station) Existing Conditions 

 

Figure 10-12. Key View #5b – Commercial Street (View Looking North from Commercial Street toward 
US-101 and Los Angeles Union Station) Post-Final EIR Project Conditions 
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Figure 10-13. Key View #5c – Commercial Street (View Looking East from US-101 On-/Off-Ramps toward 
Embankment) Existing Conditions 

 

Figure 10-14. Key View #5c – Commercial Street (View Looking East from US-101 On-/Off-Ramps toward 
Embankment) Post-Final EIR Project Conditions 
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Figure 10-15. Key View #5d – US-101 (View Looking North from US-101) Existing Conditions 

 

Figure 10-16. Key View #5d – US-101 (View Looking North from US-101) Post-Final EIR Project Conditions 
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Figure 10-17. Key View #5e – US-101 (View Looking North from US-101 toward Downtown Los Angeles) 
Existing Conditions 

 

Figure 10-18. Key View #5e – US-101 (View Looking North from US-101 toward Downtown Los Angeles) 
Post-Final EIR Project Conditions 
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Figure 10-19. Aesthetic Treatments and Urban Design Enhancements South of US-101 (Commercial Street) 

 

Figure 10-20. Aesthetic Treatments and Urban Design Enhancements South of US-101 (Center 
Street/Commercial Street) 
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Visual Assessment Unit #6 (New Modified Expanded Passageway) 

Within Visual Assessment Unit #6, the Final EIR project would include a new modified expanded 
passageway with plazas east and west of the elevated rail yard at LAUS. New VCEs and standard amenities, 
including benches, variable message signs, new lighting, closed-circuit television security cameras, ticket 
vending machines, passenger waiting areas, and trash receptacles, would be distributed throughout the 
concourse. Similar to existing conditions, the rail yard would be within an exterior environment, although 
it would be elevated approximately 15 feet within this visual assessment unit. The elevated rail yard would 
block some existing views of commercial/industrial developments in this visual assessment unit. 

The new modified expanded passageway would introduce new visual elements in the LAUS landscape that 
would be more modern than the existing visual elements. The scale and modern architectural style of the 
new modified expanded passageway with east and west plazas would result in changes to the character of 
the visual assessment unit; however, the design would be compatible with the surrounding visual 
landscape in Downtown Los Angeles, include sustainable design features consistent with the vision for 
LAUS, and improve upon the aesthetics in the existing rail yard, ramp areas, and pedestrian passageway.  

Architectural representations of the new modified expanded passageway depicting the interior and exterior 
views from within Visual Assessment Unit #6 were prepared. Figure 10-21 depicts the viewpoint locations 
that were selected to depict the new modified expanded passageway. Figure 10-22 through 
Figure 10-27 depict views of and within the West Plaza, East Plaza, ingress/egress areas, waiting areas, 
VCEs, and platforms areas (Views A through F). The renderings are conceptual, subject to change, and 
provided to illustrate the extent of architectural expansion and renovation proposed for LAUS.  
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Figure 10-21. Viewpoint Locations of the Final EIR Project with New Modified Expanded Passageway 
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Figure 10-22. View A – View of New Passageway from West Plaza Looking East 

 

Figure 10-23. View B – New Passageway under Gold Line Platforms Looking West 
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Figure 10-24. View C – New Platforms and Vertical Circulation Elements Looking North 

 

Figure 10-25. View D – New Passageway with Retail and Waiting Areas Looking Southwest 
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Figure 10-26. View E – New View of Modified Expanded Passenger Concourse Looking West 

 

Figure 10-27. View F –View of New Passageway from East Plaza Looking West 
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Light and Glare 

Similar to the Draft EIR, a new source of light or glare could occur from the elevated rail yard, although the 
magnitude of previously identified impacts would be reduced because the elevated portion of the 
above-grade passenger concourse would not be constructed. For residents in the Mozaic Apartment units 
nearest to the rail yard, the significant impact resulting from the light and/or glare from the elevated portion 
of the concourse would be avoided, although exposure to more direct light and glare could still occur in 
the full build-out condition after the rail yard is elevated due to the canopy structures or grand canopy that 
would be constructed above the rail yard and West Plaza.  

10.2.3 Final EIR Project – Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

Mitigation Measure AES-2 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) remains applicable to the Final EIR project 
to reduce construction-related light and glare impacts.  

Operations 

The Final EIR project does not include modifications to the alignment north of LAUS or changes to 
previously identified impacts at William Mead Homes and Mozaic Apartments. Mitigation Measures 
AES-1 and AES-2 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) remain applicable to the Final EIR project.  

Mitigation Measure AES-3 (described in Section 3.4, Aesthetics) remains applicable to the Final EIR project 
to reduce long-term impacts resulting from light and glare; however, Mitigation Measure AES-3 was 
modified to remove reference to the above-grade passenger concourse.  

10.2.4 Final EIR Project – CEQA Determination 

The magnitude of long-term impacts is reduced; however the CEQA significance determination remains 
the same. Impacts are reduced because outrigger bents are not required, thereby avoiding potential shadow 
impacts, and the elevated portion of the concourse would not be visible from Key Views #4a and 
#4b. Furthermore, light and glare impacts resulting from elevated portion of the above-grade passenger 
concourse would not occur. Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures AES-1 through 
AES-3, significant impacts related to aesthetics would be reduced to a level less than significant.  

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

10.3 Air Quality and Global Climate Change 

10.3.1 Final EIR Project – Approach and Methodology 

To determine potential air quality/GHG/health risk impacts based on the reduced scope and scale of the 
project, the construction assumptions for the Final EIR project including material quantities and associated 
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haul truck trips, construction equipment types and durations of use and construction employee vehicles 
were updated in May 2019, based on the anticipated construction activities and materials required to 
implement the Final EIR project. The construction emissions for the Final EIR project were recalculated 
using the updated equipment list and U.S. EPA and SCAQMD emission rates. The DPM emissions for all 
emission sources during the construction period were compiled and added together to represent 
worst-case emission sources for DPM. 

An evaluation was conducted to determine:  

• If construction emissions would change from the increase in construction emissions considered 
in the Draft EIR by removal of the loop track and associated roadway modifications to city streets 
south of US-101, removal of the above-grade passenger concourse and modification to the 
expanded passageway below the rail yard, removal of a construction access road on the LAUS 
campus, and removal of construction staging/assembly areas north and south of LAUS 

• If criteria air pollutants from equipment exhaust would exceed SCAQMD LSTs for daily 
construction emissions 

• If TACs would generate health risks 

• If operational emissions would be impacted by removal of the loop track 

• If GHG emissions would be impacted by the change in construction activity or the removal of the 
loop track. 

10.3.2 Final EIR Project – Impact Evaluation 

Construction 

Air Quality 

Similar to the Draft EIR project, construction of the Final EIR project would cause potential air quality 
impacts through the use of heavy-duty construction equipment, construction worker vehicle trips, material 
delivery trips, and heavy-duty haul truck trips generated from construction activities during each 
construction phase. In addition, earthwork activities would result in fugitive dust emissions and paving 
operations would release ROGs from off-gassing. 

Equipment Exhaust and Related Construction Activities. As discussed above, the construction equipment 
hours, haul truck trips, and employee commute trips required to construct the Final EIR project were 
updated in May 2019. The construction emissions for the Final EIR project were recalculated using the 
updated equipment list and U.S. EPA and SCAQMD emission rates. Table 10-8 shows the total exhaust 
emissions generated during the entire construction period and the average daily emissions for the Final 
EIR project. As shown in Table 10-8, the daily construction emissions would exceed the SCAQMD’s NOX, 
PM10, and PM2.5 thresholds in a similar manner as the Draft EIR project.  
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Table 10-8. Daily Construction Emissions  

Emission Source 
CO  

(pounds) 
ROG 

(pounds) 
NOX  

(pounds) 
PM10 

(pounds) 
PM2.5 

(pounds) 
CO2e  

(pounds) 

Off-road equipment  239,821 33,588 213,704 16,641 11,924 68,051,949 

On-road equipment  17,262 1,381 64,125 6,932 2,806 27,753,088 

Fugitive dust  — — — 450,000 94,500 — 

Total 257,083 34,969 277,829 473,573 109,230 95,805,037 

Average day 
(pounds/day) 

171.4 23.3 185.2 317.5 72.8 63,870.0 

SCAQMD 
thresholds 

550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No Yes Yes Yes — 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Table 10-9 shows the total and annual exhaust emissions generated during the average construction year 
for the Final EIR project. 

Table 10-9. Annual Construction Emissions  

Emission Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG 

 (tons) 
NOX  

(tons) 
PM10 

 (tons) 
PM2.5  

(tons) 
CO2e  
(tons) 

Off-road equipment  119.9 16.8 106.9 8.3 6.0 34,026.0 

On-road equipment  8.6 0.7 32.1 3.5 1.4 13,876.5 

Fugitive dust — — — 225.0 47.3 — 

Total  128.5 17.5 138.9 236.8 54.6 47,902.5 

Average year 21.4 2.9 23.2 39.5 9.1 7,983.8 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 

LST Analysis. Table 10-10 shows the construction-related emissions of CO, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 compared 
with the LSTs for Central Los Angeles area, at a distance of 25 meters, for the Final EIR project. As required 
by the SCAQMD’s LST Methodology, only the on-site construction emissions are included in the evaluation. 
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As shown in Table 10-10, the calculated emissions rates for the proposed on-site construction activities 
associated with the Final EIR project would exceed the LSTs for PM10 and PM2.5 in a similar manner as the 
Draft EIR project.  

Table 10-10. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions, Localized Significance Thresholds 

Emissions 

Emissions 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 240,684.4 216,910.6 466,987.4 106,564.8 

Daily (pounds) 160.5 144.6 311.3 71.0 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceedance No No Yes Yes 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; 
SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District  

-
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Implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Global 
Climate Change) would reduce the exhaust and fugitive dust emissions (CO, NOX, ROG, PM10, and PM2.5) 
generated on site during construction.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-1 requires compliance with the SCAQMD’s Rule 403 (fugitive dust control 
measures) and would reduce on-site fugitive dust emissions by 50 percent.  

• Mitigation Measure AQ-2 requires all on-site construction equipment to meet or exceed U.S. EPA’s 
Tier 4 final emission standards for all off-road construction equipment to be fueled using 
100-percent renewable diesel. This measure would reduce the on-site exhaust emissions by up to 
95 percent when compared with the average construction fleet for the SCAB.  

Table 10-11 shows the mitigated construction emission levels for the peak day. Annual exhaust emissions 
generated during the entire construction period are shown in Table 10-12. As shown in Table 10-11, similar 
to the Draft EIR, the peak daily construction emissions would still exceed the SCAQMD’s PM10 threshold 
after implementation of mitigation. When compared with the Draft EIR project, the change in particulate 
matter emissions after mitigation is 1 pound per day or less, which is not a substantial increase in the 
severity of the impact. 

Table 10-11. Construction Emissions After Mitigation 

Emission Source 
CO 

(pounds) 
ROG 

(pounds) 
NOX 

(pounds) 
PM10  

(pounds) 
PM2.5 

(pounds) 
CO2e  

(pounds) 

Off-road 
equipment  

62,353 12,929 36,022 5,962 2,831 42,804,525 

On-road 
equipment  17,262 1,381 64,125 6,932 2,806 27,753,088 

Fugitive dust — — — 225,000 47,250 — 

Total  79,615 14,310 100,146 237,894 52,877 70,557,613 

Average day 
(pounds/day) 

53.1 9.5 66.8 158.6 35.3 47,038.4 

SCAQMD 
thresholds 550 75 100 150 55 — 

Exceedance  No No No Yes No — 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas; SCAQMD=South Coast Air Quality Management District 
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Table 10-12. Annual Construction Emissions After Mitigation  

Emission Source 
CO 

(tons) 
ROG  
(tons) 

NOX  

(tons) 
PM10  

(tons) 
PM2.5  

(tons) 
CO2e  
(tons) 

Off-road equipment  31.2 6.5 18.0 3.0 1.4 21,402.3 

On-road equipment  8.6 0.7 32.1 3.5 1.4 13,876.5 

Fugitive dust — — — 112.5 23.6 — 

Total  39.8 7.2 50.1 118.9 26.4 35,278.8 

Average year 6.6 1.2 8.3 19.8 4.4 5,879.8 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
CO=carbon monoxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; NOx=nitrogen oxide; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 microns; 
PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; ROG=reactive organic gas 

Table 10-13 identifies the on-site construction emissions after implementation of Mitigation Measures 
AQ-1 and AQ-2. As shown in Table 10-13, similar to the Draft EIR, the calculated emission rates for the 
on-site construction activities associated with the Final EIR project would continue to exceed the LSTs for 
PM10 and PM2.5 after implementation of mitigation. When compared with the Draft EIR project, the change 
in particulate matter emissions after mitigation is 1 pound per day or less, which is a minimal change. 

Table 10-13. Summary of On-Site Construction Emissions After Mitigation, Localized Significance  

 

Emissions 

CO NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Total (pounds) 63,216.5 39,227.9 231,308.7 50,221.6 

Daily (pounds) 42.1 26.2 154.2 33.5 

SCAQMD thresholds  1,861 161 16 8 

Exceeds daily SCAQMD threshold? No No Yes Yes 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes: 
CO=carbon monoxide; NOX=oxides of nitrogen; PM2.5=particulate matter less than 2.5 microns; PM10=particulate matter less than 10 
microns; SCAQMD = South Coast Air Quality Management District 

Odors. As with the Draft EIR project, construction of the Final EIR project could result in emission of odors 
from construction equipment and vehicles (e.g., diesel exhaust). It is anticipated that these odors would 
be short term, limited in extent at any given time, and distributed throughout the project study area during 
the duration of construction, and, therefore, would not impact a substantial number of individuals. 
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Toxic Air Contaminants 

Construction of the Final EIR project would result in emissions of DPM from heavy-duty construction 
equipment and trucks operating in the project study area (e.g., water trucks and haul trucks).  

The DPM emissions for all emission sources during the construction period were compiled and added 
together to represent worst-case emissions for DPM. Due to the long-term nature of health risks, the 
modeling used to determine potential health risks is based on the average day emissions instead of the 
peak daily emissions. The equipment and vehicles included in this total are based on the updated 
construction assumptions associated with the Final EIR project with proposed modifications: 

• Off-road vehicles and equipment 6.17 pounds per day PM10 

• Haul trucks (assume last mile on site)  0.11 pounds per day PM10 

• Total DPM (PM10) 6.28 pounds per day PM10 

The DPM emissions from diesel-powered construction equipment and on-site diesel-powered trucks that 
would be used during construction of the Final EIR project are provided in Appendix P of this EIR. Total 
emissions of construction-related exhaust PM10, as a surrogate for DPM, during the overall construction 
period were calculated and converted to grams per second for use in the American Meteorological 
Society/U.S. EPA Regulatory Model. 

Table 10-14 identifies the modeled annual average DPM concentration, and the associated cancer risks, at 
the closest land uses to the project. When compared with the Draft EIR project, the Final EIR project would 
increase the DPM emissions by less than 0.4 pound per day. As shown in Table 10-14 the peak cancer risks 
during construction exceed the SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million. This impact is considered 
significant. Mitigation Measure AQ-2, which requires all off-road equipment to meet or exceed U.S. EPA’s 
Tier 4 emissions standards and to be fueled using 100-percent renewable diesel, would reduce impacts 
from DPM concentrations. 

Table 10-15 identifies the modeled annual average DPM concentration after incorporation of mitigation, 
and the associated cancer risks, at the closest land uses to the project. When compared with the Draft EIR 
project, after mitigation, the increase in DPM emissions would be reduced to less than 0.06 pound per day, 
which is not a substantial increase in the severity of the impact. The complete results are included in 
Appendix P of this EIR. As shown in Table 10-15, the peak cancer risks would be reduced to below the 
SCAQMD’s threshold of 10 in 1 million.  

Table 10-16 identifies the chronic hazard index for the maximally exposed individual under the unmitigated 
and mitigated conditions. A chronic hazard index is calculated by dividing the annual average concentration 
of a toxic pollutant by the chronic reference exposure level for that pollutant. For DPM, the chronic reference 
exposure level is 5.0. As shown in Table 10-16, the chronic hazard index at this location is lower than the 
SCAQMD significance threshold of less than 1.0. 
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Table 10-14. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction – Unmitigated 

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.048 17.6 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.043 15.8 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.246 90.8 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.017 6.3 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.014 5.2 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.002 0.7 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.010 0.2 

Mendez High School School 0.011 0.2 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.065 1.0 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.026 1.1 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.026 0.3 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.172 1.9 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial worker 0.109 1.2 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.524 5.7 

Terminal Annex Commercial worker 0.182 2.0 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 
Notes:  
μg/m3= micrograms per cubic meter; DPM=diesel particulate matter 
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Table 10-15. Modeled Cancer Risks During Construction – Mitigated  

Receptor Land Use Type 

Modeled Annual DPM 
Concentrations 

(µg/m3) 
Cancer Risks 
(per million) 

William Mead Homes Residential 0.005 1.8 

William Mead Homes  Residential 0.004 1.6 

Mozaic Apartments Residential 0.025 9.3 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.002 0.6 

Mission Road Residences Residential 0.001 0.5 

One Santa Fe Apartments Residential 0.000 0.1 

Utah Street Elementary School School 0.001 0.0 

Mendez High School School 0.001 0.0 

Ann Street Elementary School School 0.007 0.1 

La Petite Academy Daycare/preschool 0.002 0.1 

First 5 LA Headquarters Commercial worker 0.002 0.0 

Twin Towers Correctional Facility Commercial worker 0.018 0.2 

Los Angeles County Men’s Central Jail Commercial worker 0.011 0.1 

Metro Offices Commercial worker 0.054 0.6 

Terminal Annex Alameda Street Commercial worker 0.019 0.2 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
µg/m3micrograms per cubic meter; DPM=diesel particulate matter 

 

Table 10-16. Chronic Hazard Index During Construction 

Receptor 

Chronic Hazard Index 

Unmitigated Mitigated 

Maximally exposed individual 0.049 0.005 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

-
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Operations 

Air Quality and Toxic Air Contaminants 

Although the loop track was planned to provide some added value related to operational flexibility, the loop 
track itself would not increase LAUS capacity, as the number and length of platform tracks are unchanged, 
and the track bottleneck located at Mission Tower would restrict its use and utility. With removal of the 
loop track from the project, future projected daily train movements through LAUS (Table 2-8 of this EIR) 
would not be impacted. In addition, the Final EIR project does not include modifications that would change 
the daily trip generation at LAUS from what was considered in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the operational air 
quality and TAC impacts to determine potential health risks considered in the Draft EIR remain valid to the 
Final EIR project. The data contained in Tables 3.5-12 through 3.5-29 and Tables 3.5-33 through 3.5-40 of 
the Draft EIR also remain applicable to the Final EIR project.  

Construction and Operation 

Global Climate Change 

As discussed in Section 4.2.1, the construction equipment hours, haul truck trips, and employee commute 
trips required to construct the Final EIR project were updated in May 2019. Table 10-9 shows the annual 
GHG emissions that would be generated during construction of the Final EIR project. Up to 47,902 tons 
of CO2e would be generated during the 6-year construction time frame; this is equivalent to 43,456 MT of 
CO2e. Amortized over a 30-year period, the approximate life of the project, the yearly contribution to GHG 
from project construction would be 1,448.5 MT of CO2e per year. The additional construction equipment 
required to build the Final EIR project would increase the annual amortized GHG emissions by 121 MT, 
from 946 to 1,067 MT of CO2e, which is not a substantial increase in the severity of the impact. 

Although the loop track was planned to provide some operational flexibility, the loop track itself would not 
increase LAUS capacity, as the number and length of platform tracks are unchanged, and the track 
bottleneck located at Mission Tower would restrict its use and utility. With removal of the loop track from 
the project, future projected daily train movements through LAUS (Draft EIR Table 2-8) would not be 
impacted. In addition, the Final EIR project does not include modifications that would change the daily trip 
generation at LAUS from what was considered in the Draft EIR. Therefore, the operational GHG emissions 
listed in Draft EIR Tables 3.5-41 and 3.5-43 remain applicable to the Final EIR project. As identified in 
Table 10-17, the total annual GHG emissions from construction and operation of the Final EIR project 
would be approximately 11,421 MT of CO2e per year, which exceeds the SCAQMD’s 3,000 MT CO2e interim 
significance threshold for commercial, residential, and mixed-use projects. 
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Table 10-17. 2040 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT per year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction emissions 
amortized over 30 years 

0.0 1,447.3 1,447.3 0.1 0.0 1,448.5 

Operational Emissions 

Area sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

Without project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

With project 0.0 10,149.0 10,149.0 0.0 0.0 10,149.0 

Net increase 0.0 3,980.8 3,980.8 0.0 0.0 3,980.8 

Total project operational emissions 142.3 9,581.4 9,723.7 9.2 0.1 9,972.8 

Total project emissions with 
construction 

142.3 11,028.7 11,171.0 9.3 0.1 11,421.3 

Source: Appendix P of this EIR 

Notes:  
Bio-CO2= biogenic carbon dioxide; CH4=methane; CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; 
NBio-CO2=non-biogenic carbon dioxide; N20=nitrous oxide 

This analysis includes the localized idling emissions associated with the regional/intercity rail operations 
within LAUS. Therefore, this analysis does not evaluate the system-wide change in rail emissions or the 
associated changes in regional VMT.  

In 2015, Metro emitted 457,400 MT of CO2e from its operations. By removing private vehicles from the 
road, the agency also prevents GHG emissions from entering the atmosphere. During the same period, 
Metro saved approximately 464,493 MT of CO2e from being emitted by displacing vehicle driving. As a 
result, Metro’s net GHG emissions in 2015 were a net reduction of 7,093 MT of CO2e. The addition of 
5,992 MT of CO2e from the operation of LAUS would increase Metro’s operation emissions to 
approximately 463,400 MT. Therefore, Metro would continue to offset over 100 percent of its operating 
GHG emissions through regional VMT reductions.  

--
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Metrolink is currently developing the SCORE Program, which would upgrade the regional rail system to 
meet the current and future needs of the traveling public. By adding tracks and grade separations and 
upgrading signal systems across the entire Metrolink system, trains would operate more frequently and 
reliably, making regional travel by train easier and creating an even more appealing alternative to driving. 
Link US is the centerpiece of the SCORE Program, providing critical capacity increases that are required to 
realize over 26 percent of the significant reductions in basin-wide VMT and GHG emissions that would 
result from the SCORE Program. Between 2026 and 2078, Link US’s estimated contribution to the VMT 
and GHG reductions are 898 million miles and 13.5 million MT of CO2e, respectively. The long-term VMT 
and GHG reductions would offset the Final EIR project-related annual GHG emissions of 11,421 MT of 
CO2e. 

Although not required for the project’s climate change impacts, Mitigation Measures AQ-2 and 
AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Climate Change) would reduce the construction and 
operational GHG emissions of the Final EIR project. Mitigation Measure AQ-2 would reduce the off-road 
GHG emissions by 30 percent. Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would reduce the locomotive emissions by 51 
percent in 2031 and 56 percent in 2040. Table 10-18 identifies the mitigated GHG emissions for the Final 
EIR project. With the addition of the SCORE Program benefits, the GHG emissions for the Final EIR project 
would be reduced to less than zero.  

Table 10-18. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT per year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Construction emissions  
amortized over 30 years 

0.0 1,065.6 1,065.6 0.1 0.0 1,066.8 

Operational Emissions 

Area sources 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Energy sources 0.0 4,272.0 4,272.0 0.11 0.023 4,281.7 

Mobile sources 0.0 843.2 843.2 0.03 0.0 844.0 

Waste sources 127.2 0.0 127.2 7.51 0.0 315.0 

Water usage 15.1 485.5 500.6 1.56 0.039 551.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,600.6 5,742.9 9.22 0.06 5,992.0 

Rail Emissions 

No project  0.0 6,168.2 6,168.2 0.0 0.0 6,168.2 

Proposed project 0.0 6,082.9 6,082.9 0.0 0.0 6,082.9 

Net increase 0.0 -85.3 -85.3 0.0 0.0 -85.3 

Total operational emissions 142.3 5,515.3 5,657.6 9.2 0.1 5,906.7 

-
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Table 10-18. Cumulative Greenhouse Gas Emissions (2040) - Mitigated 

Source 

Pollutant Emissions (MT per year) 

Bio-CO2 NBio-CO2 CO2 CH4 N2O CO2e 

Total emissions with construction 142.3 6,580.9 6,723.2 9.3 0.1 6,973.5 

Notes: 
Bio-CO2= biogenic carbon dioxide; CH4=methane; CO2=carbon dioxide; CO2e=carbon dioxide equivalents; MT=metric tons; 
NBio-CO2=non-biogenic carbon dioxide; N20=nitrous oxide 

10.3.3 Final EIR Project – Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

The construction emissions from the Final EIR project continue to exceed the SCAQMD thresholds. 
Therefore, Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Climate Change) 
remain applicable to the Final EIR project.  

Operations 

The Final EIR project would not change the long-term emissions from LAUS. Therefore, Mitigation 
Measure AQ-3 (described in Section 3.5, Air Quality and Climate Change) remains applicable to the project.  

10.3.4 Final EIR Project – CEQA Determination 

The construction emissions associated with the project would continue to exceed the SCAQMD’s daily 
criteria pollutant and LSTs after implementation of Mitigation Measures AQ-1 and AQ-2. Similar to the 
CEQA determination in the Draft EIR, impacts would remain significant and unavoidable. The Final EIR 
project would not result in new exceedances of the SCAQMD thresholds, and the change in particulate 
matter emissions after mitigation is 1 pound per day or less, which is not a substantial increase in the 
severity of the impact. 

The operational emissions associated with the Final EIR project would be reduced to below the SCAQMD’s 
daily criteria pollutant, localized significance, and health risk thresholds. In addition, the long-term GHG 
emissions would be reduced to less than zero. Similar to the CEQA determination in the Draft EIR, upon 
implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-3, significant impacts would be reduced to a level less than 
significant. 

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

-
JI II II 11 - 11 -
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10.4  Noise and Vibration 

10.4.1 Final EIR Project – Approach and Methodology 

An evaluation was conducted to determine:  

• If construction noise and vibration impacts on sensitive receptors (previously identified Category 
2 and 3 land uses) would change from the increase in construction noise and vibration considered 
in the Draft EIR with removal of the above-grade passenger concourse, construction access road 
on the LAUS campus, and construction staging/assembly areas north and south of LAUS 

• If operational noise and vibration levels would change due to removal of the loop track 

10.4.2 Final EIR Project – Impact Evaluation 

Construction 

Construction impacts associated with the Final EIR project remain consistent with the impacts of the Draft 
EIR project because similar construction activities would occur within the same general vicinity of sensitive 
receptors in the study area, with the exception of the locations that have a reduction in project footprint. 
These locations include the construction access road on the LAUS campus, the construction 
staging/assembly areas north and south of LAUS, and areas south of Commercial Street. The changes in 
temporary noise and/or vibration impacts are considered below.  

Throat Segment (North of Los Angeles Union Station) 

The Final EIR project includes removal of a staging area located on Vignes Street north of LAUS. This 
staging area is far enough away from previously identified sensitive receptors (i.e., William Mead Homes) 
that any reduction in noise/vibration levels and associated impacts would be nominal. Nighttime 
construction activities in close proximity to William Mead Homes could still exceed 70 dBA Leq at distances 
of up to 300 feet, which would exceed FTA’s 8-hour nighttime noise standard, as discussed in the Draft 
EIR. Additionally, as discussed in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR project would also require use of an impact 
pile driver (within 300 feet) and a vibratory roller (within 140 feet) from sensitive receptors that could exceed 
the frequent impact threshold for Category 2 land uses (72 velocity in dBs) at William Mead Homes, similar 
to the Draft EIR project. The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or 
a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Concourse Segment (Los Angeles Union Station Campus) 

At the Mozaic Apartments, sensitive receptors would experience similar noise and vibration levels to those 
identified in the Draft EIR because similar construction equipment would be required to elevate the rail 
yard and construct the modified expanded passageway. Nighttime construction activities in close proximity 
to Mozaic Apartments could still exceed 70 dBA Leq at distances of up to 300 feet, which would exceed 
FTA’s 8-hour nighttime noise standard. Additionally, the Final EIR project would still require use of an 
impact pile driver (within 300 feet) and a vibratory roller (within 140 feet) from sensitive receptors that 
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could exceed the frequent impact threshold for Category 2 land uses (72 velocity in dBs) at Mozaic 
Apartments. The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial 
increase in the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

At the First 5 LA Headquarters (La Petite Academy), construction noise and vibration levels are anticipated 
to be reduced compared with the analysis in the Draft EIR because construction vehicles and trucks would 
not be using the adjacent access road.  

Run-Through Segment (South of Los Angeles Union Station) 

South of LAUS, construction noise and vibration would still occur with implementation of run-through track 
infrastructure; although there would be a significant reduction of construction activity than what was 
considered in the Draft EIR. In conjunction with removal of project elements south of LAUS (no 
Commercial Street realignment and no Center Street lowering), the buildings located on the south side of 
Commercial Street from Garey Street to Center Street would remain in place because acquisition of these 
properties and demolition of the buildings is not required to implement the Final EIR project without a 
loop track.  

With the exception of the One Santa Fe Apartments, no sensitive receptors south of US-101 were identified 
in the Draft EIR. Due to the shift in run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street, temporary 
noise and vibration levels would occur at non-noise or vibration sensitive commercial and industrial 
buildings along Commercial Street that would be kept in place rather than displaced under the Draft EIR 
alignment. Temporary noise and vibration levels for commercial and industrial land uses without outdoor 
uses, as well as for community members on Ducommon Street, would decrease from what was previously 
considered in the Draft EIR for Segment 3 of the project study area (Draft EIR Table 3.6-13), due to the 
presence of intervening buildings that would help attenuate construction-related noise and vibration. Based 
on the construction noise levels reported in Draft EIR, Table 3.6-13, the project modifications are 
anticipated to generate noise levels that vary between 75 and 79 dBA Leq at commercial and industrial land 
uses on Commercial Street, which is located approximately 100 feet from various construction activities. 
For commercial and industrial land uses along Ducommon Street, located about 400 feet from construction 
activities, noise levels would vary between 63 and 67 dBA Leq. Pile driving for abutments north of 
US-101 would generate levels of about 75 dBA Leq for these same areas along Commercial Street and 
70 dBA Leq for the same areas along Ducommon Street. The Final EIR project would not result in new, 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified effects 
disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

Operations 

Although the loop track was planned to provide some operational flexibility, the loop track itself would not 
increase LAUS capacity, as the number and length of platform tracks are unchanged, and the track 
bottleneck located at Mission Tower would restrict its use and utility. With removal of the loop track from 
the project, future projected daily train movements through LAUS (Draft EIR Table 2-8) would not be 
impacted. Therefore, the estimate of future daily train movements through LAUS and associated idling 
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times and operational noise and vibration levels considered in the Draft EIR are consistent with the Final 
EIR project.  

No changes to train speeds or the track alignment are proposed that would result in modifications to 
long-term vibration levels at LAUS or areas north of LAUS. South of LAUS, although noise or 
vibration-sensitive receptors were not identified in the Draft EIR (with exception of Santa Fe Apartments), 
the Final EIR project avoids demolition of buildings on Commercial Street from Garey Street to Center 
Street and includes a modified run-through track alignment north of Commercial Street, closer to 
US-101. The operational noise and vibration impacts south of LAUS for the Final EIR project are as follows:  

• Noise – The run-through track alignment south of LAUS would shift approximately 125 to 150 feet 
north. The permanent increase in noise levels for commercial and industrial land uses, without 
outdoor uses, as well as for community members on Ducommon Street, are anticipated to be 
lower because intervening buildings (that are not noise or vibration sensitive) would remain in 
place. In addition, the modified track alignment would be located closer to US-101 and farther from 
the buildings on Ducommon Street. With the presence of intervening buildings along Commercial 
Street, operational noise would be attenuated at commercial and industrial land uses, without 
outdoor uses, as well as for community members on Ducommon Street, thereby resulting in an 
approximate 1- to 2-dB reduction in this area throughout operations as compared with the Draft 
EIR analysis.  

• Vibration – Vibration levels for land uses/buildings on Ducommon Street are anticipated to be 
lower than previously considered in the Draft EIR as a result of the modified run-through track 
alignment. 

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR. 

10.4.3 Final EIR Project – Mitigation Measures 

Construction 

The Final EIR project would still occur in close proximity to noise- and vibration-sensitive land uses. 
Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3 (described in Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) remain applicable to 
the project.  

Operations 

The Final EIR project does not include modifications to the alignment north of LAUS or changes to 
previously identified impacts at William Mead Homes. Mitigation Measure NV-1 (described in 
Section 3.6, Noise and Vibration) remains applicable to the Final EIR project.  
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10.4.4 Final EIR Project – CEQA Determination 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measure NV 1, noise levels at the moderately and severely impacted 
units for the Final EIR project would be reduced by 12 dBs and 7 dBs at impacted locations, respectively. 
Based on these reductions, upon implementation of mitigation, significant operational noise impacts 
would be reduced to a level less than significant. 

Upon implementation of Mitigation Measures NV-2 and NV-3, significant impacts from 
construction-related noise and vibration associated with the Final EIR project would be reduced; however, 
impacts from construction-related noise would remain significant and unavoidable, similar to the Draft 
EIR. Noise levels would remain above 80 dBA Leq (within 100 feet) during daytime hours throughout much 
of project study area, and nighttime construction activities in close proximity to William Mead Homes and 
Mozaic Apartments could exceed 70 dBA Leq at distances of up to 300 feet, which would exceed FTA’s 
8-hour nighttime noise standard. Impacts resulting from construction vibration are determined to be less 
than significant.  

The Final EIR project would not result in new, significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in 
the severity of previously identified effects disclosed in the Draft EIR.  
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