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Chapter 1 
Introduction  

1.1 Introduction 
This Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in Downtown Los Angeles Project (Project) Final 

Environmental Impact Report (EIR) was prepared in accordance with the California Environmental 

Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970 (Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the Guidelines for the 

Implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act (State CEQA Guidelines) published by the 

Resources Agency of the State of California (California Code of Regulations Sections 15000 et seq.). 

In accordance with CEQA, the Draft EIR and this Final EIR, together, compose the Lead Agency’s 

environmental analysis of the Project. Numerous references are made throughout this Final EIR to 

the Draft EIR and to the Draft EIR appendices. These documents were circulated previously and are 

not being reproduced. Copies, however, are available for inspection at the Department of Public 

Works, Bureau of Engineering. The Draft EIR and supporting appendices (State Clearinghouse 

Number 2013011001) together with this Final EIR are the CEQA documentation for the Project. 

1.2 Intended Uses of the EIR 
The Draft EIR was previously circulated to the public and agencies for review and comment. That 

document is intended to inform the public and agencies of potential significant environmental 

effects associated with the Project. It also evaluates a range of reasonable alternatives and proposed 

mitigation measures to reduce significant effects. This Final EIR identifies a recommended Locally 

Preferred Alternative (LPA) for the Project and a recommended site for the Maintenance and 

Storage Facility (MSF). The Final EIR also reports all comments raised regarding the Draft EIR and 

provides responses to those comments. In addition, this Final EIR summarizes the environmental 

impacts and associated mitigation measures associated with the LPA and its various components, as 

required to lessen impacts.  

The information in this EIR, as described above, will be used for discretionary approvals that may be 

required by the City or other reviewing agencies. Accordingly, this EIR will be used by the City of Los 

Angeles (City), as the CEQA lead agency, to support decisions regarding Project approval. The 

information in this EIR will be used by other agencies to support decisions regarding whether to 

grant the permits or approvals that may be necessary to construct and/or operate the Project. Refer 

to Draft EIR Section 2.10, Permits, Approvals, and Intended Uses of the EIR, for more information. 

1.3 Environmental Review Process 
An EIR is prepared in two key stages. First, a Draft EIR is prepared and distributed for public and 

agency review. Once comments on the Draft EIR are received, responses to those comments, as well 

as any additional relevant Project information, are prepared and compiled in a Final EIR. Both of 

these documents, along with any related technical appendices, represent the complete record of the 

EIR.  
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The Final EIR is used by the recommending bodies and the final decision-makers (the City) to weigh 

the benefits of the Project against the environmental impacts. 

Following the close of the public review period, the City received 44 individual comment letters 

from agencies, interested parties, and the public regarding the Draft EIR. This Final EIR responds to 

these written comments and provides any minor edits to the Draft EIR as well as providing the 

Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP), under separate cover. This Final EIR is 

being distributed to provide the basis for decision-making by the CEQA lead agency. Certification of 

the EIR for the Project must precede Project approval. Project approval requires that the City review 

and consider the EIR; adopt Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (also 

under separate cover) on the significant environmental effects of the Project and the feasibility of 

mitigation measures and Project alternatives; approve a specific alternative analyzed in the EIR; and 

adopt an MMRP. 

1.4 Organization of the Final EIR 
This chapter presents background and introductory information for the proposed Project. This 

chapter also presents the authorities of the Los Angeles Department of Public Works, the Lead 

Agency preparing this EIR, the scope and content of the EIR, list of Responsible and Trustee 

agencies, and the public outreach for the proposed Project. Chapter 2, Response to Comments, 

presents information regarding the comments on the Draft EIR and responses of the lead agency. 

Chapter 3 presents changes made to the Draft EIR.  

This Final EIR has been prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA 

Guidelines. The EIR describes the affected resources and evaluates the potential adverse 

environmental impacts on those resources. This EIR will be used to inform decision-makers and the 

public about the environmental effects associated with the construction and operation of the 

proposed Project; to evaluate reasonable and feasible alternatives to the proposed Project; and to 

propose mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the significant adverse environmental 

effects of the proposed Project. 

The abbreviated format used for this Final EIR complies with State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15132. 

This Final EIR is organized in the following way. 

Chapter 1.0, Introduction: This chapter includes a summary of the Project description and the 

process and requirements of the Final EIR. 

Chapter 2.0, Response to Comments: This chapter includes a list of all agencies, organizations, and 

individuals who submitted written comments during the public review period for the Draft EIR. The 

letters and oral comments received, numbered consecutively, are reproduced in this chapter. In each 

letter, specific comments are called out and numbered in the margin. A response to each comment is 

provided immediately following the comment letter. 

Chapter 3.0, Clarifications and Modifications: This chapter presents any substantive revisions to 

the Draft EIR that were made in response to comments received during the public review period for 

the Draft EIR. These revisions are organized by the section and page number as they appear in the 

Draft EIR. Additions are indicated with an underline (e.g., impact), and deletions are designated with 

a strikethrough (e.g., impact). 
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Attachments: The attachments are identified as follows and are in addition to those already 

included in the Draft EIR.  

 Attachment A: Notice of Availability 

 Attachment B: Notice of Availability Distribution List and Newspaper Notice 

 Attachment C: Public Hearing Transcript, Speaker Cards, and Sign-In Sheet 

 Attachment D: Draft EIR 

1.5 Resolution of Areas of Controversy and Issues to 
be Resolved 

A number of areas of controversy were raised in response to the original Project scoping period 

(early 2013) that remained as comments received on the Draft EIR. Resolution of those areas of 

controversy are as follows. 

 Maintenance and Storage Facility: Issues continued to be raised regarding the perceived 

incompatibility of MSF operations with surrounding land uses. Of the four original candidate 

MSF sites under consideration, two are now recommended for implementation—Broadway/2nd 

Street (Site 4) and 11th Street/Olive Street (East) (Site 2). The proposed Broadway and 2nd Street 

MSF is identified as the preferred MSF option, but the 11th Street/Olive Street (East) (Site 2) site 

will be retained for further consideration. Sites 1 and 3, previously under consideration, are now 

currently under construction for mixed-use residential developments and are therefore no 

longer available as potential MSF locations. Substantial effort has been directed to determining 

impacts potentially associated with MSF operations and mitigation measures have been 

proposed to address those impacts.  

 Transportation/Traffic: Comments continued to be made regarding the potential for adverse 

impacts on traffic, particularly referencing the 11th Street corridor. As the EIR detailed traffic 

analysis shows, significant impacts were at only three intersections, two of which are associated 

with the LPA (Hill Street/7th Street and Hill Street/1st Street) and a third (Grand Avenue/1st 

Street) with the optional Grand Avenue Extension. 

 Aesthetics/Visual Quality: Concerns continued to be stated regarding the potential for 

obstruction of views, with particular reference to historic buildings. The EIR analysis concludes 

that views would only be partially affected, primarily because of overhead OCS wires. The EIR 

further notes that such wires are consistent with the historic context for the streetcar. 

 Safety: Concerns continued to be stated regarding safety of pedestrians and bicyclists. As the 

EIR points out, pedestrian safety would be maintained in the same manner as at present, using 

appropriate crosswalks and signalization controls. The EIR also acknowledges that bicycle 

safety is an issue of concern, for which mitigation measures have been proposed. However, the 

presence of the streetcar flangeways would present potential hazards to bicyclists.  

 Air Quality: Some comments were received indicating a continued concern over dust and air 

emissions during construction. The EIR notes that such construction-related effects cannot be 

eliminated but they can be controlled, for which appropriate mitigation measures have been 

specified. 
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 Noise and Vibration: Concerns over noise continued to be raised. A detailed analysis was 

conducted for the EIR that concluded that noise from streetcar wheels would exceed Federal 

Transit Administration (FTA) moderate impact criteria in the vicinity of the Disney Concert Hall 

(under the optional Grand Avenue Extension), but that satisfactory mitigation was available. The 

analysis also concluded that future streetcar operations, in combination with traffic, would 

result in additional moderate impacts at certain locations along the route, but that the source of 

these impacts was attributable to the growth in background traffic. 

One major issue was identified as needing to be resolved at the conclusion of the CEQA process. 

Resolution of this issue is as follows. 

 Selection of a Preferred Alternative: As is noted in Section 1.6 of this Final EIR, a 

recommended LPA has been identified, comprising: (a) Alternative 3, 7th Street Alternative 

alignment; (b) inclusion of the Grand Avenue Extension as an optional addition to the Project, if 

additional funding can be identified; (c) the Broadway and 2nd Street or the 11th Street/Olive 

Street (East) MSF sites; and (d) station platform and TPSS locations to be determined as final 

design of the Project proceeds. This recommendation is pending approval by the City of Los 

Angeles. 

1.6 Selection of the Locally Preferred Alternative 
Following the Draft EIR public comment period and after examining the Draft EIR comments 

received during the public comment period, and other relevant information, Los Angeles Streetcar, 

Inc. (LASI), in cooperation with the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering (LABOE), City of Los 

Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), and Los Angeles County Metropolitan 

Transportation Authority (Metro), have recommended the following as the LPA. 

 Alternative 3: 7th Street Alternative alignment (see Figure 1-1) without a Grand Avenue 

Extension 

 Inclusion of Alternative 2, Grand Avenue Extension, remains under consideration as an 

optional addition to the Project, if additional funding can be identified 

 Broadway and 2nd Street MSF site (Site 4) or 11th Street/Olive Street (East) MSF site (Site 2) 

 Station platform locations to be determined as final design of the Project proceeds 

 Traction power substation (TPSS) locations to be determined as final design of the Project 

proceeds. 
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Figure 1-1. Locally Preferred Alternative 
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This recommendation is based on the following: 

The recommended LPA for the Project takes into account a variety of competing priorities, including 

environmental impacts, economic considerations, safety, accessibility, and funding. 

According to the environmental analysis, the four proposed build alternatives (2–5) would have 

nearly equal environmental impacts, with fewer overall traffic impacts associated with the 9th Street 

Alternative without Grand Avenue Extension (Alternative 5). Given the potential for reduced conflict 

between bicycles and the streetcar flangeway gaps due to the designated bike lane on 7th Street, 

Alternative 3 has been identified as the LPA, as it results in lesser impacts related to bicycle safety. 

The 7th Street Alternative also provides direct connections to a larger number of destinations in 

downtown, including the Metro Center rail station, the “Fig at 7th” and “The Bloc” shopping centers, 

and the under-construction “Wilshire Grand” development. Planned streetscape improvements to 

7th Street (unrelated to the Project) will also increase access and convenience for users of the 

streetcar; no such improvements are currently planned for 9th Street. 

Projected ridership for the 7th Street Alternative without Grand Avenue Extension (Alternative 3) is 

higher than that of the 9th Street Alternative without Grand Avenue Extension (Alternative 5) in 

opening year 2020, at 4,123 and 3,851 trips per day, respectively—a difference of approximately 

270 daily trips. The projected ridership for the 9th Street Alternative with Grand Avenue Extension 

(Alternative 4) is slightly higher in 2020 than for the 7th Street Alternative with Grand Avenue 

Extension (Alternative 2), at 5,773 and 5,583, respectively—a difference of 190 daily trips. As 

funding constraints leave the construction of the Grand Avenue Extension uncertain, the relative 

ridership benefits of the 9th Street Alternative may not be realized if this build alternative were to be 

pursued. 

It is also recommended that policy-makers approve the proposed Broadway and 2nd Street MSF (see 

Figure 1-1) as the preferred MSF option, but retain the 11th Street/Olive Street (East) site for further 

consideration. While the environmental impacts of the remaining potential MSF sites under 

consideration are approximately equal, preliminary engineering and design work independent of 

the EIR has identified the Broadway and 2nd Street site (Site 4) as preferable due to its size and 

location relative to the 11th Street and Olive Street (East) (Site 2). Sites 1 and 3, previously under 

consideration, are now currently under construction for mixed-use residential developments and 

are therefore no longer available as potential MSF locations. 

1.7 Summary of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives Evaluated in the EIR 

Alternative 3 has been identified as the LPA, and Alternative 2 (which includes the Grand Avenue 

Extension) remains under consideration as an optional addition to the proposed Project. The 

proposed Project would involve the construction and operation of the 7th Street Alternative along an 

alignment that would begin at the corner of Hill and 1st streets. From 1st Street, the streetcar would 

turn south on Broadway, traveling to 11th Street where it would turn west and continue on to 

Figueroa Street. The streetcar would then turn north on Figueroa Street and travel to 7th Street, 

where it would turn east. From 7th Street, the streetcar would turn north on Hill Street, then 

continue back to 1st Street, completing the circuit. A Grand Avenue Extension is also being 

considered, traveling west on 1st Street from Hill Street, then south on Grand Avenue to a terminal 
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point north of 2nd Street. Figure 1-2 shows the regional location of the proposed Project. Figure 1-1 

shows the LPA. 

The streetcar would travel through several neighborhoods or districts within the Central City 
Community Plan area of the City including Civic Center, Bunker Hill, Historic Core, Jewelry District, 
Financial District, South Park, Fashion District, and LA Live and the Convention Center. The route 
would be traversed by a fleet of electrically powered streetcars, which would make stops at 
platforms along the alignment. Power to the streetcar vehicles would be provided by TPSSs 
supplying power via an overhead contact system (OCS). The number and placement of passenger 
boarding platforms and TPSSs are subject to change, based upon further development of the Project 
design. An MSF site would also be constructed as part of the Project. A detailed description of the 
Project is provided in Chapter 2, Project Description, of the Draft EIR. In summary, five Project 
alternatives were considered: four build alternatives for the proposed Project and a No Project 
Alternative. The following discussion is a brief summary of each of the alternatives analyzed in the 
Draft EIR.  

1.7.1 Alternative 1: No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative, which is required by Section 15126.6(e) of the State CEQA Guidelines, 

represents conditions in the Project study area that would remain if the proposed Project would not 

occur. This represents the baseline condition against which all other alternatives are measured. The 

purpose of describing and analyzing a No Project Alternative is to allow decision makers to compare 

the impacts of approving the proposed Project with the impacts of not approving the proposed 

Project.  

1.7.2 Alternative 2: 7th Street with Grand Avenue Extension  

The 7th Street with Grand Avenue Extension Alternative would construct and implement streetcar 

service along an alignment that would begin on Grand Avenue north of 2nd Street adjacent to the 

Disney Concert Hall, then continue northward until turning east on 1st Street. From 1st Street, the 

streetcar would turn south on Broadway, traveling to 11th Street where it would turn west and 

continue on to Figueroa Street. The streetcar would then turn north on Figueroa Street and travel to 

7th Street, where it would turn east. From 7th Street, the streetcar would turn north on Hill Street, 

then continue back to 1st Street, completing the circuit by turning west on 1st Street to return to the 

streetcar stop on Grand Avenue.  

1.7.3 Alternative 3: 7th Street without Grand Avenue Extension 

Alternative 3 would follow the same alignment as Alternative 2, with the exception that the Grand 

Avenue Extension would not be incorporated. Therefore, Hill and 1st Streets would be the terminal 

point, rather than Grand Avenue north of 2nd Street.  

1.7.4 Alternative 4: 9th Street with Grand Avenue Extension 

The 9th Street with Grand Avenue Extension Alternative would follow the same alignment as the 7th 

Street with Grand Avenue Extension Alternative, but it would run eastbound on 9th Street between 

Figueroa Street and Hill Street, rather than 7th Street. The Project alignment would still begin and 

terminate on Grand Avenue, north of 2nd Street.  
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Figure 1-2. Regional Location Map 
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1.7.5 Alternative 5: 9th Street without Grand Avenue Extension  

Alternative 5 would follow the same alignment as Alternative 3, but it would run eastbound on 9th 

Street between Figueroa Street and Hill Street, rather than 7th Street. 

1.8 Summary of the Environmental Impacts 
The following potential Project impacts were evaluated in detail in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR and 

are summarized in Table 1-1.  

 Aesthetics 

 Air Quality 

 Cultural Resources 

 Energy 

 Geology and Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions 

 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

 Land Use 

 Noise and Vibration 

 Transportation and Traffic 

Table 1-1 presents a summary of the environmental impacts of the proposed Project, mitigation 

measures that would reduce potential significant impacts for the proposed Project, and the level of 

significance of each impact after mitigation. As summarized in Table 1-1 and described in detail in 

Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project’s construction noise and construction and 

operational traffic impacts would be significant or potentially significant prior to implementation of 

mitigation measures. With implementation of proposed mitigation measures, all impacts would be 

reduced to a less-than-significant level with the exception of construction noise, operational bicycle 

safety, and intersection capacity at the following intersections: (1) Hill Street/1st Street; (2) Hill 

Street/7th Street; and (3) Grand Avenue/1st Street. 

Refer to the Executive Summary, Section ES.7, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the relative impacts 

associated with each alternative analyzed. Tables ES-1 through ES-3 provide summaries of 

information contained in the EIR; for further information, the reader is referred to the individual 

impact sections in Chapter 3 for details regarding the impacts and any associated proposed 

mitigation.  
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Table 1-1. Summary of Environmental Impacts for the Locally Preferred Alternative 

Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

3.1 Aesthetics  

Removal, 
alteration, or 
demolition of 
existing visual 
features. 

Construction  

The Project (including the optional Grand 
Avenue Extension, TPSS installation sites, and 
Broadway/2nd Street or the 11th Street/Olive 
Street [East] MSF site) would result in 
temporary disturbance due to the presence of 
construction equipment, staging areas, 
exposed excavation areas, and other general 
construction activities.  

Construction of the Project could result in 
removal of existing street trees, which are 
features or elements that may be considered 
to contribute to the valued visual character or 
image of a neighborhood, community, or 
vicinity within the Project area. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials & Equipment. Consistent with 
Bureau of Engineering Master Specifications 
Environmental Control Measures, construction 
staging areas shall be enclosed or screened from 
view at street level. Construction-related clutter 
and graffiti shall be removed and construction 
areas shall be maintained in a clean and orderly 
manner. Routine sidewalk and sidewalk washing 
and other means of dust control shall be 
employed.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. City shall ensure that lighting will be 
directed away from surrounding sensitive land 
uses and toward specific locations intended for 
illumination. Lighting shall be shielded to 
minimize the production of glare and spill light 
around sensitive land uses. 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. Should 
mature trees, as well as younger trees (with trunk 
diameters of 5 inches at breast height or less) be 
trimmed or removed, the proposed Project would 
comply with the City of Los Angeles Tree 
Preservation Ordinance and Tree Preservation 
Policy. City policy requires all tree removals be 
replaced on a 2:1 basis for street trees and 4:1 
basis for protected private property trees. No 
protected trees were identified throughout the 
proposed alignment and at the potential MSF 
siting locations. Replacement trees would be 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

placed as near their original locations as possible. 
Alternative methods and options to removal, such 
as trimming, would be explored prior to 
considering potential tree removal. The Project’s 
compliance with the City of Los Angeles Tree 
Preservation Ordinance and Tree Preservation 
Policy would ensure that any street trees slated 
for removal would be planted at or near their 
original locations at 2:1 ratios. Removal or 
relocation of protected trees, under the City’s 
Tree Preservation Ordinance, requires a permit 
from the Board of Public Works. A protected tree 
report must be submitted to the Board of Public 
Works to apply for a tree removal permit. Before 
a Special Habitat Value tree, as defined by the 
City’s Tree Preservation Policy, is pruned, 
damaged, relocated, or removed, 
recommendations from the Department of Public 
Works, Bureau of Street Services, Urban Forestry 
Division must be obtained. The Urban Forestry 
Division makes a recommendation to the Board 
of Public Works for removal. The Board of Public 
Works must make the final approval before the 
trees(s) can be removed. 

Operation 

Built elements of the proposed Project 
(including the optional Grand Avenue 
Extension) would result in the permanent use 
of streetcar vehicles and installation of 
station platforms, shelters, catenary poles, 
OCS wires, and TPSS units.  

Implementation of the either Broadway/2nd 
Street or 11th Street/Olive Street (East) MSF 
would replace an existing parking lot and 
building. MSF facilities would include an 

LTS MM-AES-O2: Maintenance Storage Facility 
Design and Operational Lighting. The City of 
Los Angeles shall ensure that the MSF site plan, 
building treatments and architecture will be 
appropriate in scale, proportion, and detail with 
appropriate use of material, texture, articulation, 
and color in consideration of the surrounding 
design context. The aesthetic treatment shall be 
designed and built in compliance with all 
applicable design guidelines, policies, and 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

enclosed building and an outdoor area with 
streetcar track access from the main line and 
employee parking.  

The introduction of these built features 
would not remove, alter or demolish existing 
features or elements that contribute to the 
visual character throughout the Project area. 

development standards. Light associated with 
the MSF shall be properly controlled and 
directed on site in a manner that would 
minimize the potential for spill light. The Project 
would adhere to the requirements of LAMC 
Section 14.00 in all respects and will follow all 
applicable procedures. All applicable 
performance standards or alternative 
compliance measures will be addressed and all 
procedures for review and approval will be 
followed. 

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 
The City of Los Angeles shall ensure that design 
and installation of the OCS poles will be 
consistent with the surrounding design context. 
OCS poles shall be designed and installed in 
compliance with all applicable design guidelines, 
policies, and development standards. 

Natural open 
space areas. 

Construction and Operation 

The Project area does not contain any natural 
or open space areas. The Project would not 
result in the grading or development of such 
areas. 

NI None required. N/A 

Structures 
within open 
space areas. 

Construction and Operation 

The Project area does not contain any natural 
open space areas. The Project would not site 
any structures within such areas. 

NI None required. N/A 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Visual contrast 
with existing 
features. 

Construction 

Construction activities and equipment would 
contrast with existing features, but such 
contrast would be transitory and temporary. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

LTS 

Operation 

Operation activities and equipment 
(including the TPSS locations and 
Broadway/2nd Street or 11th Street/Olive 
Street [East] MSF site) would be consistent 
with features of the urban downtown 
environment, including restoration of historic 
streetcar service to the downtown. The 
degree of contrast would be low to 
moderately low. 

Under the Grand Avenue Extension, views of 
the distant mountains and prominent 
hillsides that define the northern edge of the 
city would be in the viewshed from certain 
vantage points in the vicinity of the Grand 
Avenue/2nd Street station; these are not 
officially designated as scenic views, 
however. Views of prominent buildings (e.g., 
Disney Concert Hall) are considered valued; 
project features would read as extensions of 
the street and the downtown public transit 
system; therefore, contrast would be 
considered low.  

Application of design Mitigation Measures 
would ensure proper fit of Project elements 
into its surroundings. 

LTS .MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. LTS 

Zone changes. Construction 

Project construction would not require a zone 
change. 

NI None required. N/A 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Operation 

The Project would not require a zoning 
consideration for all elements installed within 
the public streets and sidewalks.  

NI None required. N/A 

TPSS locations, if within private property, 
would not be a building that would detract 
from the existing style or image of the area. 

NI None required. N/A 

At the Broadway/2nd Street or 11th 
Street/Olive Street (East) MSF sites, there 
would be buildings that would not detract 
from the existing style or image of the area, 
with adherence to proper design integration. 
(See also 3.8 Land Use.) 

LTS MM-AES-O2: Maintenance Storage Facility 
Design and Operational Lighting. 

LTS 

Contribution to 
area’s aesthetic 
value. 

Construction 

Project construction would not contribute to 
the area’s aesthetic value, because 
construction elements and activities could 
temporarily affect the visual quality or 
character of the immediate area. These effects 
would be transitory. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities.  

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. 

LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements, inclusive of the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) (streetcar 
vehicles, platforms, shelters, catenary OCS 
poles, and wires), although visible, would be 
unobtrusive and would not alter the visual 
quality of the Project area. In the sense that 
the Project would restore a prior historic 
streetcar system in downtown Los Angeles, 
the Project would be consistent with its 
surroundings in character. 

LTS MM-AES-O1: Design of Traction Power 
Substation Structures 

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

LTS 

Visible built elements of the Broadway/2nd 
Street or the 11th Street/Olive Street (East) 
MSF sites would include a two- to three-story 

LTS MM-AES-O2: Maintenance Storage Facility 
Design and Operational Lighting. 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

buildings, open area, tracks connecting from 
the main line, and employee parking. Views 
would be considered to remain medium to 
low quality and viewer sensitivity is also 
considered to be low. Overall character and 
quality of the area would not be degraded. 

Applicable 
guidelines and 
regulations. 

Construction 

Construction of the Project would comply 
with all applicable guidelines and regulations 
including construction specifications. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities.  

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. 

LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the project would comply with 
applicable guidelines and regulations. 

LTS MM-AES-O1: Design of Traction Power 
Substation Structures.  

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

LTS 

Nature and 
quality of 
recognized or 
valued views. 

Construction 

Construction activities and the presence of 
construction equipment could adversely 
affect the visual quality or character of views 
from and within the immediate area 
encompassing the Project site. These effects 
would be temporary and transitory. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. 

LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements (including 
optional Grand Avenue Extension, TPSS units, 
and the Broadway/2nd Street or 11th 
Street/Olive Street [East] MSF site) during 
operation would not adversely affect visual 
quality or character, and thus, valued views, 
of the immediate area encompassing the 
Project site. 

LTS MM-AES-O1: Design of Traction Power 
Substation Structures  

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Views from 
scenic 
highways, 
corridors, or 
parkways. 

Construction and Operation 

The Project (including the optional Grand 
Avenue Extension, TPSS units, and 
Broadway/2nd Street or 11th Street/Olive 
Street [East] MSF site) would not affect views 
from a designated scenic highway, corridor, 
or parkway. 

NI None required. N/A 

Obstruction. Construction 

Project construction would result in the 
temporary, minor diminution and/or partial 
obstruction of views in the immediate Project 
vicinity. These effects would be temporary 
and transitory. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. 

LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension, TPSS units, 
and Broadway/2nd Street or 11th Street/Olive 
Street [East] MSF site) would result in the 
minor diminution and partial obstruction of 
some views in the immediate Project vicinity. 

LTS MM-AES-O1: Design of Traction Power 
Substation Structures. 

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

LTS 

Effects on 
recognized 
views from 
transportation 
corridors. 

Construction 

Project construction would result in 
temporary obstructions of views along 
lengths of public roadways. These effects 
would be temporary and transitory. 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. 

LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements would result in 
minor visual impacts on the nature or quality 
of recognized views available from public 
roadways. 

LTS MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Changes in 
ambient 
illumination 
during 
nighttime. 

Construction 

Nighttime construction would result in new 
sources of lighting that would change existing 
ambient illumination levels. 

LTS MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements would not 
change existing ambient illumination levels; 
however, the MSF sites would introduce new 
light sources that would change the ambient 
illumination levels to the Project area. 

LTS MM-AES-O2: Maintenance Storage Facility 
Design and Operational Lighting. 

LTS 

Lighting spill 
that would 
affect adjacent 
light-sensitive 
areas. 

Construction 

Nighttime construction would result in new 
sources of lighting that may spill off the Project 
site and affect light-sensitive receptors. 

LTS MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction 
Activities. 

LTS 

Operation 

Project elements would not result in new 
sources of lighting that may spill off the Project 
site and affect light-sensitive receptors, 
however, the MSF sites would introduce a 
new source that would affect light-sensitive 
receptors. 

LTS MM-AES-O2: Maintenance Storage Facility 
Design and Operational Lighting. 

LTS 

Shading of 
shadow-
sensitive uses. 

Construction 

Construction is not expected to require large 
cranes or other major construction-related 
structures and equipment that would cast 
large shadows on shadow-sensitive uses. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Permanent Project elements (including the 
Broadway/2nd Street or the 11th Street/Olive 
Street [East] MSF site) would not create bulk 
and large scale structures sufficient to cast 
large shadows on shadow-sensitive uses. 

LTS None required. N/A 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

3.2 Air Quality 

Regional 
Emissions. 

Construction 

Construction would not result in regional 
impact criteria pollutant emissions that 
would exceed South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) thresholds. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) would not 
result in regional criteria pollutant emissions 
(lead, reactive organic gases, nitrogen oxides 
[NOX], carbon monoxide [CO], sulfur oxides 
[SOx], particulate matter 10 microns or less in 
diameter [PM10], and particulate matter 2.5 
microns or less in diameter [PM2.5]) that 
would exceed SCAQMD thresholds. A small 
reduction may be expected from reduced 
auto use in downtown. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Local 
Emissions. 

Construction 

Construction would result in local impact 
criteria pollutant emissions (NOX, PM10, and 
PM2.5) that would exceed SCAQMD 
thresholds. 

LTS MM-AQ-C1: Use cleaner-burning off-road 
construction equipment. The contractor shall 
ensure that all off-road diesel-powered 
construction equipment greater than 50 
horsepower (hp) shall meet the Tier 4 emission 
standards. In addition, all construction 
equipment shall be outfitted with best available 
control technology (BACT) devices certified by 
ARB. 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 ARB 
regulations. 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

 Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) would not 
result in local impact criteria pollutant 
emissions (NOX, PM10, and PM2.5) that would 
exceed SCAQMD thresholds. A small 
reduction may be expected from reduced 
auto use in downtown. The Project would not 
be considered a Project of Air Quality 
Concern nor would it result in a concern 
related to mobile air toxics. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Toxic Air 
Contaminants 
(TACs)/Mobile 
Source Air 
Toxics (MSAT). 

Construction 

Construction would not expose receptors to 
significant levels of TACs. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) would not 
result in meaningful changes in traffic 
volumes, vehicle mix, basic Project location, 
or any other factor that would cause an 
increase in MSAT impacts of the Project. 

LTS None required. LTS 

California CO 
standards. 

Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) would not 
result in an exceedance or exacerbate an 
existing exceedance of an ambient air quality 
standard. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Onsite 
Stationary 
Sources.  

Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension) would not 
result in an exceedance or exacerbate an 
existing exceedance of an ambient air quality 
standard. 

LTS None required. LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Onsite 
Hazardous 
Materials. 

Construction and Operation 

On site storage and use of potentially 
hazardous materials would follow applicable 
regulations and requirements. The Project 
and MSF operation would not expose 
receptors to significant levels of TACs. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Occupancy of 
Sensitive 
Individuals. 

Construction and Operation 

The Project would not involve the use of 
hazardous materials on its vehicles nor would 
times of exposure for passengers waiting at 
stations result in any hazard. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Odors. Construction 

Construction odors could be created from 
construction equipment diesel exhaust and 
application of architectural coatings. Such 
odors, if noticeable at nearby sensitive 
receptors, would be temporary and 
transitory. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

The Project and MSF operation would not 
create objectionable odors at nearby sensitive 
receptors. 

LTS None required. LTS 

3.3 Cultural 

Archaeological 
resources. 

Construction 

Archaeological resources were not identified 
within the Project area and are not expected 
to be encountered during construction 
activities, including excavation. Should 
archaeological discoveries be made during 
construction, however, appropriate 
procedures would be followed. 

LTS Archaeological discoveries shall be addressed as 
specified in the City of Los Angeles Bureau of 
Engineering “Greenbook” (2009). 

LTS 
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Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

 Operation 

Operation of the Project (including the 
optional Grand Avenue Extension, TPSS units, 
and MSF) would not involve activities that 
could cause an adverse change in the 
significance of archaeological resources. 

NI None required. N/A 

Historical 
resources. 

Construction 

Construction activities would not demolish or 
otherwise adversely affect historic resources. 
One potential exception would be historic 
sidewalk features, such as terrazzo 
installations, vault lights, basement vault 
hatch doors, and other features that are 
considered character defining features within 
the Broadway Theater and Commercial 
District. Adherence to appropriate mitigation 
measures would ensure that no substantial 
change to the significance of historical 
resources would occur. 

LTS MM-CUL-C1: Historic Sidewalk Features. The 
following mitigation activities shall be 
conducted:  

As part of final design, a detailed field survey 
would be done to identify historic sidewalk 
features to be avoided, protected during 
construction, or altered in conformance with the 
Secretary’s Standards.  

Conditions to protect historic sidewalk features 
and preserve the material in place during 
construction would be required:  

(1) Historic sidewalk features shall be covered 
with a protective material to avoid 
scratches and staining from adjacent 
construction work.  

(2) OCS poles will not be installed in terrazzo 
installations or vault lights.  

(3) Sidewalk ramps will be designed or located 
to avoid physical damage or alteration of 
historic sidewalk features.  

(4) The existing concrete curb will not be 
removed at bump out areas, in order to 
protect the historic sidewalk feature from 
being saw cut or from cracking.  

(5) Should incidental damage occur during 
construction, the historic sidewalk feature 
would be repaired or replaced in kind by a 

LTS 
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Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

qualified contractor in a manner consistent 
with the Secretary’s Standards. In the 
unlikely event that the sidewalk feature 
cannot be treated in accordance with the 
Secretary’s Standards, there would still be a 
less than significant impact on the historic 
building that fronts the sidewalk, and there 
would be no substantial adverse change in 
the overall significance of the historical 
resource.  

MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled 
Materials and Equipment. 

Operation 

Design and installation of the Project 
elements would be consistent with the period 
of significance for many of the historic 
properties residing in the Project area. 
Careful design integration of Project elements 
would maintain that consistency. No effects 
would occur once the Project becomes 
operational. 

LTS MM-CUL-O1: Project Design. The City of Los 
Angeles shall ensure that design and installation 
of all Project facilities and elements that are 
adjacent to or abutting historical resources or 
within a historic district will be consistent with 
the surrounding design context, through 
consultation with and approval by the City of Los 
Angeles Office of Historic Resources. Project 
facilities and elements shall be designed for 
consistency and installed to be in compliance 
with the Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design 
Guidelines and the Broadway Streetscape Master 
Plan, as applicable.  

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

LTS 

TPSS installations would be sited and given 
architectural treatments so as to be 
compatible with their immediate 
surroundings. 

LTS MM-AES-O1: Design of Traction Power 
Substation Structures. 

MM-AES-O3: Overhead Contact System Poles. 

MM-CUL-O1: Project Design. 

LTS 
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Paleontological 
resources. 

Construction 

The Project area has been heavily disturbed 
by past construction activities; Project 
construction activities are unlikely to 
encounter significant resources. Excavation 
occurring at depths below five feet may 
encounter older Quaternary deposits or the 
Fernando Formation, which may contain 
paleontological resources. 

LTS MM-CUL-C2: Paleontology. If discovery is made 
of items of paleontological interest, the 
Contractor shall immediately cease excavation in 
the area of discovery and shall not continue until 
ordered by the Engineer. When resumed, 
excavation operations within the area of 
discovery shall be as directed by the Engineer. 
Discoveries which may be encountered may 
include, but not be limited to, dwelling sites, 
stone implements or other artifacts, animal 
bones, human bones, and fossils. 

LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project would not have the 
potential to disturb unknown significant 
paleontological resources. 

NI None required. N/A 

3.4 Energy 

Energy 
Consumption, 
Conservation, 
and Standards. 

Construction 

Construction energy use would be temporary 
and would be controlled and managed so as 
to not be wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operational energy use would not be 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary. Net 
energy use (in 2020), including streetcar and 
MSF operations, would range from 3,172 
MMBtu/year (proposed Project) to 1,163 
MMBtu/year (with optional Grand Avenue 
Extension). Energy resources for streetcar 
operation would be partially offset by 
reduced auto travel. 

LTS None required. LTS 
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Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Indirect Energy 
Consumption, 
Conservation, 
and Standards. 

Operation 

Operation would reduce vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) related energy consumption. 
Estimated savings in VMT-related energy (in 
2020) would range from 10,344 MMBtu/year 
to 12,961 MMBtu/year (with optional Grand 
Avenue Extension).  

NI None required. N/A 

Demand for 
New Energy 
Supplies and 
Infrastructure. 

Construction 

Construction would result in a negligible use 
of diesel fuel and no new or expanded 
sources of energy would be required. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation would result in a negligible 
increase in the overall demand for electricity 
within the Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power (LADWP) service area as planned 
for in the City’s power system. Project 
electricity requirements are acknowledged to 
be within planned LADWP supply estimates. 

LTS None required. LTS 

3.5 Geology 

Seismicity.  Construction and Operation 

Neither construction nor operation of the 
Project (including all components) would 
exacerbate existing seismic hazards or create 
new hazards due to the negligible risk of 
disturbing faults. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Liquefaction 
and Lateral 
Spreading. 

Construction 

The northern portion of the Project 
(including the optional Grand Avenue 
Extension) would be susceptible to 
liquefaction and lateral spreading, primarily 
in the northern portion of the alignment. 
Adherence to Regulatory Compliance 

LTS RCM-GEO-C1: Liquefaction. Temporary shoring 
will be used for lateral support of excavations 
and properly compacted fill soils or cement 
slurry shall be used for excavation backfill. A 
geotechnical report shall be prepared during 
final design, subject to approval by the City, 

LTS 



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

1-25 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Measures would ensure that risks, if any, 
would be minimized. 

The 11th Street/Olive Street (East) MSF site is 
not an area susceptible to this issue. 

which will recommend specific measures, 
including but not limited to, the following: in situ 
ground modification, removal of liquefiable 
layers and replacement with compacted fill, or 
support of Project improvements on piles. 
Additional recommendations for controlling 
liquefaction may include densification by 
installation of stone columns, vibration, deep 
dynamic compaction, and/or compaction 
grouting. 

Operation 

Once operational, the Project would continue 
to experience a less-than-significant impact 
regarding liquefaction. 

LTS RCM-GEO-C1: Liquefaction. LTS 

Landslides. Construction 

Construction is not anticipated to increase 
the risk of landslides, because the Project 
area is currently developed and is stabilized 
with structures or plantings. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project would not involve 
earth movement and therefore would not 
create new or exacerbate existing landslide 
hazards. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Expansive Soils. Construction 

The Project area is underlain with soils types 
that are not known to have expansive 
properties. Construction would not introduce 
new or adversely modify existing expansive 
soils. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project would occur on City 
streets and within an MSF site that would 

LTS None required. LTS 
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have been constructed to address hazards 
associated with expansive soils. 

Erosion. Construction 

During construction, some erosion and a 
temporary reduction in soil stability may 
occur, particularly on steep grades. (e.g., 
along 1st Street). Adherence to regulatory 
requirements would ensure that proper soil 
stability is maintained. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

Operation of the Project would occur on City 
streets and within an MSF site that would be 
resurfaced or landscaped. The potential for 
erosion would be avoided. 

NI None required. N/A 

Landform 
Alteration. 

Construction 

Construction would occur within street 
rights-of-way or on graded off-street land 
parcels; distinct or prominent geologic or 
topographic features would not be disturbed. 

NI None required. N/A 

Operation 

Operation would not alter a distinct or 
prominent geologic or topographic feature. 

NI None required. N/A 

3.6 Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions. 

Construction 

The Project would directly and indirectly 
generate GHG emissions during construction, 
but quantities would be negligible, as 
compared with daily GHG production in the 
downtown area as well as globally. 

LTS None required. LTS 
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 Operation 

The Project would generate GHG emissions. 
However, reductions in automobile use 
resulting from improved transit service in 
downtown Los Angeles would result in a net 
reduction of GHG emissions. Estimated GHG 
reductions range from 533 (Alternative 3) to 
866 (with Grand Avenue Extension) metric 
tons of carbon dioxide equivalent annually. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Plan 
Consistency. 

Construction 

GHG production during construction would 
be temporary and sufficiently small such that 
the Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
GHGs. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

The Project would not conflict with an 
applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted 
for the purpose of reducing the emissions of 
GHGs. 

LTS None required. LTS 

3.7 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Risk of Upset/ 
Emergency 
Preparedness. 

Construction 

Construction could result in excavation and 
disposal of hazardous materials, potential for 
groundwater contamination, and release of 
hazardous materials. Adherence to applicable 
Mitigation Measures would ensure adequate 
control of and protection from potential 
accidental release or explosion of a hazardous 
substance. 

LTS MM-HM-C1: Soil Contamination – Preliminary 
Site Investigation (PSI). During construction, a 
focused Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) shall 
be conducted at specified locations of concern 
and the proposed locations for the MSF and 
TPSS. The PSI shall include soil borings and 
laboratory analysis. Also, soils indicating a 
potential contamination shall be tested 
according to appropriate ASTM, or EPA methods.  

MM-HM-C2: Soil Sampling. Soil shall be 

LTS 
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sampled in a random and representative manner 
and analyzed, as applicable, for Total 
Recoverable Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TRPH), 
VOCs, Total Petroleum Hydrocarbons (TPH), 
Title 22 heavy metals, reactivity (pH), 
corrosivity, and toxicity.  

MM-HM-C3: VOC Handling. If VOCs are present 
at concentrations exceeding South Coast Air 
Quality Management District thresholds, a 
permit shall be required, for proper handling 
and storage.  

MM-HM-C4: Laboratory Testing. Suspected 
contaminated soil samples shall be taken to a 
state-certified environmental laboratory or 
tested in the field in accordance with 
appropriate testing methods. Materials with 
elevated levels of TRPH, metals, or other 
regulated contaminants shall require handling 
by workers who have been adequately trained 
for health and safety aspects of hazardous 
material handling.  

MM-HM-C5: Hauling. Any contaminated 
material (soil, asphalt, railroad ballast, concrete, 
or debris) that is to be hauled off-site and is 
considered a "waste product" shall be classified 
as hazardous or nonhazardous waste prior to 
disposal. A hazardous waste manifest shall be 
prepared and the material transported to an 
appropriate class of facility for proper recycling 
or landfill disposal. If the soil is nonhazardous 
but still exceeds levels that preclude its return to 
the excavation, a less restrictive method of 
handling a disposal would be permitted.  

MM-HM-C6: Unplanned Discovery. All 
construction contractors shall be instructed to 
immediately stop all subsurface activities in the 
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event that potentially hazardous materials are 
encountered, an odor is identified, or 
significantly stained soil is visible. Contractors 
shall be instructed to follow all applicable 
regulations regarding discovery and response 
for hazardous materials encountered during the 
construction process. Hazardous waste 
generated by the contractor at the site shall be 
disposed of in accordance with the City’s 
Notification of Hazardous Substances General 
Conditions in the construction contract.  

MM-HM-C7: Groundwater Contamination. In 
the event groundwater is encountered during 
construction, dewatering shall be minimized. 
Sampling ports shall be provided in the 
dewatering system. The produced water shall be 
temporarily stored in large Baker-type tanks and 
analyzed by a state-certified environmental 
laboratory. If the groundwater quality falls 
within guidelines established by the City 
Department of Public Works, Bureau of 
Sanitation, a permit shall be obtained to 
discharge the water into a nearby sewer.  

MM-HM-C8: On-Site Groundwater Treatment. 
If hydrocarbon or other water contamination 
precludes the measures in MM-HM-C7, 
contaminated groundwater shall be treated on-
site (such as in an oil-water separator) or hauled 
off-site for treatment and disposal in accordance 
with applicable regulations. 

MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. The Los Angeles 
Department of Transportation shall develop and 
implement a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to 
reduce construction-related traffic impacts. The 
TMP shall be prepared during final design for 
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implementation during construction to mitigate 
the traffic impacts caused by construction of the 
Project. The TMP shall identify potential 
measures such as public awareness and 
changeable message signs (CMS). The TMP shall 
be developed in consultation with emergency 
service providers (i.e., local police and fire 
departments). 

The TMP shall address temporary traffic signals, 
bicycle lane detours, or using flagmen adjacent 
to construction activities, as appropriate. A 
community affairs entity shall be established to 
administer a construction impact mitigation 
program. This program shall keep the 
community informed of all construction 
activities and shall also set up a hotline number 
with a direct connection to Project staff. The 
program shall identify community/business 
needs prior to and during the construction 
period through the use of surveys and 
community meetings.  

Operation 

Operation would entail the routine use of 
potentially hazardous materials for daily 
functions within the selected MSF site. All 
applicable regulatory procedures and 
practices would be followed to properly use, 
control and store such materials. 

LTS None required. LTS 
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Human Health 
Hazards. 

Construction 

During construction, the transport of 
contaminated soils could involve potential 
exposure risks to construction workers and 
to the general public along roadways. 
Sensitive uses (e.g., schools) would be taken 
into account when selecting haul routes. 

LTS MM HM-C1 through MM-HM-C6. LTS 

Operation 

The use and transport of any hazardous 
materials, such as lubricants and cleaning 
solvents, required for the operation would be 
minimal, would comply with applicable 
regulations, and would therefore not pose a 
danger to sensitive receptors. 

LTS None required. LTS 

3.8 Land Use 

Land Use Plan 
Consistency. 

Construction 

Construction would occur with the public 
street rights-of-way or on the MSF site. 
Construction activities, which would be 
temporary and transitory, would follow 
applicable controls and regulations and 
therefore would not be in conflict with 
applicable land use plans for the study area. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Operation 

The Project would not conflict with any land 
use plans or policies, once operational. 

LTS RCM-LU-O1: Downtown Design Guidelines. 
Design of the Project would comply with all 
applicable guidelines and requirements included 
in the Downtown Design Guidelines and Public 
Benefit projects performance measures, if 
necessary. 

LTS 
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Land Use 
Compatibility. 

Construction 

Construction would occur with the public 
street rights-of-way or on the MSF site, and 
therefore would not divide, isolate, or 
substantially disrupt a community or 
neighborhood Temporary loss of on-street 
parking and impairment of access to 
businesses would occur during construction. 

LTS RCM-LU-C1: Business Access and Signage. The 
construction contractor shall provide signs for 
businesses whose frontage is obstructed by 
construction work indicating that the business is 
open during construction, and provide 
information regarding access to the business. 

LTS 

One business (Guadalupe Wedding Chapel) 
and one vacant business are located on the 
Broadway/2nd Street MSF site, and an 
ongoing parking lot business. Acquisition of 
the MSF site would require displacement of 
the affected parking lot business. The 
Guadalupe Wedding Chapel business would 
also be displaced. Compensation to the 
property owner and business operation, and 
relocation assistance would be provided. 

LTS RCM-LU-C2: Business Displacement. Proposed 
displacement of the Guadalupe Wedding Chapel 
and parking lot business as a result of the Project 
would occur in accordance with applicable laws 
and regulations, including the Uniform Business 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property 
Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as mentioned. 

LTS 

Operation 

The permanent Project elements and features 
would be consistent with their surroundings 
and would not divide, isolate, or substantially 
disrupt a community or neighborhood. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Creation of the MSF would be done in 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles Municipal 
Code (LAMC), Section 14.00, Article 4, 
pertaining to Public Benefit Projects. 

LTS MM-LU-O1: LAMC Public Benefits Projects 
Conformity. The Project shall adhere to the 
requirements of LAMC Section 14.00 in all 
respects and shall follow all applicable 
procedures. All applicable performance 
standards or alternative compliance measures 
shall be addressed and all procedures for review 
and approval shall be followed. The City of Los 
Angeles BOE shall ensure the carrying out of the 
mitigation measure. 

LTS 
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3.9 Noise and Vibration 

Noise. Construction 

Construction noise levels would exceed 
specified limits in the L.A. CEQA Thresholds 
Guide. Impacts would, however, be temporary 
and transitory, with impacts moving away 
from affected locations to the next area of 
construction. Noise associated with 
construction of the MSF would be 
experienced by receptors in the vicinity for 
extended periods of time. Mitigation 
measures would reduce impacts, but residual 
impacts would remain. 

PS MM-NV-C1: Nighttime Construction. The 
contractor shall limit nighttime construction to 
generate lower noise levels. 

MM-NV-C2: Equipment Specifications. 
Contractor shall use specialty equipment with 
enclosed engines and/or high-performance 
mufflers, where practicable and available.  

MM-NV-C3: Equipment Siting The contractor 
shall locate equipment and staging areas as far 
from noise-sensitive receivers as practicable.  

MM-NV-C4: Idling. The contractor shall limit 
unnecessary idling of equipment.  

MM-NV-C5: Noise Barriers. The contractor 
shall install temporary noise barriers to enclose 
stationary noise sources, such as compressors, 
generators, laydown and staging areas, and other 
noisy equipment as appropriate and practicable.  

MM-NV-C6: Construction Truck Traffic. The 
contractor shall reroute construction-related 
truck traffic away from residential buildings to 
the extent practicable.  

MM-NV-C7: Loud Equipment. The contractor 
shall sequence the use of equipment so that 
simultaneous use of the loudest pieces of 
equipment is avoided as much as practicable.  

MM-NV-C8: Impact Equipment. The contractor 
shall avoid the use of impact equipment and, 
where practicable, use non-impact equipment. 
Non-impact equipment could include electric or 
hydraulic-powered equipment rather than diesel 
and gasoline-powered equipment where 
feasible.  

SU 
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MM-NV-C9: Portable Noise Control. The 
contractor shall use portable noise control 
enclosures for welding in the construction 
staging area.  

MM-NV-C10: LAMC Variance. If a noise 
variance from Section 41.40(a) of the Los 
Angeles Municipal Code is required, a noise limit 
shall be specified. The contractor shall employ a 
combination of recommended noise-reducing 
approaches to meet the noise limit.  

MM-NV-C11: Noise Control Plan. Specific 
measures to be employed to mitigate 
construction noise impacts shall be developed by 
the contractor and presented in the form of a 
Noise Control Plan. The Noise Control Plan shall 
be submitted for review and approval before the 
beginning of construction activities. 

Streetcar Noise. Operation 

Noise generated from streetcar operations 
(i.e., wheel squeal) would exceed FTA 
Moderate impact criteria and CEQA 
significance threshold at Disney Hall (Grand 
Avenue Extension, only).  

S MM-NV-O1: Frog Installation. The contractor 
shall install a “low impact” frog, for special 
trackwork as well as wheel dampers if wheel 
squeal occurs. 

LTS 

Noise generated from MSF operations would 
exceed FTA criteria and CEQA significance 
thresholds at Guadalupe Wedding Chapel 
(Broadway/2nd Street) and two multi-family 
residences (11th Street/Olive Street [East]). 

LTS MM-NV-O2: Frog Installation. The contractor 
shall use a “low impact” frog, for all special 
trackwork within the MSF. Rail lubricators shall 
be installed at all tight radius curves within the 
MSF to reduce and control wheel squeal.  

LTS 

TPSS operations would not exceed FTA 
criteria or CEQA significance thresholds. 

NI MM-NV-O3: TPSS Specifications. TPSS units 
shall be ordered specifying adherence to the 
Contract Specification noise level limit of 50 dBA 
at 50 feet from any side of the TPSS unit. 

NI 



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 1. Introduction 
 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

1-35 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

Issue Impact 

Significance 
Before 

Mitigation Mitigation Measure(s) 

Significance 
After 

Mitigation 

Vibration. Construction  

Construction activities, such as compaction, 
pavement breaking, and the use of 
excavators, could result in perceptible levels 
of groundborne vibration. Physical damage to 
structures, including fragile buildings, is not 
expected and can be avoided with proper 
mitigation. 

LTS MM-NV-C12: Preconstruction Survey. A 
preconstruction survey shall be conducted, 
including an inspection of building foundations 
and photographs of pre-existing conditions. The 
survey can be limited to (1) the first row of 
buildings along the selected alignment and will 
include the locations of the glass blocks and 
associated subterranean vaults and (2) buildings 
within approximately 200 feet of the 
construction zone that are deemed to be 
extremely susceptible to vibration. These will be 
included in the survey.  

MM-NV-C13: Vibration Limits. Per the FTA 
Guidance Manual, construction vibration shall be 
limited to the PPV, ranging from 0.12 inch per 
second for “buildings identifiable as being 
extremely susceptible to vibration damage” to 
0.5 inch per second for “reinforced concrete, 
steel, or timber” buildings. The contract 
specifications shall establish appropriate 
damage risk vibration limits for historic 
properties within 200 feet of construction.  

MM-NV-C14: Vibration Monitoring. The 
contractor shall be required to monitor vibration 
at any building where the lower vibration limit is 
applicable and at any location where complaints 
about vibration are received from building 
occupants. This shall include “special” land uses, 
such as the Disney Concert Hall, Music Center, 
and the Colburn School (under the Grand Avenue 
Extension).  

MM-NV-C15: Alternate Procedures. If the 
contractor’s plan calls for high-vibration 
construction activities being performed close to 

LTS 
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structures, the contractor may be required to use 
alternative procedures that produce lower 
vibration levels. Alternative procedures shall 
include the use of non-vibratory compaction in 
limited areas and concrete saws in place of 
jackhammers or pavement breakers for 
demolition. To avoid potential interference with 
“special” land uses caused by construction 
vibration, the contractor shall be required to 
coordinate with building owners to limit high-
vibration construction activities to times when 
sensitive activities are not occurring inside the 
buildings.  

MM-NV-C16: Mitigation Coordinator. The 
Contractor shall hire a Mitigation Coordinator to 
provide notice to venues and sound-sensitive 
land uses along the corridor at least two weeks 
in advance of construction activities. The role of 
the Mitigation Coordinator will be to respond to 
concerns related to implementation of 
construction-related mitigation measures. 

Streetcar 
Vibration. 

Operation 

Streetcar operations could result in vibration 
impacts inside some sensitive spaces such as 
theatres and concert halls. 

LTS MM-NV-O4: Special Vibration Mitigation. If 
the track would be less than 1 foot from any part 
of a building foundation, mitigation measures, 
such as a resilient mat installed under the 
trackbed or comparable design measure, would 
be used. 

LTS 

3.10 Transportation and Traffic 

Intersection 
Capacity. 

Construction 

Intersections would experience deterioration 
in performance due to Project construction 
activities. 

S MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. MM-TRAF-C2: 
Construction Mitigation Monitoring. A 
construction mitigation program shall be 

LTS 
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established with participation of BOE, Bureau of 
Contracts Administration, and the construction 
contractor. All mitigation measures shall be 
monitored and reported to BOE on a quarterly 
basis. 

Operation 

Once operational, identified intersections 
would operate with delays exceeding LADOT 
impact significance criteria at the following 
locations:  

 Hill Street/1st Street (LPA) 

 Hill Street/7th Street (LPA) 

 Grand Avenue/1st Street (Grand Avenue 
Extension) 

S None Available SU 

Transit System 
Capacity. 

Construction 

Delays associated with lane closures would 
affect public transit vehicles if services are 
not rerouted. 

LTS MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

LTS 

Operation 

Operation would supplement both regional 
transit services and local circulators.. 

LTS None required. N/A 

Bicycle Safety. Construction 

Lane closures, construction equipment within 
the public roadway, and temporary traffic 
operations deterioration may result in safety 
hazards for bicyclists. 

Bicycle travel would be maintained during 
construction but some lane closures and 
detours would be necessary.  

LTS MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

LTS 

Operation 

Bicycle/rail flangeway conflicts would exist 
on street segments without designated 
bicycle lanes and where bicycles and 

PS MM-TRAF-O1: Bicycle Safety Measures. 
Mitigation to be considered would include: 

SU 
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streetcars must share the curb travel lane. 
This occurs at the following locations: 

 Broadway – 1st to 11th Streets  

 Hill Street –7th Street to 1st Street  

Conflicts consist of the potential for bicycle 
tires to become lodged in streetcar track 
flangeways. 

 Signage and pavement markings to alert 
bicyclists to the presence of streetcar tracks. 

 Instruct cyclists to cross tracks 
perpendicular to the direction of the rails for 
left-turning cyclists; pavement markings 
shall be provided to encourage 
perpendicular bicycle turning movements, 
such as “Copenhagen Left” turns. The 
signage and/or pavement markings would 
also clearly identify the presence of the 
flangeway to cyclists traveling parallel to the 
fixed guideway. 

 Alert bicyclists to use parallel bike routes (or 
Class II bike facilities) where available, such 
as Spring Street as an alternative to 
southbound Broadway.  

 Recommended alternate routes. 

Pedestrian 
Safety. 

Construction 

Lane closures, construction equipment within 
the public roadway, and temporary traffic 
operations deterioration may result in safety 
hazards for pedestrians. 

LTS MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

LTS 

Operation 

Streetcar operations and station boarding 
areas would be designed to provide for 
adequate pedestrian safety while boarding 
and alighting. 

LTS None required. LTS 

Vehicular 
Safety. 

Construction 

Lane closures, construction equipment within 
the public roadway, and temporary traffic 
operations deterioration may result in safety 
hazards for motorists and emergency service 
providers. 

Temporary vehicle lane closures and detours 

LTS MM-TRAF-C1: Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. 

LTS 
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would be required. Emergency service 
provider access would be maintained during 
construction, but operation at some 
intersections would experience temporary 
deterioration of levels of service. 

Operation 

Streetcar operations would not increase the 
risks related to vehicles. 

LTS None required. LTS 

NI = No Impact; LTS = Less Than Significant; PS = Potentially Significant; S = Significant; SU = Significant and Unavoidable 
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1.9 Community/Public Outreach Efforts 

1.9.1 Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR 

In its role as the Lead Agency, the City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works Bureau of 

Engineering distributed a Notice of Availability of the Draft EIR. The Notice of Availability of the 

Draft EIR for a 45-day public review period, which closed on August 8, 2016, was sent to all known 

responsible agencies, numerous City of Los Angeles departments that could have interest or 

discretionary approval regarding the Project, and individuals and organizations known to have 

interest in the Project, or type of project. A Notice of Availability was mailed out to 107 agencies on 

June 24, 2016. Display advertisements were placed in the Los Angeles Downtown News in both the 

print and digital editions; the advertisement appeared in the July 5 edition and the digital 

advertisements ran online between July 5 and July 11, 2016. In addition, the Notice of Availability, 

copies of the Executive Summary, and CDs of the Draft EIR were sent to the State of California 

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, State Clearinghouse, for further responsible agency 

distribution. The Notice of Availability was also posted with the Office of the City Clerk and Los 

Angeles County Clerk office. Copies of the Notice of Availability and newspaper notice for the Draft 

EIR are included (respectively) in Attachment A and Attachment B of this Final EIR. 

A press release was prepared and sent to Councilmember Huizar’s office for distribution to the 

media. The release was also sent to local bloggers, several of whom posted information about the 

meeting. A meeting notice was sent out via Councilmember Huizar’s office e-newsletter on July 8 

and constituents were kept informed via the Councilmember’s twitter page. 

1.9.2 Public Hearing 

On July 12, 2016, the Bureau of Engineering held a public hearing at the Ronald F. Deaton Civic 

Auditorium, LAPD, at 100 W. 1st Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012, to give an overview of the proposed 

Project and solicit comments on the EIR. A total of 2,300 flyers providing information about the 

hearing were mailed to stakeholders immediately adjacent to the project alignment. A total of 300 

flyers were distributed to businesses along the alignment. Twenty-seven people attended the public 

hearing and four people spoke for the record. A court reporter was present to take comments, and 

Spanish language translation service was also made available. Three oral comments were received 

at the public hearing. A copy of the transcripts from the public hearing is included as Attachment C, 

and applicable responses to the comments made at the hearing are included in Section 3 of this Final 

EIR. 

1.9.3 Public Review of the Draft EIR 

The Draft EIR was circulated for review and comment by the public and other interested parties, 

agencies, and organizations for 45 calendar days starting June 24, 2016 and ending on August 8, 

2016. The Draft EIR was made available at the following locations.  

 Bureau of Engineering, Environmental Management Group, 1149 South Broadway, 6th Floor, 

contact: William Jones at (213) 485-5760, fax: (213) 847-0656 

 Bureau of Engineering website—http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/historic_streetcar.htm  

http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/historic_streetcar.htm
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 Los Angeles Central Public Library; 630 W. 5th Street, Los Angeles, CA 90071 

 Little Tokyo Branch Library; 203 S. Los Angeles Street, Los Angeles, CA 90012 

All documents referenced in the Draft EIR were available for review (either as included in the 

Reference Library CD and/or provided by request as directed to William Jones or someone else at 

Bureau of Engineering).  
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Chapter 2 
Responses to Comments 

All letters commenting on the Draft EIR have been reproduced and are included in this section, 

followed by the City’s responses to those letters. All agencies and members of the public from whom 

an individual letter was received during the public review period are listed below. Each issue that 

was raised within each comment letter has been assigned a consecutive number that corresponds to 

a response number. In order to assist in the location of comment letters and responses, the 

respective names of the authors of the comment letters are indicated prior to each comment letter 

response. 

Comment 
Letter 

Commenter Date 

Federal Agencies 

F1 Federal Emergency Management Agency 6/15/16 

F2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 7/18/16 

State Agencies 

S1 California Department of Transportation 8/8/16 

S2 California Highway Patrol 7/21/16 

Local Agencies 

L1 County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation 7/26/16 

L2 County of Los Angeles Fire Department 7/22/16 

Businesses 

B1 Anschutz Entertainment Group 8/4/16 

B2 Downtown Properties, LLC 8/9/16 

B3 Equity Residential 8/8/16 

B4 Grand Central Market 7/25/16 

B5 South Park Business Improvement District 7/19/16 

B6 Think Tank Gallery 7/25/16 

B7 Tribune Real Estate Holdings 8/8/16 

B8 XYVest Holdings Inc. 8/9/16 

B9 Central City Association of Los Angeles 7/27/16 

B10 Historic Core Business Improvement District 7/19/16 

Individuals 

I1 Acuna, Ana 8/4/16 

I2 America, Phil 8/2/16 

I3 Benjamin, Gary 8/5/16 

I4 Busalacchi, Nick 8/2/16 

I5 C., Zach 8/4/16 

I6 Chier, Andrew 7/7/16 

I7 Elgas, David 8/8/16 

I8 Figueroa, Fred 7/14/16 
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Comment 
Letter 

Commenter Date 

I9 Flynn, Paula 8/7/16 

I10 Friedman, Alexander 6/30/16 

I11 Gagan, Patti 8/4/16 

I12 Kay, Gregory 8/8/16 

I13 Khaledy, Mo 8/2/16 

I14 Lake, Steven 7/25/16 

I15 Langlois, Francis / LUMA HOA Board of Directors 8/8/16 

I16 Larson, Craig 8/8/16 

I17 Lee, Sheley 8/7/16 

I18 Logan, Mike 8/8/16 

I19 Lorton, William 8/4/16 

I20 Lu, Robert 8/3/16 

I21 Parrett, Michael 7/12/2016 

I22 Rank, Joseph & Garcia, Margarita 8/5/16 

I23 Serrano, Martin 7/6/16 

I24 Targowski, John 8/4/16 

I25 Toumasis, Peter 8/8/16 

I26 Ward, Don 8/8/16 

I27 Zucker, Donald 8/8/16 

I28 Zucker, Ranjini 8/8/16 

Public Hearing 

PH1 Brown, David 7/12/16 

PH2 Gary, Ben 7/12/16 

PH3 Gibbs, Curtis 7/12/16 
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2.1 Federal Agencies 

2.1.1 Letter F1: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
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Response to Letter F1: Federal Emergency Management Agency 

F1-1 

Refer to Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5, of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the hydrology and water 

resources impacts. As is noted in that section, based upon a review of available mapping, the 

proposed Project is not within a 100-year flood zone. Prior to completion of Project design, the 

referenced Federal Emergency Management Agency maps will be reviewed for concurrence. 
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2.1.2 Letter F2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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Response to Letter F2: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

F2-1 

Confirmation of receipt of the Draft EIR by the Environmental Protection Agency is acknowledged. 

As stated in Chapter 2, Project Description, if federal funds are sought, the completion of a federally 

required Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact (EA/FONSI) would be 

necessary, managed under the direction of the Federal Transit Administration (FTA), who would be 

providing funding under its Capital Investment “Small Starts” Grant Program. Those federal 

activities would occur subsequent to completion of the CEQA process for which this EIR has been 

prepared. 
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2.2 State Agencies 

2.2.1 Letter S1: California Department of Transportation 
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Response to Letter S1: California Department of Transportation 

S1-1 

To determine the opening year (2020) transportation impacts, Draft EIR Appendix J, Restoration of 

Historic Streetcar Service in Downtown Los Angeles – Transportation Technical Study (hereafter 

Transportation Technical Study) took into consideration future changes to the existing roadway 

lane configurations due to the MyFigueroa project as well as background traffic due to ambient 

growth and known programmed and planned future (related) development projects. As indicated in 

the Transportation Technical Study, the traffic analysis for the opening year (2020), both with and 

without Project, found that the intersection of Figueroa and 9th Streets, which is an exit route from 

northbound Interstate Highway (I-) 110, is not anticipated to be affected by any of the proposed 

Project alternatives. In fact, the overall intersection level of service is projected to improve with the 

addition of the proposed Project. It should be further noted that Alternative 3 has been identified as 

the Locally Preferred Alternative and Alternative 2 (which includes the Grand Avenue Extension) 

remains under consideration as an optional addition to the Project. The use of 9th Street for a 

portion of the Project route is therefore not under further consideration. 

S1-2 

The Draft EIR analyzes 9th Street as a potential eastbound route for a variety of reasons, including a 

greater number of connections to important destinations such as Ralph’s supermarket and FIDM, 

historic integrity, and community support (Alternatives Analysis, page 50). The route options studied 

in the EIR both forecast reduced delay at the intersection of 9th Street and Figueroa Street as a result 

of the Project, relative to the No Project option (Draft EIR Appendix J, pages 84, 86, 96, and 98). 

Although a streetcar alignment with an eastbound section on Olympic Boulevard would be near LA 

Live, Staples Center, and the Convention Center, these sites would be served by a planned streetcar 

stop at 11th Street and Figueroa Street. Moreover, CEQA requires a reasonable range of alternatives. 

As demonstrated by the extensive alternatives analysis in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, where many 

alternatives to the Project were considered, including five alternatives fully analyzed, the Draft EIR 

satisfies the obligation to consider a reasonable range of alternatives.  

S1-3 

As is noted in the EIR (page 3.10-23), construction activities would typically take place between the 

hours of 7 a.m. and 9 p.m., in accordance with Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 41.40(a). 

Construction activities may occur during nighttime periods, however, with approval from the Board 

of Police Commissioners, pursuant to Los Angeles Municipal Code Section 41.40(f). To the extent 

that moving construction vehicles and large-sized trucks during off-peak traffic periods would be 

consistent with the construction activities occurring at the time, such movements would not be 

precluded.  

Both the City of Los Angeles Bureau of Engineering and the Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation (LADOT) (who would have regulatory authority over the conduct of construction 

activities) are cognizant of the need to manage construction-related traffic so as to produce the least 

practicable amount of disruption to downtown traffic and freeway access. To this end, a Traffic 

Management Plan (see EIR, Section 3.10.4.1) to reduce construction-related traffic impacts would be 

prepared and implemented during the construction period; adherence to the Traffic Management 

Plan would be enforced by LADOT. The Traffic Management Plan will be developed during the final 
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design period for the Project and the California Department of Transportation will be consulted at 

that time to ensure that appropriate controls will be in place to minimize disruption to freeway 

access.  

S1-4 

A section of the streetcar route extending to Union Station was considered in the 2012 Alternatives 

Analysis, but was not pursued due to its redundancy with existing heavy rail service and future 

Regional Connector light rail service, in addition to risks associated with bridging over the 101 

Freeway (Alternatives Analysis, page 73). A westbound alignment along Pico Street was also 

considered to bring streetcar users closer to the Convention Center, but was deemed infeasible due 

to the need to cross the Blue Line light rail tracks at Flower Street (Alternatives Analysis, page 74). 

The streetcar alternatives studied in the EIR all include a proposed stop at 11th Street and Figueroa 

Street, approximately 300 feet from the north entrance to Staples Center, which would be a major 

pedestrian traffic generator in the area. To the extent that the commenter proposes expanding the 

route so as to have a positive impact on the State Highway System, the Draft EIR presents a 

reasonable range of alternatives as required by CEQA. As demonstrated by the extensive 

alternatives analysis in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, where many alternatives to the Project were 

considered, including five alternatives fully analyzed, the Draft EIR satisfies the obligation to 

consider a reasonable range of alternatives. It should be noted that the streetcar would operate as a 

local circulator and it is not expected to affect regional travel patterns or reduce vehicular trips from 

the State Highway System (see Draft EIR, Section 3.10.3.2, page 3.10-19).  

S1-5 

The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.10.5) includes an analysis of cumulative 

impacts wherein related projects and a traffic growth factor are considered. As such, the analysis 

includes future growth related to accelerating development in downtown and areas surrounding 

downtown. To the extent that the commenter suggests an alternative that would extend the 

streetcar route, please see responses to comments S1-2 and S1-4. It should be noted that the 

streetcar would operate as a local circulator and it is not expected to affect regional travel patterns 

or reduce vehicular trips from the State Highway System.  

S1-6 

The Transportation Section of the Draft EIR (Section 3.10) includes an analysis of cumulative 

impacts wherein related projects and a traffic growth factor are considered. As such, the analysis 

includes future growth related to accelerating development in downtown and areas surrounding 

downtown. To the extent that the commenter suggests an alternative that would extend the 

streetcar route, please see the response to comments S1-2 and S1-4.  

S1-7 

As indicated in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the Project's initial screening analysis incorporated an 

extensive number of potential combinations of alternatives that included routes on the same street 

or a block or two away, as suggested by the commenter. See Draft EIR pages 4-3 to 4-6. In fact, all 

alternatives, except for the No Project Alternative, include the Broadway/Hill Street couplet. 

Alternatives 1 and 2 include two-direction service on 1st Street from Broadway to Grand Avenue. 

Alternatives 2 and 4 include couplet service on 9th and 11th Streets. These alternatives and the 
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analysis demonstrate that the Project and alternatives already include elements of the commenter's 

suggestion that return trips should occur on the same street or a block or two away. To the extent 

that the commenter suggests the entire route be a two-way streetcar system, Draft EIR Section 

4.3.3.4 analyzed and rejected this suggested alternative. With regard to pedestrian and bicycle 

facility connection and mobility, the Project has been designed to accommodate safe integration 

with the existing and planned bicycle network. See Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-O1. Additionally, 

the Project would be designed with no impediments for pedestrians and would be in compliance 

with Americans with Disabilities Act requirements. See Draft EIR Sections 3.10.3.3 and 3.10.5.3, as 

well as Draft EIR Sections 2.6.2 and 2.7, which discuss streetscape improvements, platforms, and 

safety elements.  

S1-8 

Bicycle safety has been identified as a potentially significant impact; see Draft EIR Section 3.10.3.3, 

page 3.10-37. Recognizing this, Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-O1 identifies a number of safety 

measures, including signage and pavement markings directing bicyclists to alternate routes with 

Class I or Class II bike lanes (EIR, page ES-44). Upgrades to current Class 2 bike lanes are planned on 

Spring Street and Main Street, directly to the east of the Broadway/Hill Street Couplet, and new 

Class II and Class III lanes are planned for 11th Street, Figueroa Street, and 7th Street before 

construction of the streetcar is complete. With regard to placing the tracks in the left-hand lane, this 

would create impracticalities for the placement of station stops and platforms, as well as potential 

hazards for pedestrians and vehicles. With regard to placement of the tracks in the center lane, 

similar to the left lane placement, this would present hazards to pedestrians who would need to 

traverse lanes of traffic and there would be no place for a station platform, with the exception of 

Grand Avenue where there is sufficient right-of-way space for a station platform. Additionally, 

placing the streetcar tracks in the left or center lane would not eliminate potential conflicts with 

bicyclists where the streetcar turns. With regard to the commenter suggesting that various 

roadways should add bicycle lanes, the City’s Bicycle Master Plan does not identify Broadway or 9th 

Street as bicycle network streets.  

With regard to rubber flangeway filler or similar technology, a literature review was conducted 

regarding streetcar/bicycle interaction to determine potential issues and solutions. The most 

comprehensive source was an international survey (Bicycle Interaction and Streetcars: Lessons 

Learned and Recommendations, October 2008) conducted by Alta Planning + Design, a widely 

recognized authority on the subject. The Alta research, which surveyed a broad range of domestic 

and international examples, concluded that rubber flangeway fillers are not widely in use and, 

where they have been in use, were found to be more suitable for heavy freight rail rather than light 

rail or streetcars, and the need for ongoing maintenance was also a significant issue. Therefore, 

rubber flangeway filler material is not recommended at the present time. The remaining 

components of the Alta Study recommendations have been incorporated into MM-TRAF-O1.  

S1-9 

Bicycle and pedestrian access are high priorities for the City and for the Streetcar Project. 

Implementation of streetscape plans along 7th Street, 11th Street, Figueroa Street, and Broadway are 

planned to precede or coincide with streetcar construction, in addition to implementation of the 

City’s Bicycle Master Plan. Moreover, MM-TRAF-O1 requires the Project to alert bicyclists to use 

parallel bike routes (or Class II bike facilities) where available, such as Spring Street as an 

alternative to southbound Broadway. 
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S1-10 

Power would be drawn from Los Angeles Department of Water and Power’s resources, which is 

mandated to increase its use of renewable energy to 25 percent of power generation by 2016 and to 

33 percent by 2020 (LA City Council File Index: 08-0002-594). Due to challenges associated with 

overhead contact wire access and the additional weight of the panels, solar panels on top of 

streetcar vehicles will not be pursued. 

S1-11 

Mitigation Measure MM-TRAF-C1, included in Section 3.10.4.1 of the Draft EIR Transportation and 

Traffic section, describes the development of a traffic management plan (TMP), which would reduce 

construction-related traffic impacts on public services, community facilities, utilities, bicycle 

circulation, and pedestrian circulation. The TMP will be prepared during final design for 

implementation during construction to mitigate the traffic impacts caused by construction of the 

Project. 

S1-12 

There are no facilities under California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) jurisdiction within 

the Project area. However, the streetcars would be designed to be compliant with the Americans 

with Disabilities Act (ADA). The streetcars would be designed with low floors and platforms would 

be designed and constructed to connect to the sidewalk in a way that meets ADA and building access 

requirements. 

S1-13 

The environmental analysis assumes that, unless otherwise stated, the Project would be designed, 

constructed, and operated following all applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, and formally 

adopted City standards, including but not limited to the California Manual on Uniform Traffic 

Control Devices. There are no facilities under Caltrans jurisdiction within the Project area needing to 

conform to the Highway Design Manual. 

S1-14 

With respect to discharge of stormwater runoff, project construction activities would be required to 

meet the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System requirements for stormwater quality. The 

contractor would also be required to implement best management practices (BMPs) for water 

quality and erosion control. In addition, the contractor would prepare a Stormwater Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to any construction activity. Implementation of the BMPs in the 

Project’s SWPPP and compliance with the City’s discharge requirements would ensure that project 

construction would not violate any water quality standards or discharge requirements or otherwise 

substantially degrade water quality. With respect to discharge of stormwater runoff onto State 

highway facilities, there are no facilities under Caltrans jurisdiction within the Project area. 

S1-15 

In accordance with regulatory requirements, the contractor will obtain Caltrans transportation 

permits as may be required during construction. 
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2.2.2 Letter S2: California Highway Patrol 
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Response to Letter S2: California Highway Patrol 

S2-1 

The comment that the California Highway Patrol has no objections to the proposed Project is 

acknowledged. 
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2.3 Local Agencies 

2.3.1 Letter L1: County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and 
Recreation 
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Response to Letter L1: County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and 
Recreation 

L1-1 

The comment that the County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation has reviewed the 

potential impacts in the Draft EIR and has no objections to the proposed Project is acknowledged. 
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2.3.2 Letter L2: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 
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Response to Letter L2: County of Los Angeles Fire Department 

L2-1 

The comment that the County of Los Angeles Fire Department has reviewed has reviewed the 

potential impacts in the Draft EIR and has no objections to the proposed Project because the 

property is entirely within the City of Los Angeles is acknowledged. 

L2-2 

Section 5.1.10.2 of the Draft EIR states that the City of Los Angeles Fire Department serves the 

Project site. The comment that this Project is unlikely to result in an impact that necessitates a 

comment concerning general requirements from the Land Development Unit of the County of Los 

Angeles Fire Department is acknowledged. 

L2-3 

The comment describing the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire 

Department’s Forestry Division is acknowledged. Chapter 5 of the Draft EIR addresses areas 

germane to the statutory responsibilities of the County of Los Angeles Fire Department’s Forestry 

Division, and no further response is required. 

L2-4 

The comment that the Health Hazardous Materials Division has no objections to the proposed 

Project is acknowledged.  

 

 
 

  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

2-23 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

2.4 Businesses 

2.4.1 Letter B1: Anschutz Entertainment Group 
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Response to Letter B1: Anschutz Entertainment Group 

B1-1 

The comment that the Anschutz Entertainment Group supports the Project because it will provide 

critical connections and first/last mile connectivity in downtown Los Angeles is acknowledged. 

B1-2 

The comment from Anschutz Entertainment Group that states its preference for the 7th Street 

Alternative and the Grand Avenue Extension depending on securing funding from the property 

owners in that area is acknowledged. Alternative 3 (7th Street alignment) has been identified as the 

Locally Preferred Alternative, with the Grand Avenue Extension continuing to be under 

consideration as an optional component of the Project.  
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2.4.2 Letter B2: Downtown Properties, LLC 
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Response to Letter B2: Downtown Properties, LLC 

B2-1 

The comment that Downtown Properties supports the Project because it will provide first/last mile 

connectivity is acknowledged. 

B2-2 

The comment that Downtown Properties supports the Project because it will bring significant 

economic benefits is acknowledged. 
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2.4.3 Letter B3: Equity Residential 
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Response to Letter B3: Equity Residential 

B3-1 

The comment that Equity Residential supports the Project because it will improve mobility and 

provide significant economic benefits is acknowledged. 
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2.4.4 Letter B4: Grand Central Market 
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Response to Letter B4: Grand Central Market 

B4-1 

The comment that Grand Central Market supports the Project is acknowledged. 

B4-2 

The comment that Grand Central Market supports the Project because it will improve pedestrian 

and driving experience and transit in Los Angeles is acknowledged. 

B4-3 

The comment that Grand Central Market supports the Project because it will improve public safety 

in downtown Los Angeles is acknowledged. 
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2.4.5 Letter B5: South Park Business Improvement District 
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Response to Letter B5: South Park Business Improvement District 

B5-1 

The comment that South Park Business Improvement District supports the Project is acknowledged. 

B5-2 

As is noted in EIR, Section 2.6.3.3, and also as shown in Figure 2-3, four candidate sites were initially 

identified for the Project Maintenance and Storage Facility (MSF). Two of these sites—11th 

Street/Olive Street West and Hill Street/5th Street—have subsequently been removed from 

consideration due to the initiation of development activities on those sites. Development-related site 

clearance began on the 11th Street/Olive Street West site shortly before issuance of the Draft EIR (as 

noted in the Errata to the Draft EIR) and similar activities have started on the Hill Street/5th Street 

site, subsequent to issuance of the Draft EIR. 

Two candidate MSF sites remain: 11th Street/Olive Street East and Broadway/2nd Street. Given the 

desirability of downtown real estate for development and redevelopment projects, and further given 

the most recent elimination of two potential MSF sites, both remaining options must be left open for 

consideration. Financial assistance for the Project may be sought from FTA, for which a National 

Environmental Policy Act environmental process would also be required, in addition to completing 

the present CEQA process. Both remaining candidate MSF sites would be carried into that process, 

should it proceed, and a site selection would be made.  

Should the 11th Street/Olive Street East or the Broadway/2nd Street MSF site be ultimately selected, 

all aspects of its development, construction, and operation would be conducted to produce an MSF 

that is compatible with its surroundings. In particular, appropriate measures and design 

considerations would be applied, focusing on Aesthetics (Section 3.1), Air Quality (Section 3.2), 

Hazardous Materials (Section 3.7), Land Use and Planning (Section 3.8), Noise and Vibration 

(Section 3.9), and Transportation and Traffic (Section 3.10) aspects of the MSF. Mitigation Measure 

MM-AE-S-O2 specifically requires the City of Los Angeles to ensure that the MSF site plan, building 

treatments, and architecture be appropriate in scale, proportion, and detail in consideration of the 

surrounding design context. The MSF sites would also be required to be in compliance with all 

applicable design guidelines, policies, and development standards.  

The stated opposition of the South Park Business Improvement District to the South Park MSF is 

noted for the record.  

B5-3 

As part of the development of the project description to be used in this EIR, further consideration 

was given to improving the operating speed of the streetcar. Two approaches were considered. First, 

operational traffic improvements, targeted at selected intersections, were identified, including right-

turn lanes (which would help to clear vehicular traffic ahead of the streetcar) and changes to signal 

phase timing to provide more “green time” for the streetcar. Secondly, the concept of “transit-only 

lanes” was also considered, which would give the streetcar a dedicated right-of-way within which to 

operate, in order to increase operating speeds along the route. Southbound Broadway (between 2nd 

and 11th Streets) was selected as the best opportunity for demonstrating the benefit of this 

approach. Also considered was reducing the number of proposed stops along the route, which also 

would improve run times. 
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The above options were developed and evaluated in a Speed Improvement Study that was 

conducted between August and September of 2015. The results indicated that the greatest 

incremental benefit could be achieved by implementing operational improvements at selected 

intersections along the route, including the recommended turn lane improvements and signal timing 

changes. It was also determined that only marginal further improvements in run times could be 

achieved with implementing the transit-only lane option, and reducing the number of stops would 

also only yield minor benefits. Implementing a transit-only lane would also require major 

concessions from existing stakeholders and local plans, including limiting driveway and parking 

access for some Broadway residents and businesses or eliminating the implementation of the 

Broadway Streetscape Master Plan on the east side of Broadway. It was then decided that the 

proposed list of traffic operation improvements would be advanced; these improvements have been 

incorporated into the project description (see Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR). 

Marginal benefits in speed can be achieved by implementing signal preemption, but there are 

associated traffic impacts. Because the streetcar would operate in mixed-flow traffic, it would be 

subject to the same traffic conditions affecting all vehicles on the road. As such, signal preemption 

for the streetcar would disrupt signal coordination between intersections, thereby increasing traffic 

impacts. The Speed Improvement Study conducted between August and September of 2015 

indicates that the greatest incremental benefit to improve run times is achieved by implementing 

operational improvements at selected intersections along the route, including turn lane 

improvements and signal timing; these improvements have been incorporated into the project 

description (see Section 2.7 of the Draft EIR). 
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2.4.6 Letter B6: Think Tank Gallery 
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Response to Letter B6: Think Tank Gallery 

B6-1 

The comment that Think Tank Gallery supports the Project because the Project would complete 

downtown Los Angeles’s renovation and renaissance is acknowledged. 

B6-2 

The commenter has stated support for the 9th Street Alternative. Given the potential for reduced 

conflict between bicycles and the streetcar flangeway gaps due to the designated bike lane on 7th 

Street, Alternative 3 has been identified as the Locally Preferred Alternative, as it results in lesser 

impacts related to bicycle safety. This comment has been noted for the record and it will be 

forwarded to the decision-makers for their consideration. 
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2.4.7 Letter B7: Tribune Real Estate Holdings 
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Response to Letter B7: Tribune Real Estate Holdings 

B7-1 

The commenter notes that an entitlement application for its proposed development project is 

expected to be filed in September 2016, which is several years after the issuance of the Notice of 

Preparation for the Streetcar Project, and also subsequent to publication of the Draft EIR. The 

potential traction power substation (TPSS) site identified in the comment was included in the list of 

potential sites before plans for the proposed Tribune Property development became known. The 

location of Project TPSS units will continue to be evaluated as further design of the Project proceeds. 

Accordingly, the concern raised in the comment will be taken into account as that process moves 

forward, and direct consultation with the property owner will be conducted before a final TPSS unit 

siting decision is made. 

B7-2 

As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR identified related projects in Chapter 2, 

Project Description. Related projects include projects that were known to be proposed (i.e., with 

pending applications), recently approved, under construction, or reasonably foreseeable, at the time 

the EIR cumulative impact analysis was conducted. The commenter’s project was not known at that 

time and was therefore not included in the list of related projects. The project is now known, as well 

as the concern that has been raised regarding the potential placement of a TPSS unit on or nearby to 

the property. The stated site-specific consideration will be taken into account. Please also see the 

response to the previous comment above.  
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2.4.8 Letter B8: XYVest Holdings Inc. 
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Response to Letter B8: XYVest Holdings Inc. 

B8-1 

The comment is acknowledged that XYVest Holdings Inc. supports the Project because it would 

provide many students attending school with a safe option for their daily commute. 
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2.4.9 Letter B9: Central City Association of Los Angeles 
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Response to Letter B9: Central City Association of Los Angeles 

B9-1 

The comment that the Central City Association supports the Project because it will improve first/last 

mile connections is acknowledged. 

B9-2 

The comment that the Central City Association supports the Project because it will bring significant 

economic benefits is acknowledged. 

B9-3 

The comment that the Central City Association supports the 7th Street Alternative and inclusion of 

the Grand Avenue Extension is acknowledged. 
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2.4.10 Letter B10: Historic Core Business Improvement District 
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Response to Letter B10: Historic Core Business Improvement District 

B10-1 

The commenter has expressed preference to support the 9th Street Alternative. Given the potential 

for reduced conflict between bicycles and the streetcar flangeway gaps due to the designated bike 

lane on 7th Street, Alternative 3 has been identified as the Locally Preferred Alternative, as it results 

in lesser impacts related to bicycle safety.  
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2.5 Individuals 

2.5.1 Letter I1: Ana Acuna 
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Response to Letter I1: Ana Acuna 

I1-1 

The comment that Ana Acuna supports the Project because the streetcar would provide a means of 

transportation to get around in downtown Los Angeles is acknowledged. 
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2.5.2 Letter I2: Phil America 
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Response to Letter I2: Phil America 

I2-1 

The comment that Phil America supports the Project because the streetcar would improve 

accessibility in downtown Los Angeles is acknowledged. 
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2.5.3 Letter I3: Gary Benjamin 
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Response to Letter I3: Gary Benjamin 

I3-1 

The comment that Gary Benjamin supports the Project because the streetcar would improve the 

quality of life in downtown Los Angeles is acknowledged. 

 

  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

2-53 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

2.5.4 Letter I4: Nick Busalacchi 
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Response to Letter I4: Nick Busalacchi 

I4-1 

a) Redundancy of existing transit service 

As is stated in part in Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, Project Needs: “There is a lack of an available 

centralized downtown transit route to complement the Downtown Area Short Hop [DASH] service,” 

and “Increased demand for transit service is emerging from development and population, 

household, and employment growth in downtown that existing facilities cannot serve.” The streetcar 

is not intended to replace transportation options such as DASH, Metro, ride-sharing, walking, or 

bicycling, but to support and complement them, as well as allow for drivers to “park once” and rely 

on transit for trips within downtown rather than contributing further to congestion. DASH and 

Metro (along with other local transit services) provide a valuable service connecting communities 

within the region; streetcar service is intended to operate as a circulator within the exceptionally 

dense and transit-dependent downtown area, with the potential for future revisions—without 

service hour reductions—to DASH service that allow for improved frequency and/or access to 

communities outside of the proposed Project area (EIR Statement of Need, pages 2-8 to 2-11; EIR 

Project Objectives, page 2-12). 

b) Visual/audio blight 

Visual impacts associated with the wires, tracks, and catenary poles are not considered to be 

significant (see Draft EIR, Section 3.1, page 3.1-25). Although they may slightly change some views in 

some portions of the alignment, visual elements introduced by the Project are not considered 

significant for reasons described in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Views of visual resources 

throughout the alignment can be had from a variety of positions, depending on the distance and 

angle of the viewer; furthermore, viewer sensitivity, which represents all viewer groups (residents, 

commuters, visitors, employees, etc.), is moderate overall. 

Construction and operation-related impacts are acknowledged with particular regard to noise and 

vibration impacts (see Draft EIR Section 3.9). In each case, mitigation measures have been proposed 

to lessen temporary impacts as much as practicable.  

c) Cumulative construction impacts 

As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR identified related projects in Chapter 2, 

Project Description. Related projects include projects that are proposed (i.e., with pending 

applications), recently approved, under construction, or reasonably foreseeable that could produce 

a cumulative impact on the local environment when considered in combination with the proposed 

Project. Table 2-4, Related Projects List, in the Draft EIR lists the related projects that were 

considered in each cumulative impact analysis. The related project list consists of all potential 

projects within an approximately 2-mile radius of the Project site. The locations of the related 

projects are depicted in Figure 2-5, Related Projects Map, of the Draft EIR. Cumulative 

environmental impacts, including a complete list of Related Projects (see Draft EIR Table 2-4), are 

discussed under each of the topics in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Those cumulative impacts are also 

summarized in Table ES-3.  
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d) Large expenditure and potential tax assessment 

The Project is one of the many transportation projects to receive funding from Measure R. As with 

other transit in the area and throughout the country, most of the cost of running the service would 

come from public subsidies—Measure R Local Return, in this case. A local tax was included as part of 

the proposed streetcar funding package for several reasons, including a demonstration of the 

commitment and support of local residents based upon their perceived improved mobility and 

anticipated economic benefits (e.g., increased property values). The local Community Facilities 

District (up to $85 million) would be only one of several Project funding sources and would account 

for only a portion of the Project’s capital cost. Furthermore, the City Council has conditionally 

committed $295 million in Measure R Local Return funds to operate streetcar service for 30 years. 

The City is seeking up to $100 million of capital construction funds from a federal Small Starts grant, 

and also $200 million from the November 2016 Los Angeles County Measure M ballot initiative. 

Discussion of the funding approach for the Project is provided in the responses to comments I5-1 

and I8-1.  

I4-2 

The commenter is correct in that there is a large amount of bus service in downtown, including 

Metro, DASH, and local bus services. However, the existing bus service does not perform the same 

circulator role intended for the Project. The Draft EIR Project Description identifies the lack of a 

centralized downtown transit route as one need that the proposed streetcar would fill (Draft EIR, 

page 2-9). Please also see the response to comment I4-1, above. 

I4-3 

Temporary construction-related disruptions and traffic congestion are normal occurrences when 

public works improvement projects are being implemented. This is an unavoidable consequence 

and is common in mostly developed cities such as Los Angeles. As is noted in each of the 

construction-period impact evaluations in this EIR (see the respective impact discussions in Sections 

3.1 through 3.10), all practical means would be employed to reduce construction-period impacts 

and limit their duration.  

As described and evaluated in Section 3.1 of the EIR, the overhead cables are not considered to 

result in a significant visual impact. Although they may result in partial obstruction of some views, 

views to visual resources throughout the alignment can be had from a variety of positions, 

depending on the distance and angle of the viewer; furthermore, viewer sensitivity, which 

represents all viewer groups (residents, commuters, visitors, employees, etc.), is categorized as 

“moderate” overall. 

Regarding transportation impacts, a full examination of this topic can be found in EIR Section 3.10. 

As noted in that section, operational traffic impacts are expected to be limited to only up to three of 

the 65 intersections analyzed. 

I4-4 

The commenter has expressed concern that money should be allocated to other projects like 

Measure R, existing downtown Los Angeles infrastructure, and shelter for the homeless. The Project 

is one of the many transportation projects to receive funding from Measure R. Funding for other 
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types of projects (e.g., infrastructure and homeless housing) would not be affected by the Measure R 

allocations.  
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2.5.5 Letter I5: Zach C. 
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Response to Letter I5: Zach C. 

I5-1 

A local tax was included as part of the proposed streetcar funding package for several reasons, 

including a demonstration of the commitment and support of local residents based upon their 

perceived improved mobility and anticipated economic benefits (e.g., increased property values). 

The complete package of funding sources for the proposed Project has not yet been finalized, but the 

contribution from the local Community Facilities District (up to $85 million) would be only one of 

several Project funding sources. The City Council has conditionally committed $295 million in 

Measure R Local Return funds to operate streetcar service for 30 years. The City is seeking up to 

$100 million of capital construction funds from a federal Small Starts grant, and also $200 million 

from the November 2016 Los Angeles County Measure M ballot initiative. Regardless of the 

composition of the final comprehensive funding package eventually assembled for the Project, the 

Community Facilities District would account for only a portion of the Project’s capital cost. 
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2.5.6 Letter I6: Andrew Chier 
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Response to Letter I6: Andrew Chier 

I6-1 

Use of historic equipment has been considered, but is unlikely to be pursued at the scale described 

in this letter, primarily for reasons of cost, reliability, and regulatory compliance. In order to secure 

federal funding, both the ADA and energy efficiency requirements must be satisfied; the use of 

historic vehicles is unlikely to be compliant with those requirements. Also, it is expected that older, 

historic equipment would be more difficult and costly to maintain. However, historical poles for the 

overhead catenary wires are being explored as one way to integrate the past into the design of the 

modern streetcar system. Mitigation Measure MM-AES-03, included in Section 3.1.7.2 of the Draft 

EIR Aesthetics section, describes the requirements for the design and installation of the OCS to be 

consistent with the surrounding design context. 

 

  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

2-62 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

2.5.7 Letter I7: David Elgas 
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Response to Letter I7: David Elgas 

I7-1 

Land Use and Planning (Section 3.8) of the EIR clearly calls attention to the importance of 

pedestrians to the vitality of the downtown environment. Please see Section 3.8.1.3, Central City 

Community Plan, Bunker Hill Specific Plan, Broadway Streetscape Master Plan, and Broadway Theater 

and Entertainment District Design Guide discussions. The Project is being developed to be compatible 

with the needs of pedestrians and provide opportunities for them to move within downtown, and to 

enhance accessibility to the various districts within downtown in which pedestrian activity is to be 

encouraged. In particular, the Project is being designed to be consistent with the pedestrian design 

aspects of the Broadway Streetscape Master Plan. In addition, Project stations, signalization, and 

signage would be designed to be cognizant of pedestrian considerations, safety in particular. 

I7-2 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), which 

addressed the transportation impacts of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bike lane along 11th 

Street. Regarding the transportation impacts of the Streetcar Project, the traffic analysis for the 

opening year (2020) and horizon year (2040), both with and without the Project, found that all the 

study intersections along 11th Street are projected to be operating at an acceptable level of service 

during both the AM and PM peak hours. Also, the existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th 

Street would be maintained. Consequently, the Project would not cause increased congestion along 

11th Street. Please see Draft EIR Tables 3.10-5 through 3.10-10 for these results.  

I7-3 

The commenter has not raised an environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, 

unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered 

substantial evidence.  
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2.5.8 Letter I8: Fred Figueroa 
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Response to Letter I8: Fred Figueroa 

I8-1 

All capital funding has not yet been secured, but the Project is pursuing several potential approaches 

to complete the funding package, including: (1) combine committed Community Facility District 

funds with funding from the November 2016 Metro Measure M ballot measure; (2) secure federal 

funding; and (3) pursue a public–private partnership opportunity, combining Community Facility 

District funds, federal grants (Small Starts), private funds, and other potential public sources. The 

Project is proceeding with planning and design while funding is being assembled.  

I8-2 

If approvals are assembled in a timely manner, the Project timeline of beginning revenue service 

operations by late 2020 is achievable. 

I8-3 

Wireless or hybrid (i.e., some wired, some off-wire) service remain as possibilities for the Project, 

depending on cost and feasibility, which are yet to be determined. A system powered by overhead 

wires was studied in the EIR because that manner of power delivery would be considered to have 

the greatest impact from an environmental perspective; it is also the conventional means of 

powering streetcar vehicles and it would be most consistent with restoring historic streetcars in 

downtown Los Angeles.  

I8-4 

The infrastructure for overhead power delivery from overhead contact wires to the streetcar 

vehicles would consist of either a series of poles installed on either side of the street, with a span 

wire across the street, or single poles with cantilever arms. Please see Draft EIR Section 2.6.3.1 for a 

more complete description. 

I8-5 

Streetcar platforms and their relationship to sidewalks are discussed in Draft EIR Section 2.6.2. 

Impacts on historic sidewalks are discussed in Section 3.3.3.3. Related mitigation measures are 

discussed in Section 3.3.4.2. Neither modern nor historic sidewalks would be adversely affected. 

  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

2-66 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

2.5.9 Letter I9: Paula Flynn 
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Response to Letter I9: Paula Flynn 

I9-1 

As indicated in the Transportation Technical Study (Draft EIR Appendix J), a total of nine streetcar 

events would pass through any given point along the alignment during each AM and PM peak hour. 

This is equivalent to approximately 39 additional vehicle trips during each AM and PM peak hour. 

The Transportation Technical Study evaluated the transportation impacts of adding 39 vehicle trips 

to the roadway network during both peak hours and found that all the study intersections along 11th 

Street would be operating at an acceptable level of service during both the AM and PM peak hours. 

Also, the existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th Street would be maintained.  

I9-2 

Construction-related impacts are acknowledged with particular regard to noise and air impacts (see 

EIR Sections 3.2 and 3.9). In each case, mitigation measures have been proposed to lessen these 

temporary impacts as much as practicable. No high-power electricity lines are part of the proposed 

Project. The streetcar OCS would be carrying direct current (DC), which does not generate 

oscillating electromagnetic fields, which would be the source of the commenter’s concern. The 

voltage is also a low 750 volts compared to typical long-distance, high-power transmission lines, 

which carry voltages several magnitudes higher (upwards of 100,000 volts). In addition, a public 

information program will be in place during construction of the Project so that concerns of 

downtown residents and businesses can be addressed.  
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2.5.10 Letter I10: Alexander Friedman 
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Response to Letter I-10: Alexander Friedman 

I10-1 

The comment that Alexander Friedman supports the Project’s Alternative 1 (7th Street Alternative 

with the Grand Avenue Extension) because the streetcar would improve mobility and revitalize the 

area is acknowledged. 
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2.5.11 Letter I11: Patti Gagan 
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Response to Letter I11: Patti Gagan 

I11-1 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND, which addressed the transportation impacts 

of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bike lane along 11th Street. Regarding the transportation 

impacts of the Streetcar Project, the traffic analysis (see Draft EIR Section 3.10) for the opening year 

(2020) and horizon year (2040), both with and without the Project, found that all the study 

intersections along 11th Street would be operating at an acceptable level of service during both the 

AM and PM peak hours. Please refer to responses to comments S1-8, S1-9, and I26-1. 

I11-2 

Existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th Street would be maintained with the streetcar in 

operation. Both right and left turns from 11th Street onto Hope Street would be permitted. Please 

also note that 11th Street is a one-way westbound street in the vicinity of the LUMA site, and, during 

a green signal, all traffic movements (left, through, and right) operate at the same time.  

I11-3 

Please see the response to comment I11-2, above. 

I11-4 

Access to the LUMA parking garage would operate in the same manner as the without Project 

condition. Similar to what may occur in the present (pre-streetcar) condition, should congestion at 

the intersection of 11th Street and Hope Street become sufficiently severe due to unusually heavy 

traffic conditions, vehicles waiting for a green cycle could develop a queue that may temporarily 

block the driveway entrance noted in the comment, until the intersection clears. Such an occurrence 

may occasionally take place within downtown, as happens currently from time to time. Streetcar 

operations would not have an adverse effect on local traffic conditions at this intersection, as noted 

in the responses to comments I7-2 and I9-1, above.  

I11-5 

Existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th Street would be maintained with the streetcar in 

operation. Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND that would convert spaces on 11th, 

to the east of the LUMA/Elleven alley and garage entrance, to loading zones in order to preserve 

easy access for moving vans and other loading needs for residents at these buildings. 
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2.5.12 Letter I12: Gregory Kay 
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Response to Letter I12: Gregory Kay 

I12-1 

Please see response to comment I4-1. In addition, please note that the local circulator service and 

also the route differs from those provided by the Red, Purple, and Regional Connector lines.  

I12-2 

As noted in Section 3.1.6.3 (see pages 3.1-38 and 3.1-39), view blockages associated with the 

catenary wires are not considered to result in a significant impact. Catenary wires would not fully 

obstruct views of historical buildings, which can be had from a variety of positions throughout the 

alignment where historical resources are present, depending on the distance and angle of the 

viewer. Moreover, it should be noted that the presence of overhead streetcar wires were part of the 

original installation of the streetcar system in downtown Los Angeles and, therefore, replacement of 

them would be consistent with the historical setting.  

I12-3 

As indicated in the Transportation Technical Study (Draft EIR; Appendix J), a total of nine streetcar 

events would pass through any given point along the alignment during each AM and PM peak hour. 

This is equivalent to approximately 39 additional vehicle trips during each AM and PM peak hour. 

The Transportation Technical Study evaluated the transportation impacts of adding 39 vehicle trips 

to the roadway network during both peak hours and found that the majority of the 65 study 

intersections would be operating at acceptable levels of service when compared to the without 

Project condition. Depending on the alternative, three or fewer intersection locations have been 

identified as experiencing significant impacts. Also, the traffic circulation patterns would be 

maintained and travel along existing streets would be the same as in the without Project condition. 

Pedestrian movements within the Project route would be maintained as they are currently, with 

additional signalization made available to assist patrons in using the streetcar. Construction and 

operation noise impacts are analyzed in Draft EIR Section 3.9. Mitigation measures have been 

proposed to lessen these temporary impacts as much as practicable and are included in Section 

3.9.4. of the Noise and Vibration section of the Draft EIR. 

I12-4 

The commenter has not raised an environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, 

unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered 

substantial evidence. As set forth in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR, the Project would support growth in 

downtown Los Angeles and is consistent with general plan objectives and policies with respect to 

projected growth. 
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2.5.13 Letter I13: Mo Khaledy 
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Response to Letter I13: Mo Khaledy 

I13-1 

The comment that Mo Khaledy supports the Project is acknowledged. 

I13-2 

The commenter notes that there is existing concern from residents along 11th Street about roadway 

changes resulting from the MyFigueroa project. Concerns include the reduction of travel lanes from 

two westbound lanes to one westbound lane from Broadway to Flower Street and obstacles to 

egress from parking structures with entrances and exits on 11th Street. The MyFigueroa project, 

which recognizes the presence of the streetcar, would reduce westbound travel lanes from two to 

one and replace the northernmost travel lane with a westbound Class II bicycle lane and widened 

sidewalk. On the south side of the street, sidewalk “bulb-outs” would be added at some locations, 

including intersections, to shorten pedestrian crossing distances and improve pedestrian visibility, 

but the majority of parking on this side of the street would be maintained, including space for 

loading. Because the MyFigueroa project is funded and would be completed before construction of 

the proposed streetcar would begin, it has been analyzed as the future baseline condition. The 

streetcar would operate in the one westbound vehicle lane and pick up/drop off passengers at 

several stops on the south side of 11th Street; the stop platforms would be built similarly to the bulb-

outs described above, such that the streetcar is able to remain in the same lane of travel. Taking the 

MyFigueroa streetscape project as the baseline condition, addition of the streetcar to 11th Street is 

not projected to add significantly to delay at intersections along this corridor (Draft EIR Appendix J, 

page 55). Please also see the responses to comment letter I-11, above.  
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2.5.14 Letter I14: Steven Lake 
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Response to Letter I14: Steven Lake 

I14-1 

The comment that Steven Lake supports the Project because the streetcar would improve mobility is 

acknowledged. 
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2.5.15 Letter I15: Francis Langlois 
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Response to Letter I15: Francis Langlois 

I15-1 

The commenter has not raised an environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, 

unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered 

substantial evidence.  

I15-2 

As stated in Draft EIR Section 2.3.1, one aspect of Project need is a lack of an available centralized 

downtown transit route to complement the DASH service. Please also see the response to comment 

I4-1.  

I15-3 

Discussion of the funding approach for the Project is provided in the responses to comments I4-4, 

I5-1, and I8-1, above. As is noted in those responses, the Community Facilities District funding 

component is only one of several sources. Regarding the effect on equity, nearby presence of a new 

transportation mode providing convenient accessibility to several districts within downtown can be 

viewed as a positive influence on equity. 

I15-4 

Discussion of the funding approach for the Project is provided in the responses to comments I4-4, 

I5-1, and I8-1, above. The Project is one of the many transportation projects to receive funding from 

Measure R. As with other transit in the area and throughout the country, most of the cost of running 

the service would come from public subsidies—Measure R Local Return, in this case. Fares would be 

compatible with its other existing transit services (DASH is most relevant here), and so fares are 

expected to be affordable. The Project is proceeding with planning and design while funding is being 

assembled.  

I15-5 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND, which addressed the transportation impacts 

of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bike lane along 11th Street. Regarding the transportation 

impacts of the streetcar project, the traffic analysis for the opening year (2020) and horizon year 

(2040), both with and without Project, found that all the study intersections along 11th Street would 

be operating at an acceptable level of service, during both the AM and PM peak hours.  

I15-6 

As required by the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR identified related projects in Chapter 2, 

Project Description. Related projects include projects that are proposed (i.e., with pending 

applications), recently approved, under construction, or reasonably foreseeable that could produce 

a cumulative impact on the local environment when considered in combination with the proposed 

Project. Table 2-4, Related Projects List, in the Draft EIR lists the related projects that were 

considered in each cumulative impact analysis. The related project list consists of all potential 
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projects within an approximately 2-mile radius of the Project site. The locations of the related 

projects are depicted in Figure 2-5, Related Projects Map, of the Draft EIR. Cumulative 

environmental impacts, including a complete list of Related Projects (see Draft EIR Table 2-4), are 

discussed under each of the topics in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIR. Those impacts are also summarized 

in Table ES-3.  

I15-7 

As indicated in the Transportation Technical Study (Draft EIR, Appendix J), the traffic analysis for 

the opening year (2020) and horizon year (2040), both with and without the Project, found that the 

intersections along 11th Street would be operating at an acceptable level of service during both the 

AM and PM peak hours. Current LUMA garage access along 11th Street would be maintained and 

would operate in the same manner as the without Project condition. Please also see the responses to 

comments I7-2, I9-1, and I11, above. 

I15-8 

The comment is noted for the record. The current location for loading/unloading is on the west side 

of the Luma/Elleven garage entrance on the south side of 11th Street, between Hope and Grand 

Streets. The MyFigueroa project will eliminate the loading area at this location, not the Streetcar 

Project. The Streetcar Project has coordinated with LADOT to ensure that space would continue to 

be reserved for loading, directly to the east of the Luma/Elleven garage entrance, on the south side 

of 11th Street. 

I15-9 

Currently, 11th Street allows left and right turn movements onto Hope Street. These movements 

would be maintained for the opening year (2020) and horizon year (2040) with and without Project 

conditions. Please also see the responses to comment letter I11, above. 

I15-10 

Adequate pedestrian access and waiting space would be provided at streetcar stations to facilitate 

prompt loading and unloading of passengers, and service would be more frequent during peak 

hours to reduce wait times. 

I15-11 

The noise from streetcar operations is described in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. In accordance with 

the FTA methodology for noise impact assessment, the predicted streetcar noise is compared to the 

existing ambient noise levels to determine if an impact would occur and subsequently if mitigation 

would be required. Table 3.9-11 in the Draft EIR is a summary of the noise impacts identified and 

the mitigation measures available to reduce the predicted noise to a level that does not exceed the 

FTA noise impact thresholds. The predicted streetcar noise and existing ambient noise levels at each 

of the noise sensitive receivers along the proposed alignment are shown in Tables 7-2 through 7-4 

of the Noise and Vibration Technical Report, Appendix I of the Draft EIR. The vibration from 

streetcar operations is described on page 3.9-32 of the Draft EIR. The predicted vibration levels are 

based on the speed of the streetcar, type of track work, and distance to the vibration sensitive 

receiver. The predicted vibration levels are compared to the FTA impact thresholds to assess 

impacts and determine if mitigation measures would be required. A summary of the vibration 
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impact assessment for the sensitive receivers along the proposed Project alignments is presented in 

Tables 3.9-15 and 3.19-16 of the Draft EIR. 

I15-12 

Parking was removed as an impact criterion in the 2010 State CEQA Guidelines update. However, 

on-street parking losses associated with the Project would be minimal: 6 of 48 spaces on 11th Street. 

There are no plans associated with the Project to increase the supply of parking spaces, either on- or 

off-street. The introduction of a new means of transportation among various districts in downtown 

would afford patrons an alternative to the use of the automobile, particularly for short trips internal 

to downtown. On-site parking would be provided for the MSF employees. Please also see response 

to comment I15-8. 

I15-13 

Please see Final EIR, Section 1.9, for a summary of the public outreach effort that was conducted. 

Particular attention was paid to the residents of downtown, including direct mailing to property 

owners along the streetcar route.  
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2.5.16 Letter I16: Craig Larson 
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Response to Letter I16: Craig Larson 

I16-1 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND, which addressed the transportation impacts 

of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bicycle lane along 11th Street. Regarding the transportation 

impacts of the Streetcar Project, as discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.10, the traffic analysis for the 

opening year (2020) and horizon year (2040), both with and without the Project, found that all the 

study intersections along 11th Street would be operating at an acceptable level of service during both 

the AM and PM peak hours. Also, the existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th Street would be 

maintained.  

I16-2 

The southernmost lane, which is currently used for parking and loading, would continue to be used 

for parking and loading. Existing sight lines should be maintained through the parking lane and 

would continue to provide a space for vehicles to pull out and look for oncoming traffic. It should 

also be noted that the road configuration changes being referred to in the comment are a result of 

the MyFigueroa project. These concerns have been brought to the attention of the MyFigueroa 

project team. 

I16-3 

The commenter is correct in that there is a large amount of bus service in downtown, including 

Metro, DASH, and local bus services. However, the existing bus service does not perform the same 

circulator role intended for the Project. The EIR Project Description identifies the lack of a 

centralized downtown transit route as one need that the proposed streetcar would fill (EIR, page 2-

9). Please also see the response to comment I4-1, above. 
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2.5.17 Letter I17: Sheley Lee 
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Response to Letter I17: Sheley Lee 

I17-1 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) and Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), 

the commenter has not raised an environmental concern; argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 

opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not 

caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered substantial evidence.  

I17-2 

Please the responses to comments I4-4, I5-1, and I8-1, above.  

I17-3 

The EIR Speed Improvement Analysis predicts an approximate PM peak hour average streetcar 

speed of approximately 6 miles per hour, including time allotted for stops at intersections and 

pedestrian crossings, stops to pick up and drop off passengers, and roadway congestion (Draft EIR 

Appendix L, page 11). Six miles per hour is approximately two times faster than walking for the 

average person. Please also see the response to comment B5-3. 

I17-4 

As indicated in Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR, the Project’s initial screening analysis incorporated an 

extensive number of potential combinations of alternatives that included routes on the same street, 

as suggested by the commenter. See Draft EIR pages 4-3 to 4-6. In fact, all alternatives, except for the 

No Project Alternative, include the Broadway/Hill Street couplet. Alternatives 1 and 2 include two-

direction service on 1st Street from Broadway to Grand Avenue. Alternatives 2 and 4 include couplet 

service on 9th and 11th Streets. These alternatives and the analysis demonstrate that the Project and 

alternatives already include elements of the commenter’s suggestion that return trips should occur 

on the same street or a block or two away. To the extent that the commenter suggests that the one-

way route would not be helpful to a person going in the opposite direction, Draft EIR Section 4.3.3 

analyzed and rejected this option. Please refer to response to comment S1-7. 

I17-5 

The Transportation Technical Study evaluated the transportation impacts of adding 39 vehicle trips 

to the roadway network during both peak hours and found that the majority of the 65 study 

intersections would be operating at acceptable levels of service when compared to the without 

Project condition. Depending on the alternative, three or fewer intersection locations have been 

identified as experiencing significant impacts. Also, the traffic circulation patterns would be 

maintained and travel along existing streets would be the same as in the without Project condition. 

Please see the response to comment I12-3, above. 

I17-6 

Please see the response to comment I11-5, above. 
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2.5.18 Letter I18: Mike Logan 
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Response to Letter I18: Mike Logan 

I18-1 

The Draft EIR assumes a standard overhead wire electrical propulsion system commonly used by 

other streetcar projects around the country and elsewhere in the world. As noted in Section 3.4 of 

the Draft EIR, there are no significant Energy impacts as a result of energy usage. Because California 

has very strict requirements for reducing dependence on fossil fuels and cutting greenhouse gas 

emissions, the power source for the streetcar is expected to be highly efficient. 

I18-2 

The Project would be run with electric propulsion, which is a clean energy source for the downtown 

environment. To the extent that the commenter suggests motorized streetcars smaller than Metro 

buses, Draft EIR Section 4.3.2 considered a Rubber-Tired Transportation Systems Management 

alternative. 
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2.5.19 Letter I19: William Lorton 
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Response to Letter I19: William Lorton 

I19-1 

The comment that William Norton supports the Project because the streetcar would improve transit 

access is acknowledged. 
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2.5.20 Letter I20: Robert Lu 
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Response to Letter I20: Robert Lu 

I20-1 

The commenter has expressed objection to the Project. This comment has been noted for the record. 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) and Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), 

the commenter has not raised an environmental concern; argument, speculation, unsubstantiated 

opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not 

caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered substantial evidence. 
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2.5.21 Letter I21: Michael Parrett 
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Response to Letter I21: Michael Parrett 

I21-1 

A dedicated transit lane was considered but rejected in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR. As stated there, 

only marginal further improvements in run times could be achieved with implementing the transit-

only lane option, and reducing the number of stops would also only yield minor benefits. 

Implementing a transit-only lane would also limit driveway and parking access for some Broadway 

residents and businesses. A dedicated transit lane would also not decrease the capital costs 

significantly.  

At this time the technology required for driverless vehicles operating in a busy downtown 

environment is not believed to be well enough developed to be reliably used by the streetcar. As the 

technology becomes sufficiently reliable and cost effective, its use may be considered. 

I21-2 

The Project requires discretionary approvals from the City of Los Angeles and therefore must 

comply with CEQA. The EIR has been prepared in compliance with CEQA and will be used by the City 

Council in its review of the Project and decision to approve, modify, or not approve the Project. The 

Wilshire Grand project was approved by the City of Los Angeles several years ago and the City has 

also certified its EIR. The Wilshire Grand project has a similar duty to comply with CEQA and the 

commenter is referred to that project’s EIR for its independent analysis of potential air quality 

impacts. 
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2.5.22 Letter I22: Joseph Rank and Margarita Garcia 
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Response to Letter I22: Joseph Rank and Margarita Garcia 

I22-1 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND), which 

addressed the transportation impacts of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bike lane along 11th 

Street. Regarding the transportation impacts of the Streetcar Project, the traffic analysis for the 

opening year (2020) and horizon year (2040), both with and without the Project, found that all the 

study intersections along 11th Street are projected to be operating at an acceptable level of service 

during both the AM and PM peak hours. Also, the existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th 

Street would be maintained. Consequently, the Project would not cause increased congestion along 

11th Street. Please see Draft EIR Tables 3.10-5 through 3.10-10 for these results.  

I22-2 

The bicycle lane planned for 11th Street is not a component of the Streetcar Project.  

I22-3 

The commenter is referred to the MyFigueroa project for information related to moving the loading 

area to the east side of the Luma/Elleven garage entrance. LADOT is aware of concerns of the Luma 

and Elleven residents. Please also see the responses to comments I11-5 and I15-8. 

I22-4 

The comment in opposition to an MSF is noted for the record. The Draft EIR does not identify a 

significant noise (Draft EIR Appendix I, page 1-5, Table 1-1) or vibration (Draft EIR Appendix I, page 

1-8) impact predicted at the LUMA apartment building for either the 11th Street/Olive Street West 

site, which is no longer under consideration, or the 11th Street/Olive Street East site, which is more 

distant and is still being considered as a potential MSF location. The MSF site would be 

approximately 700 feet from the LUMA building. As analyzed in Section 3.8.3.9 of the Draft EIR, the 

Project would have no significant impacts as to land use plan consistency or land use compatibility. 
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2.5.23 Letter I23: Martin Serrano 

  



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 2. Responses to Comments 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

2-99 
October 2016 

ICF 646.11 

 

 

Response to Letter I23: Martin Serrano 

I23-1 

The commenter expresses the opinion that the streetcar would not benefit current business owners, 

but does not provide any supporting information regarding for this statement. The commenter has 

not raised an environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a). Pursuant 

to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or 

narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not contribute to, or are not caused by, 

physical impacts on the environment is not considered substantial evidence. With regard to the 

commenter’s concern related to street closures and lane deletion, the streetcar would make use of 

existing street lanes and operations would not result in the deletion of any existing lanes.  
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2.5.24 Letter I24: John Targowski 
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Response to Letter I24: John Targowski 

I24-1 

The comment that John Targowski supports the Project is acknowledged. 
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2.5.25 Letter I25: Peter Toumasis 
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Response to Letter I25: Peter Toumasis 

I25-1 

Please see the responses to comments I4-1 and B5-3, above. 

See response to comment I4-1. As stated in part in Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, Project Needs, the 

streetcar is not intended to replace transportation options such as DASH, Metro, ride-sharing, 

walking, or bicycling, but to support and complement them, as well as allow for drivers to “park 

once” and rely on transit for trips within downtown rather than contributing further to congestion. 

DASH and Metro (along with other local transit services) provide a valuable service connecting 

communities within the region; streetcar service is intended to operate as a circulator within the 

exceptionally dense and transit-dependent downtown area, with the potential for future revisions—

without service hour reductions—to DASH service that allow for improved frequency and/or access 

to communities outside of the proposed Project area (Draft EIR Statement of Need, pages 2-8 to 2-

11; Draft EIR Project Objectives, page 2-12). 

See response to comment B5-3. Streetcar speed would exceed that of a pedestrian. Pedestrian 

contribution to the vitality of downtown is acknowledged in many of the plans for improving the 

area.  

Discussion of the funding approach for the Project is provided in the responses to comments I4-4, 

I5-1, and I8-1, above. 

I25-2 

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND, which addressed the transportation impacts 

of losing one lane of traffic and adding a bike lane along 11th Street and accounted for the streetcar 

project within the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND transportation impacts. 

I25-3 

Existing traffic circulation patterns along 11th Street would be maintained with the streetcar in 

operation. Both right and left turns from 11th Street onto Hope Street would be permitted. Please 

also note that 11th Street is a one-way westbound street in the vicinity of the LUMA site, and, during 

a green signal, all traffic movements (left, through, and right) operate at the same time.  

Please refer to the Figueroa Streetscape Project MND that would convert spaces on 11th, to the east 

of the LUMA/Elleven alley and garage entrance, to loading zones in order to preserve easy access for 

moving vans and other loading needs for residents at these buildings. 

Access to the LUMA parking garage would operate in the same manner as the without Project 

condition. Similar to what may occur in the present (pre-streetcar) condition, should congestion at 

the intersection of 11th Street and Hope Street become sufficiently severe due to unusually heavy 

traffic conditions, vehicles waiting for a green cycle could develop a queue that may temporarily 

block the driveway entrance noted in the comment, until the intersection clears. Such an occurrence 

may occasionally take place within downtown, as happens currently from time to time. Streetcar 

operations would not have an adverse effect on local traffic conditions at this intersection, as noted 

in the responses to comments I7-2 and I9-1, above.  
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I25-4 

The commenter has not raised an environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 

15088(a). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, 

unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not considered 

substantial evidence.  
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2.5.26 Letter I26: Don Ward 
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Response to Letter I26: Don Ward 

I26-1 

As is noted in the Draft EIR (see Table ES-2, page ES-45, and Section 3.10.3.3, page 3.10-37), the 

presence of streetcar track flangeways is recognized as a potential safety hazard to bicyclists using 

the same streets as the streetcar. This potential hazard is present in many streetcar systems. The 

analysis conducted for purposes of this EIR included review of a number of studies on the subject, 

including several in other countries. That review led to the development of Mitigation Measure MM-

TRAF-O1, which is described on page 3.10-59 of the Draft EIR. As shown in the description of the 

mitigation measure, the streetcar would clearly mark the locations where care needs to be observed, 

and bicyclists should also be cognizant of those locations, as well. The use of alternate routes, where 

feasible, should also be considered. Please also see the response to comment S1-8, above. 
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2.5.27 Letter I27: Donald Zucker 
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Response to Letter I27: Donald Zucker 

I27-1 

Please see the responses to comments I7-2 and I11-4, above. 

I27-2 

Please see the response to comment I7-2, above. 

I27-3 

Recognizing the expressed concern, other sites for the streetcar stops along 11th have been 

considered; however, moving the stop from the 11th Street/Hope Street location would result in 

either a “bunching” of streetcar stops too close to one another or undesirable longer spacing 

between stops. As a part of the MyFigueroa project, the current northernmost travel lane on 11th 

Street will become a “mixing zone” for cars and bicycles; cars will be able to use this lane for passing 

the streetcar when it is stopped at the 11th Street/Hope Street station. Please see the response to 

comment I11-4, above. 

I27-4 

Regarding pedestrian safety, please see the response to comment I15-10. It is assumed that owners 

would be walking their dogs on leash and therefore would be responsible for the safety of their pets. 

Streetcar vehicle operators would be sounding audible warning devices (e.g., bells) as the vehicles 

approach station stops, as a safety feature. Regarding potential noise impacts of the streetcar, please 

see the detailed analysis provided in Section 3.9 of the EIR. 

I27-5 

Please see the response to comment I7-2, above. 

I27-6 

Please see the response to comments I4-4, I5-1, and I8-1, above. 

I27-7 

As is noted in Table 3.2-7 of the Draft EIR, regional construction emissions would not exceed South 

Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) impact significance thresholds. Regarding 

localized construction emissions, it is acknowledged in Table 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR that the SCAQMD 

daily impact significance thresholds would be exceeded for nitric oxide (NO), particulate matter 10 

microns or less in diameter (PM10) and 2.5 microns or less in diameter (PM2.5), prior to applying 

mitigation measures. Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIR prescribes Mitigation Measure MM-AQ-C1, which 

requires contractors to use cleaner-burning off-road construction equipment. Adherence to this 

Mitigation Measure is expected to reduce daily construction emissions of NO, PM10, and PM2.5 to 

below the SCAQMD daily impact significance thresholds, as is shown in Table 3.2-13 of the Draft EIR. 
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I27-8 

The streetcar operations noise analysis was conducted in full compliance with the FTA Guidance 

Manual. As shown in Table 3.9-2 (Draft EIR, page 3.9-4), a normal voice with the speaker’s back to 

the listener at 3 feet is approximately 40–50 A-weighted decibels (dBA). As shown in Table 3.9-3, at 

330 W. 11th Street, the day-night noise level (Ldn) at 25 feet is 66 dBA. With regard to noise at night, 

Table 3.9-4 shows that at 10 p.m. the one-hour equivalent noise level (Leq) is 62.9 dBA and at 11 

p.m., 56.0 dBA. Considering the attenuation of noise with distance, and the fact that human voices 

fall within the range of ambient noise levels at 330 W. 11th Street during nighttime hours, noise 

generated by people would not cause a significant impact.   

I27-9 

Streetcar wheels would not squeal when the vehicle brakes to a stop. Squealing may occur when the 

streetcar operates along a curved track, which is discussed in Draft EIR Section 3.9. Wheel squeal is 

predicted to occur at Disney Hall and would be mitigated by the use of wheel dampers on the 

streetcar vehicles. 

I27-10 

Visual impacts associated with the wires, tracks, and catenary poles are not considered to be 

significant (see Draft EIR, Section 3.1, page 3.1-25). Although they may slightly change some views in 

some portions of the alignment, visual elements introduced by the Project are not considered 

significant for reasons described in Draft EIR Section 3.1, Aesthetics. Views to visual resources 

throughout the alignment can be had from a variety of positions, depending on the distance and 

angle of the viewer; furthermore, viewer sensitivity, which represents all viewer groups (residents, 

commuters, visitors, employees, etc.), is moderate overall. 

I27-11 

The proposed Project would add light when compared to existing conditions. However, due to the 

high existing ambient illumination levels, where light is currently emitted by buildings, signage, 

stoplights, vehicle traffic, etc., the proposed Project is not expected to result in significant impacts 

associated with light and glare, as described in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, of the Draft EIR, page 3.1-39. 

Mitigation Measure MM-AES-O2 (see Draft EIR, page 3.1-57) has been recommended to further 

reduce impacts associated with light spill effects. 

I27-12 

As stated on page 3.10-20 of the Draft EIR, Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines was amended in 

2010 to no longer require an analysis of parking as an environmental impact. Therefore, the effects 

related to parking were presented in the Draft EIR for informational purposes only. Most parking 

would be retained relative to the MyFigueroa baseline condition. It is anticipated that 6 of the 48 

parking spaces on 11th Street would be removed (Draft EIR Appendix J, page 133). Please see also 

the response to comment I15-12, above. 

I27-13 

Refer to the noise and vibration discussion in Section 3.9 of the Draft EIR. Construction of the Project 

has the potential to result in temporary increases in local noise levels during nighttime construction 
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along the Project alignments. The City of Los Angeles Noise Ordinance allows construction only 

between 7 a.m. and 9 p.m. on weekdays and between 8 a.m. and 6 p.m. on Saturdays, unless a 

variance is obtained. Furthermore, mitigation measures such as MM-NV-C1 (The contractor shall 

limit nighttime construction activities [during the hours from 10 p.m. to 7 a.m.] to generate lower 

noise levels, which may include, but not be limited to, concrete pouring, field welding, and 

underground utility work) are recommended to address these noise impacts during construction. 

I27-14 

Please refer to response to comment S1-8 and S1-9. 

I27-15 

The predicted vibration levels are based on the speed of the streetcar, type of track work, and 

distance to the vibration-sensitive receiver. The predicted vibration levels are compared to the FTA 

impact thresholds for residential land uses to assess impacts and determine if mitigation measures 

would be required. A summary of the vibration impact assessment for the residences along the 

proposed Project alignments is presented in Table 3.9-15 of the Draft EIR. No vibration impacts are 

predicted at any of the residences along the Project alignments. 

I27-16 

The hours of operation studied in the EIR are presented as an “outside envelope” that represents the 

earliest and latest possible hours of operation. At this time, the actual hours of operation are not 

established. However, it is not expected that late-night, convention-going streetcar users would 

enter or exit at a streetcar stop near 11th Street and Hope Street because this is not the closest stop 

to the Convention Center or Staples Center. Noise impacts of streetcar operations are analyzed in 

Draft EIR Section 3.9. 

I27-17 

Refer to Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of the hazards and hazardous materials impacts 

of streetcar operations.  

Refer to Section 3.1 of the Draft EIR for a discussion on the aesthetics related to MSF sites. Should 

the 11th Street/Olive Street East or the Broadway/2nd Street MSF site be ultimately selected, all 

aspects of its development, construction, and operation would be conducted to produce an MSF that 

is compatible with its surroundings. In particular, appropriate measures and design considerations 

would be applied. 

I27-18 

Please see the response to comment I11-2, above.  

I27-19 

Please see the response to comment B5-3, above. 
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2.5.28 Letter I28: Ranjini Zucker 
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Response to Letter I28: Ranjini Zucker 

I28-1 

Please see the response to comment I7-2, above. 

I28-2 

Please see the responses to comments I4-4, I5-1, and I8-1, above.  

I28-3 

Please see the responses to comments I4-4, I5-1, and I8-1, above. 

I28-4 

Regarding the comment about parking garage access, please see the response to comment I11-4, 

above. Regarding the questions about transportation safety, please see Draft EIR Sections 3.10.3.3 

and 3.10.5.3. 

I28-5 

More successful streetcars include Portland, Oregon, which built its first streetcar approximately 

15 years ago, and Kansas City, which completed its streetcar project in mid-2016. Given the transit-

dependent nature of much of downtown’s population, including many mobility-impaired residents 

who would benefit from level-floor boarding provided by streetcars, along with future projections of 

residential and employment growth, the Streetcar Project is intended to satisfy the Project 

Objectives listed in Section 2.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 

I28-6 

One of the key elements of the Project’s purpose and need (see Chapter 2) is to assist in the effort to 

revitalize downtown’s historic buildings. Restoring streetcar service would be consistent with the 

character of the historic portions of downtown that once had such complementary transit service as 

part of the urban landscape. The sense of permanency that would be provided by a fixed-rail 

transportation mode would be a substantial commitment to the continued focus on downtown’s 

historic core as an integral part of the downtown image. 

I28-7 

Ridership estimates were calculated using the FTA’s STOPS ridership model, and can be found on 

page 2-34 of the EIR. Daily ridership estimates for 2020 range from 3,851 for the 9th Street 

Alternative without the Grand Avenue Extension, to 5,773 for the 9th Street Alternative with the 

Grand Avenue Extension. Like other transit services throughout the country, the streetcar would 

require an operating subsidy. The amount of subsidy would depend on many factors, including 

ridership, fare amounts, and driver wages, among others. 

I28-8 

See response to comment I4-1 regarding Project Needs in part in Section 2.3.1 of the Draft EIR, 

Pedestrian contribution to the vitality of downtown is acknowledged in many of the plans for 
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improving the area. Land Use and Planning (Section 3.8) of the Draft EIR clearly calls attention to the 

importance of pedestrians to the vitality of the downtown environment. Please see Section 3.8.1.3, 

Central City Community Plan, Bunker Hill Specific Plan, Broadway Streetscape Master Plan, and 

Broadway Theater and Entertainment District Design Guide discussions. 
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2.6 Public Hearing 

2.6.1 Comment PH1: David Brown 
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Response to Comment PH1: David Brown 

PH1-1 

See response to comment I4-1. 

PH1-2 

The growth-inducing impacts of the streetcar are analyzed in Section 5.2 of the Draft EIR. There it is 

stated that “The Project would provide a transit amenity that emphasizes short-distance daily trips, 

which would be an amenity serving reasonably foreseeable growth within downtown Los Angeles. 

The Project could contribute to residential and commercial development in the area, but as noted in 

Section 5.1.9.1, the amount of potential growth attributable to the Project would be too speculative 

to determine.”  

PH1-3 

The average speed of approximately 6 miles per hour reported in the EIR is during the PM peak 

hour, which is the most congested time of day (Draft EIR Appendix L, page 1). It is anticipated that 

the speed of the streetcar would be higher during other times of day. The speeds reported in the EIR 

are time-competitive with other modes, including cars, which are also affected by downtown 

congestion. Some residents, visitors, and workers would choose to walk or bike rather than take the 

streetcar, just as they currently do rather than take the bus or drive. As ridership estimates and the 

experiences of other cities have shown, however, there is a sizable demand for the added 

convenience, comfort, and predictability of a fixed-rail service. Please also see the response to 

comment B5-3. 

PH1-4 

The commenter has not raised any environmental concern pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines 

Section 15088(a). Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21082.2(c), argument, speculation, 

unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, or evidence of social or economic impacts that do not 

contribute to, or are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment is not substantial evidence.  
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2.6.2 Comment PH2: Ben Gary 
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Response to Comment PH2: Ben Gary 

PH2-1 

The comment that Ben Gary supports the 7th Street Alternative is acknowledged. 
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2.6.3 Comment PH3: Curtis Gibbs 
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Response to Comment PH3: Curtis Gibbs 

PH3-1 

The comment that Curtis Gibbs supports the Project because it will provide accessibility and 

connectivity especially to senior citizens and people in wheelchairs in downtown Los Angeles is 

acknowledged. 
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Chapter 3 
Clarifications and Modifications 

This chapter of this Final EIR contains modifications to the Draft EIR based on minor corrections to 

formatting or grammar, and to address or clarify comments received from the public. No 

clarifications or modifications have been made to the Draft EIR that would add a new significant 

unmitigated impact or a substantial increase in the severity of an impact already analyzed. This 

chapter is organized into sections that correspond to the section headings in the Draft EIR and 

contain a list of the modifications that were made to these sections. Changes to the text are shown 

with deletions struck and additions underlined.  

The Draft EIR section headings that include modifications are as follows. 

3.1 Executive Summary  
Executive Summary, Section ES.7.2, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, Table ES-1, Summary of Construction 

Period Environmental Impacts, is corrected as shown on the following pages. 

Executive Summary, Section ES.7.2, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, Table ES-2, Summary of Operation 

Period Environmental Impacts, is corrected as shown on the following pages. 

Executive Summary, Section ES.7.2, Alternatives 2, 3, 4, and 5, Table ES-3, Summary of Cumulative 

Environmental Impacts, is corrected as shown on the following pages. 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Construction Period Environmental Impactsa,b 
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3.1 Aesthetics 

Visual contrast with existing features. 
Construction activities and equipment would 
contrast with existing features, but such 
contrast would be transitory and temporary. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS MM-AES-C1: Construction Staging/Stockpiled Materials 
and Equipment. Under the direction of the LABOE, the 
construction contractor shall be the responsible party for 
providing temporary construction fencing along the 
periphery of active construction areas to screen as much of 
the construction activity as possible from view at the street 
level. 

To minimize views of stockpiled materials and idled 
construction equipment in staging areas and to reduce 
visual clutter and disorder, consistent with Bureau of 
Engineering Master Specification Environmental Control 
Measures, project construction staging areas shall be 
enclosed or screened from view at the street level with 
appropriate screening materials. The contractor shall 
provide daily visual inspections to ensure that the 
immediate surroundings of construction staging areas are 
free from construction-related clutter and graffiti and 
maintain the areas in a clean and orderly manner 
throughout the construction period. Graffiti shall be 
promptly painted over, masked out, or cleaned off. Routine 
sidewalk and window washing to remove dust generated by 
construction shall be scheduled weekly. LABOE, through the 
construction contractor per bid specifications, shall be the 
responsible party. Enforcement shall be achieved through 
the DPW Contract Administration Bureau Construction 

LTS 
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Table ES-1. Summary of Construction Period Environmental Impactsa,b 
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Inspector.  

MM-AES-C2: Nighttime Construction Activities. Should 
construction activities with associated lighting occur during 
nighttime, the City shall ensure that lighting will be directed 
away from surrounding sensitive land uses and toward the 
specific location intended for illumination. Lighting 
associated with construction activities and security 
purposes shall be shielded to minimize the production of 
glare and spill light around sensitive land uses in the 
surrounding area. LABOE, through the construction 
contractor per bid specifications, shall be the responsible 
party. Enforcement shall be achieved through the DPW 
Contracts Administration Bureau Construction Inspector. 

Contribution to area’s aesthetic value. 
Project construction would not contribute to 
the area’s aesthetic value, because construction 
elements and activities could adversely affect 
the visual quality or character of the immediate 
area. These effects would be temporary and 
transitory. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. 

MM-AES-C1 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. Should mature 
trees, as well as younger trees (with trunk diameters of 5 
inches or less) be trimmed or removed, the proposed Project 
would comply with the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation 
Ordinance and Tree Preservation Policy. City policy requires 
all tree removals be replaced on a 2:1 basis for street trees 
and 4:1 basis for protected private property trees. No 
protected trees were identified throughout the proposed 
alignment and at the potential MSF siting locations. 
Replacement trees would be placed as near their original 
locations as possible. Alternative methods and options to 

LTS 
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removal, such as trimming, would be explored prior to 
considering potential tree removal. The Project’s compliance 
with the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance and 
Tree Preservation Policy would ensure that any street trees 
slated for removal would be planted at or near their original 
locations at 2:1 ratios. Removal or relocation of protected 
trees, under the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, requires 
a permit from the Board of Public Works. A protected tree 
report must be submitted to the Board of Public Works to 
apply for a tree removal permit. Before a Special Habitat 
Value tree, as defined by the City’s Tree Preservation Policy, 
is pruned, damaged, relocated, or removed, 
recommendations from Department of Recreation Parks 
staff arborists Public Works, Bureau of Street Services, 
Urban Forestry Division must be obtained. The Urban 
Forestry Arborist Division makes a recommendation to the 
General Manager Board of Public Works for removal. The 
General Manager or designee Board of Public Works must 
make the final approval before the trees(s) can be removed. 

Applicable guidelines and regulations. 
Construction of the project would comply with 
all applicable guidelines and regulations as per 
the construction specifications. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. 

MM-AES-C1 

MM-AES-C2 

MM-AES-C3 

LTS 

Nature and quality of recognized or valued 
views. Construction activities and the presence 
of construction equipment could adversely 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. 

MM-AES-C1 

LTS 
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affect the visual quality or character of views 
from and within the immediate area 
encompassing the project site. These effects 
would be temporary and transitory. 

MM-AES-C2 

MM-AES-C3 

Obstruction. Project construction would result 
in the temporary, minor diminution and/or 
partial obstruction of views in the immediate 
project vicinity. These effects would be 
temporary and transitory. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. 

MM-AES-C1 

MM-AES-C2 

MM-AES-C3 

LTS 

Effects on recognized views from 
transportation corridors. Project 
construction would result in temporary 
obstructions of views along lengths of public 
roadways. These effects would be temporary 
and transitory. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. 

MM-AES-C1 

MM-AES-C2 

MM-AES-C3 

LTS 
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3.3 Cultural 

Paleontological resources. The project area 
has been heavily disturbed by past 
construction activities; project construction 
activities are unlikely to encounter significant 
resources. Excavation occurring at depths 
below five feet may encounter older 
Quaternary deposits or the Fernando 
Formation, which may contain paleontological 
resources.  

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

TPSS 

LTS MM-CUL-C2: If discovery is made of items of 
paleontological interest, the Contractor shall immediately 
cease excavation in the area of discovery and shall not 
continue until ordered by the Engineer. When resumed, 
excavation operations within the area of discovery shall be 
as directed by the Engineer. Discoveries which may be 
encountered may include, but not be limited to, dwelling 
sites, stone implements or other artifacts, animal bones, 
human bones, and fossils. 

If excavations for the Project take place at depths greater 
than five feet, these excavations shall be monitored on a 
fulltime basis by a qualified paleontological monitor. 
Monitoring may be reduced if excavations below a depth of 
five feet are determined to be in artificial fill materials, or if 
some of the potentially fossiliferous units described herein 
are determined upon exposure and examination by 
qualified paleontologic personnel to have low potential to 
contain fossil resources. 

The paleontologic monitors shall be equipped to salvage 
fossils if they are unearthed to avoid construction delays 
and to remove samples of sediments that are likely to 
contain the remains of small fossil invertebrates and 
vertebrates. The monitor shall have authority to 
temporarily divert excavation or grading away from 
exposed fossils in order to professionally and efficiently 

LTS 
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recover the fossil specimens and collect associated data. All 
efforts to avoid delays in project schedules shall be made. 
At each fossil locality, field data forms shall be used to 
record pertinent geologic data, stratigraphic sections shall 
be measured, and appropriate sediment samples shall be 
collected and submitted for analysis. 

Fossils collected, if any, shall be transported to a 
paleontological laboratory for processing where they shall 
be prepared to the point of curation, identified by qualified 
experts, listed in a database to facilitate analysis, and 
deposited in a designated paleontological curation facility 
(such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles 
County). 

Following analysis, a Report of Findings with an appended 
itemized inventory of specimens shall be prepared. The 
report and inventory, when submitted to the appropriate 
lead agency along with confirmation of the curation of 
recovered specimens into an established, accredited 
museum repository, shall signify completion of the program 
to mitigate impacts on paleontological resources. 

3.5 Geology 

Erosion. During construction, some erosion 
and a temporary reduction in soil stability may 
occur, particularly on steep grades. (e.g., along 
1st Street). Adherence to regulatory 
requirements would ensure that proper soil 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS RCM-GEO-1: Requirements under the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit process shall 
be followed, including preparation of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that incorporates Best 
Management Practices (BMP).  

LTS 
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stability is maintained.  

3.8 Land Use 

Land Use Compatibility. Construction would 
occur with the public street rights-of-way or on 
one of four MSF sites under consideration, and 
therefore would not divide, isolate, or 
substantially disrupt a community or 
neighborhood Temporary loss of on-street 
parking and impairment of access to 
businesses would occur during construction. 

One business (Guadalupe Wedding Chapel) and 
one vacant business are located on MSF 1 4, 
and ongoing parking lot businesses are located 
on all four MSF sites. Acquisition of any of the 
four MSF sites would require displacement of 
the affected parking lot businesses. If MSF 1 4 
were to be chosen, the Guadalupe Wedding 
Chapel business would also be displaced. 
Compensation to the property owner and 
business operator(s), and relocation assistance 
would be provided. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

 

 

 
 

MSF 1, 2, 
3, & 4 

LTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LTS 

RCM-LU-C1: Business Access and Signage. The 
construction contractor shall provide signs for businesses 
whose frontage is obstructed by construction work 
indicating that the business is open during construction, 
and provide information regarding access to the business.  

 

 

 

RCM-LU-C2: Business Displacement. Proposed 
displacement of the Guadalupe Wedding Chapel and any 
other businesses subject to displacement as a result of the 
Project would occur in accordance with applicable laws and 
regulations, including the Uniform Business Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, 
as mentioned. If MSF 4 1 were to be chosen, the business 
would also be displaced. Compensation to the property 
owner and business operator(s), and relocation assistance 
would be provided. 

LTS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

LTS 

3.10 Transportation and Traffic 

Intersection Capacity. Intersections would 
experience deterioration in performance due to 
project construction activities. Adherence to 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4. 

LTSPS MM-TRAF-C1: Develop a Construction Traffic 
Management Plan. The Los Angeles Department of 
Transportation shall develop and implement a Traffic 

LTS 
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Mitigation Measures will lessen the impacts.  Management Plan (TMP) to reduce construction-related 
traffic impacts. The TMP shall be prepared during final 
design for implementation during construction to mitigate 
the traffic impacts caused by construction of the Project. 
The TMP shall identify potential measures such as public 
awareness and changeable message signs (CMS). The TMP 
shall be developed in consultation with emergency service 
providers (i.e., local police and fire departments). 

The TMP shall address temporary traffic signals, bicycle 
lane detours, or using flagmen adjacent to construction 
activities, as appropriate. A community affairs entity shall 
be established to administer a construction impact 
mitigation program. This program shall keep the 
community informed of all construction activities and shall 
also set up a hotline number with a direct connection to 
project staff. The program shall identify 
community/business needs prior to and during the 
construction period through the use of surveys and 
community meetings.  

MM-TRAF-C2: Construction Mitigation Monitoring. A 
construction mitigation program shall be established with 
participation of BOE, Bureau of Contracts Administration, 
and the construction contractor. All mitigation measures 
shall be monitored and reported to BOE on a quarterly 
basis.  

Project Access Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Alt 2, 3, 4, LTS MM-TRAF-C1 LTS 
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Vehicular Safety. Traffic operations at 
intersections adjacent to construction activities 
may deteriorate as a result of temporary 
reduced capacity. Travel and bicycle lanes 
would be kept open to the extent practicable 
and sidewalks open to pedestrians. 

& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4. 

Parking. During construction, removal of on-
street parking would not substantially alter the 
overall availability of parking during peak 
hours. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4. 

LTS None required. LTS 

In-Street Construction Impacts. Construction 
would involve temporary lane closures which 
would result in delays for vehicles using 
roadways. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4. 

LTS MM-TRAF-C1 

MM-TRAF-C2 

LTS 
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3.1 Aesthetics 

Applicable guidelines and regulations. 
Operation of the project would comply with 
applicable guidelines and regulations. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS 

 

None required 

MM-AES-03. 

LTS 

3.9 Noise and Vibration 

Streetcar Noise. Noise generated from 
streetcar operations would exceed FTA 
Moderate impact criteria and CEQA 
significance threshold at several receivers in 
2020 and 2040. Impacts are all due to growth 
in traffic, not the proposed project. Mitigation 
is not available. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5.  

S  None feasible. SU LTS 

3.10 Transportation and Traffic 

Intersection Capacity. Intersections would 
operate with delays exceeding LADOT impact 
significance criteria at the following locations: 

    

 Hill Street/1st Street  

 

 Hill Street/7th Street 

 Grand Avenue/1st Street 

(Alt 2, 3, & 
4) 

(Alt 2 & 3) 

(Alt 2 & 4) 

S None Available SU 

 None  Alt 5 NI LTS None required NI LTS 

Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular Safety. 
Bicycle/rail flangeway conflicts would exist on 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5.  

PS 

 

MM-TRAF-O1 Mitigation to be considered would include: 

 Signage and pavement markings to alert bicyclists to the 

SU 
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street segments without designated bicycle 
lanes and where bicycles and streetcars must 
share the curb travel lane. This occurs at the 
following locations: 

 Broadway – 1st to 11th Streets (Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5) 

 9th Street – Figueroa to Hill Streets (Alt 
24 and 35) 

 Hill Street – 9th or 7th Street to 1st Street 
(Alt 2, 3, 4, & 5)  

Conflicts consist of the potential for bicycle 
tires to become lodged in streetcar track 
flangeways. 

 presence of streetcar tracks. 

 Instruct cyclists to cross tracks perpendicular to the 
direction of the rails for left-turning cyclists; pavement 
markings shall be provided to encourage perpendicular 
bicycle turning movements, such as “Copenhagen Left” 
turns.1 The signage and/or pavement markings would 
also clearly identify the presence of the flangeway to 
cyclists traveling parallel to the fixed guideway. 

 Alert bicyclists to use parallel bike routes (or Class II 
bike facilities) where available, such as Spring Street as 
an alternative to southbound Broadway.  

 Recommended alternate routes. 

Pedestrian Safety. Streetcar operations and 
station boarding areas would be designed to 
provide for adequate pedestrian safety while 
boarding and alighting.  

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. LTS 

Vehicular Safety. Streetcar operations would 
not increase the risks related to vehicles. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. LTS 

  

                                                             
1 A Copenhagen Left turn is a two-staged left turn wherein the bicyclist crosses the intersection ahead, stops on the opposite side in the direction he/she wishes 
to turn, awaits a green light, and crosses the intersection to complete the left turn. 
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3.4 Energy 

The Project would not have a cumulatively 

considerable effect on overall energy supplies, 

conservation, and the demand for new energy 

infrastructure. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

NI LTS None required. N/A LTS 

3.6 Greenhouse Gas 

While cumulative greenhouse gas emissions 

would continue to be significant on a global 

basis, the Project’s contribution would not be 

considered cumulatively considerable. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 
& 5. MSF 1, 
2, 3, & 4 

NI LTS None required. N/A LTS 

3.10 Transportation and Traffic 

The Project would result in a cumulatively 

considerable contribution to a significant 

cumulative impact at the following 

intersections: 

Intersection Capacity 

    

 Hill Street/1st Street  

 

 Hill Street/7th Street 

 Grand Avenue/1st Street 

(Alt 2, 3, & 
4) 

(Alt 2 & 3) 

(Alt 2 & 4) 

SU None available. SU 

Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure and 

Safety Bicycle, Pedestrian, and Vehicular 

Safety. The Project could have a cumulatively 

considerable impact related to bicycle 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 

& 5. MSF 1, 

2, 3, & 4 

PS MM-TRAF-O1 PS 

SU 
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infrastructure and safety. 

Emergency Access. The Project would not 

result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to cumulative effects related to 

emergency services. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 

& 5. MSF 1, 

2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. N/A 

Public Transit System Capacity. The Project 

would not result in a cumulatively considerable 

contribution to cumulative effects related to 

public transit. 

Alt 2, 3, 4, 

& 5. MSF 1, 

2, 3, & 4 

LTS None required. N/A 
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3.2 Section 3.1, Aesthetics 
Section 3.1.6.3, Environmental Impacts /Alternative 2: 7th Street Alternative with the Grand Avenue 

Extension/Construction Impacts/Aesthetics, is modified as follows. 

The degree to which the project would contribute to the area’s aesthetic value. 

Less-than-significant impact. Construction activities would not contribute to the area’s aesthetic 

value. During construction, site preparation and grading activities, construction staging on the 

project sites, barricade installation, and placement of other minor structures and signage would be 

required to secure the construction site, which could adversely affect the visual quality or 

character of the immediate area encompassing the project sites. Similarly, the delivery and 

stockpiling of construction materials and placement of construction equipment on the project site 

might also temporarily diminish the visual character of the immediate area. However, construction 

is temporary, and upon its completion, the site is expected to maintain the visual quality of the 

area and would not result in significant long-term impacts on primary and secondary visual 

resources throughout the alignment or on the area’s overall aesthetic value, which is discussed in 

more detail below under Operational Impacts. Implementation of Mitigation Measures MM-AES-

C1 through and MM-AES-C3 would minimize construction-related visual impacts. These 

mitigation measures would minimize views of stockpiled materials and idle construction 

equipment in staging areas, reduce visual clutter and disorder, and require appropriate screening 

materials, daily visual inspections, and the removal of debris and graffiti. Therefore, impacts would 

be less than significant prior to mitigation being incorporated, and would remain less than 

significant following implementation of mitigation. 

Section 3.1.7.1, Construction Period, is modified as follows. 

MM-AES-C3: Tree Removal/Relocation. Should mature trees, as well as younger trees (with 

trunk diameters of 5 inches or less) be trimmed or removed, the proposed Project would comply 

with the City of Los Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance and Tree Preservation Policy. City policy 

requires all tree removals be replaced on a 2:1 basis for street trees and 4:1 basis for protected 

private property trees. No protected trees were identified throughout the proposed alignment and 

at the potential MSF siting locations. Replacement trees would be placed as near their original 

locations as possible. Alternative methods and options to removal, such as trimming, would be 

explored prior to considering potential tree removal. The Project’s compliance with the City of Los 

Angeles Tree Preservation Ordinance and Tree Preservation Policy would ensure that any street 

trees slated for removal would be planted at or near their original locations at 2:1 ratios. Removal 

or relocation of protected trees, under the City’s Tree Preservation Ordinance, requires a permit 

from the Board of Public Works. A protected tree report must be submitted to the Board of Public 

Works to apply for a tree removal permit. Before a Special Habitat Value tree, as defined by the 

City’s Tree Preservation Policy, is pruned, damaged, relocated, or removed, recommendations 

from Department of Recreation Parks staff arborists Public Works, Bureau of Street Services, 

Urban Forestry Division must be obtained. The Urban Forestry Arborist Division makes a 

recommendation to the General Manager Board of Public Works for removal. The General 

Manager or designee Board of Public Works must make the final approval before the trees(s) can 

be removed. 
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3.3 Section 3.3, Cultural Resources 
Section 3.3.4.2, Historical Resources/Operational Period, is modified as follows. 

MM-CUL-O1: The City of Los Angeles shall ensure that design and installation of all project 

facilities and elements that are adjacent to or abutting historical resources or within a historic 

district will be consistent with the surrounding design context. The appropriateness of the design 

will be achieved through consultation with and approval by the City of Los Angeles Office of 

Historic Resources, applying the Secretary’s Standards. Project facilities and elements shall be 

designed for consistency and installed to the satisfaction of the City Engineer/City Architect and 

will be in compliance with the Historic Downtown Los Angeles Design Guidelines and the Broadway 

Streetscape Master Plan, as applicable. LABOE shall be the responsible party. LABOE shall consult 

on the design with the City of Los Angeles Office of Historic Resources. Enforcement shall be 

achieved through the DPW Contracts Administration Bureau Construction Inspector.  

Section 3.3.4.3, Paleontological Resources, is modified as follows. 

MM-CUL-C2: If discovery is made of items of paleontological interest, the Contractor shall 

immediately cease excavation in the area of discovery and shall not continue until ordered by 

the Engineer. When resumed, excavation operations within the area of discovery shall be as 

directed by the Engineer. Discoveries which may be encountered may include, but not be limited 

to, dwelling sites, stone implements or other artifacts, animal bones, human bones, and fossils. 

If excavations for the Project take place at depths greater than five feet, these excavations shall 

be monitored on a fulltime basis by a qualified paleontological monitor. Monitoring may be 

reduced if excavations below a depth of five feet are determined to be in artificial fill materials, 

or if some of the potentially fossiliferous units described herein are determined upon exposure 

and examination by qualified paleontologic personnel to have low potential to contain fossil 

resources. 

The paleontologic monitors shall be equipped to salvage fossils if they are unearthed to avoid 

construction delays and to remove samples of sediments that are likely to contain the remains of 

small fossil invertebrates and vertebrates. The monitor shall have authority to temporarily 

divert excavation or grading away from exposed fossils in order to professionally and efficiently 

recover the fossil specimens and collect associated data. All efforts to avoid delays in project 

schedules shall be made. At each fossil locality, field data forms shall be used to record pertinent 

geologic data, stratigraphic sections shall be measured, and appropriate sediment samples shall 

be collected and submitted for analysis. 

Fossils collected, if any, shall be transported to a paleontological laboratory for processing 

where they shall be prepared to the point of curation, identified by qualified experts, listed in 

a database to facilitate analysis, and deposited in a designated paleontological curation facility 

(such as the Natural History Museum of Los Angeles County). 

Following analysis, a Report of Findings with an appended itemized inventory of specimens 

shall be prepared. The report and inventory, when submitted to the appropriate lead agency 

along with confirmation of the curation of recovered specimens into an established, accredited 

museum repository, shall signify completion of the program to mitigate impacts on 

paleontological resources. 



City of Los Angeles Department of Public Works, 
Bureau of Engineering 

 

Chapter 3. Clarifications and Modifications 
 

 

Restoration of Historic Streetcar Service in  
Downtown Los Angeles  
Final EIR 

3-17 
October 2016 

ICF 00646.11 

 

3.4 Section 3.5, Geology, Soils, and Seismicity 
Section 3.5.3.3, Impacts/Alternative 2: 7th Street Alternative with Grand Avenue 

Extension/Construction Impacts/Erosion is modified as follows. 

Less-than-significant impact. During the construction period, utility relocation activities and 

roadway modifications to allow for the installation of tracks would temporarily denude areas 

that are currently paved. Workers would remove the roadway surface and underlying soil (to a 

depth of approximately 10 feet for utility relocation). As a result, some erosion and a temporary 

reduction in soil stability may occur, particularly on the steeper grades along 1st Street; a 

potentially significant impact could result if appropriate measures are not applied. However, 

any project involving grading of an area greater than one acre is required to apply for a National 

Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit from the Los Angeles Regional Water 

Quality Control Board. This permit requires preparation and implementation of a Stormwater 

Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that incorporates best management practices (BMPs) for 

erosion control. Specifically, construction activity resulting in a land disturbance of one acre or 

more, or less than one acre but part of a larger common plan of development or sale must obtain 

the Construction Activities Stormwater General Permit. Construction activity includes clearing, 

grading, excavation, stockpiling, and reconstruction of existing facilities involving removal and 

replacement. Implementation of BMPs would ensure that sediment would be confined to the 

construction area and not transported off site. Additionally, per Section 306 of the City of Los 

Angeles Department of Public Works Brown Book, shoring and bracing would be required, as the 

depth of open trenches would be greater than 5 feet (2011). As a result, soil erosion impacts 

during construction would be less than significant. 

3.5 Section 3.8, Land Use and Planning 
Section 3.8.3.9, Maintenance and Storage Facility/Construction Impacts/MSF Site: Broadway and 2nd 

Street/Land Use Plan Consistency, is modified as follows. 

Less-than-significant impact. The MSF would be located on a site zoned for commercial uses. 

Surrounding land uses to the north, east, and south are also zoned Commercial. Portions of the 

west side of Hill Street are zoned Commercial in this area. Portions of the west side of Hill Street 

are zoned for high density Residential. MSF construction activities would be temporary and 

would adhere to applicable City of Los Angeles regulations and requirements, including 

Article 4, Section 12.14. Consequently, this would not result in significant conflicts with existing 

land use plan policies or zoning or significant land use incompatibility impacts. Mitigation 

Measure MM-TRAF-C1 included in Section 3.10, Transportation and Traffic, describes the 

development of a traffic management plan (TMP), which will reduce construction-related traffic 

impacts on public services, community facilities, utilities, bicycle circulation, and pedestrian 

circulation. The TMP will be prepared during final design for implementation during 

construction to mitigate the traffic impacts caused by construction of the Project. Additionally, 

as stated in Section 3.1, Aesthetics, Mitigation Measures MM-AES-O1 and MM-AES-O2 will 

ensure that design of TPPS structures will be designed to minimize their visual presence, and 

MSFs will be appropriate in scale and proportion. Impacts would be less than significant.  
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Also located on this parcel is a Wedding Chapel business that may need to be displaced in order 

to provide adequate space for the MSF. Should this be determined necessary, the property 

owner would be compensated in accordance with applicable state and local laws and 

regulations, including the Relocation Assistance Law. Similarly, the business owner, if a tenant, 

would separately receive relocation assistance with the same laws and regulations. See RCM-LU-

C2. 

Section 3.8.3.9, Maintenance and Storage Facility/Operational Impacts/MSF Site: Broadway and 2nd 

Street/Land Use Compatibility, is modified as follows. 

Less-than-significant impact. The MSF would be compatible with surrounding land uses, 

consisting of commercial and residential buildings and surface parking, because it would satisfy 

the performance standards prescribed under the LAMC Section 14.00. Additionally, operational 

activities would comply with all applicable land use plans and policies. A less-than-significant 

impact would occur. See MM-LU-O1: LAMC Public Benefits Projects Conformity. 

3.6 Section 3.9, Noise and Vibration 
Section 3.9.3.5, Alternative 3: 7th Street without Grand Avenue Extension/Construction Impacts, is 

modified as follows. 

Significant and unavoidable Less-than-significant impact with mitigation. Noise and 

vibration impacts during construction for Alternative 3 would be similar to those discussed for 

Alternative 2, although they would be slightly less due to the fact that the Grand Avenue 

Extension would not be included. All other impacts associated with Alternative 2 would remain 

as well as the associated mitigation. See Section 3.9.3.4, Alternative 2: 7th Street with Grand 

Avenue Extension, for detailed information on construction noise and vibration impacts.  

Section 3.9.3.6, Alternative 4: 9th Street with Grand Avenue Extension/Construction Impacts, is 

modified as follows. 

Significant and unavoidable Less-than-significant impact with mitigation. Noise and 

vibration impacts during construction for Alternative 4 would be similar to those discussed for 

Alternative 2, with the exception that construction would occur along 9th Street rather than 7th 

Street. See Section 3.9.3.4, Alternative 2: 7th Street with Grand Avenue Extension, for detailed 

information on construction noise and vibration impacts. 

Section 3.9.3.7, Alternative 5: 9th Street without Grand Avenue Extension/Construction Impacts, is 

modified as follows. 

Significant and unavoidable Less-than-significant impact with mitigation. Noise and 

vibration impacts during construction for Alternative 5 would be similar to those discussed for 

Alternative 3, with the exception that construction would occur along 9th Street rather than 7th 

Street. See Section 3.9.3.4, Alternative 2: 7th Street with Grand Avenue Extension, for detailed 

information on noise and vibration impacts. 
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3.7 Section 3.10, Transportation and Traffic 
Section 3.10.3.2, Thresholds of Significance/L.A. CEQA Thresholds Guide/Parking, is modified as 

follows. 

Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines was amended in 2010 2011 to no longer require an 

analysis of parking as an environmental impact. Therefore, effects related to parking are 

presented for informational purposes only. 

3.8 Chapter 4, Alternatives to the Project 
Section 4.3.2, Rubber-Tired Transportation System Management Alternative, page 4-25, second 

paragraph, is corrected as follows: 

The sense of permanency that would be provided by a fixed-rail transportation mode would be a 

substantial commitment to the continued focus on downtown’s historic core as an important 

facet of the downtown image. 

Section 4.4, Further Modifications Considered, page 4-28, is corrected as follows: 

It was then decided that the proposed list of traffic operation improvements would be advanced; 

these improvements have been incorporated into the project description (see Section 2.5.4). 
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Historic Downtown LA Streetcar
 Draft EIR Available for Review

Public review and comment period is June 24, 2016 until August 8, 2016.  

A public hearing will be held to answer questions and  
record comments on the Draft EIR:

6:30 – 8:00 pm on Tuesday, July 12
Ronald F. Deaton Civic Auditorium

(LAPD Headquarters)
100 W. 1st Street, Los Angeles 90012

The Draft EIR is available online at: 
http://eng.lacity.org/techdocs/emg/historic_streetcar.htm

as well as at the Central and Little Tokyo branch libraries.

Comments may also be emailed to:  eng.lastreetcarproject@lacity.org
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1      Los Angeles, California, Tuesday, July 12, 2016
2                         6:33 p.m.
3

4

5      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Good evening.  Can everyone hear
6 me?  Good.  We have plenty of seats open in front, if
7 you'd like to join us up front.  It's about 6:33.  I'd
8 like to start the meeting.  This is a public hearing in
9 regards to downtown Los Angeles's Streetcar Draft
10 Environmental Impact Report.
11          We have a brief presentation we've prepared to
12 give you background on the project and some information
13 about our impact report.  After that, we are going to
14 open the public hearing and we'd like to hear from you.
15          We do have a Spanish translator, Alex Varela,
16 here.  If you would like -- if anyone would like, we can
17 have translation for you.  Does anyone need translation?
18      MS. FILGIOUN:  Alex, why don't you --
19      THE INTERPRETER:  Sure.  (Translation given)
20      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Thank you.
21          All right.  With that, I'd like to request
22 Mr. Shiraz Tangri with L.A. Streetcar to join us here to
23 provide us a brief presentation, and we have a lot of
24 team members from the Streetcar here who will be around
25 if you have any questions.  We will be glad to talk to
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1 you.  As far as the public hearing, any specific
2 comments, you can provide tonight or in writing.  We do
3 have speaker cards.
4          And who's got the speaker cards right now?
5      MS. FILGIOUN:  They're up front, but we will bring
6 some into the auditorium.
7      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Okay.  And I will be monitoring the
8 time.  We'll be giving two minutes per person to speak in
9 order to make sure everyone gets the opportunity to talk.
10          With that, Mr. Shiraz Tangri.
11      MR. TANGRI:  Thank you, Reza.
12          Actually, we are just going to take about a
13 five-minute break here.  We need to get our PowerPoint
14 back up and I think there's been a lot of traffic issues
15 due to the demonstration and some of the traffic issues
16 in the area.  So if you give us just five minutes, we'll
17 be back on-line.  You're welcome to take a look at the
18 boards and look around here.  I think there's another
19 version in the lobby as well, so thanks.
20          (Recess)
21      MR. TANGRI:  All right.  Thanks, everybody, for your
22 patience.
23          Once again, I'm Shiraz Tangri with L.A.
24 Streetcar, Inc.  We've been one of the partners on this
25 project really since about 2009 when the project in its
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1 current form got up and going.  We want to thank you all
2 for taking the time to come down here and spend some time
3 to engage with the streetcar project.
4          Today I'm going to go over just a couple of
5 things.  One is to give a brief background of the project
6 itself, just to give a little bit of context.  The second
7 is to give a brief summary of the Draft Environmental
8 Impact Report.  That document is currently out for
9 review.  As noted on here, we're accepting public
10 comments.  Today is one of the opportunities for public
11 comment, but you have until August 8th to submit written
12 comments.
13          So a quick background to the project -- and many
14 of you are familiar faces, so some of this may be
15 repetitive, but just to give everyone a baseline of what
16 the project is and what it's about, what we're proposing
17 is a modern streetcar system similar to what you'd see in
18 cities like Portland, Seattle, Dallas.  There's a growing
19 number of cities that have started adding them.
20 Washington, D.C. opened a streetcar system this year, as
21 did Kansas city.
22          The one proposed for downtown is a 3.8-mile
23 loop.  There are a couple of different route alternatives
24 that we're going to look at.  They're both shown on here.
25 We'll look at them in a little more detail later, but
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1 just to give you an orientation of where we are, if
2 you -- is there a pointer on here?
3          So we are just about here (indicating).  If you
4 start at the corner of Broadway and 1st Street, the
5 streetcar is going to run south on Broadway to 11th
6 Street, head west to Figueroa, north on Figueroa to
7 either 9th Street or 7th Street, turning on Hill and all
8 the way back up to 1st Street, and then we're also
9 looking at what we call Bunker Hill, the Bunker Hill
10 spur, which will bring it up to 1st Street up to
11 Bunker Hill, terminating around 2nd Street.  We call that
12 the Grand Ave design solution -- or design alternative.
13 Excuse me.
14          What we're looking at is a system that would
15 operate with frequent services.  We're estimating about
16 seven minute -- cars would be available roughly every
17 seven minutes during peak hours during the day and then
18 10 to 15 minutes on off-peak hours and during the
19 weekends.
20          We're estimating very high ridership numbers and
21 one of the major goals of the project is really to
22 connect up the major activity centers within downtown
23 L.A.  So we have the Convention Center, Staples, L.A.
24 Live area over here; the Grand Park, the historic --
25 Civic Center; Pershing Square; all the historic sites
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1 here, the Fashion District to the east and South Park as
2 well.  We touch a lot of all the major areas downtown.
3          I think one of the key projects is we also
4 connect with several of the existing and planned transit
5 stations.  So, for example, 7th and Metro here; Pershing
6 Square, Metro here; and up at the Civic Center as well.
7 We're looking for areas where we can maximize the
8 interaction between existing proposed transit and the
9 streetcar system.
10          Streetcars are -- if you've never experienced
11 them or just to distinguish them, they are typically
12 smaller than a light-rail vehicle -- for example, like
13 the Expo Line or the Blue Line -- and they run in
14 existing lanes of traffic on the streets.  So they will
15 go in our existing roadway.  They do run on rails, but
16 when the streetcar isn't running in those rails, you can
17 have a car, a bus, a bike.  That road lane is accessible
18 to any other type of vehicle.  It's not an exclusive
19 dedicated street -- dedicated right-of-way as you have
20 with the typical street -- pardon me -- with the typical
21 light-rail vehicle.
22          Streetcars are quiet.  They are sustainable.
23 They run on electric power.  They are low-floor vehicles,
24 which make them very accessible as opposed with mobility
25 issues where people with bicycles, strollers, can get in
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1 and out of them very easily.  And they're often used as a
2 first mile/last mile connector to other transit stations.
3 I mentioned some of the hard rail connections that we
4 already have.  Of course we also have a tremendous
5 regional bus network, much of which comes downtown, and
6 will be able to connect with the streetcar, as well as
7 the local Dash buses as well.
8          And one of the key features of the streetcar is
9 it really has been in many many cities a major driver of
10 economic investment in development.  Obviously we've seen
11 lots of that in downtown, but we believe streetcar will
12 continue to expand on that, and it will also build on
13 many of the public investments that are being made around
14 downtown; for example, the improvements along Broadway,
15 the revamp of Pershing Square, et cetera.
16          And to answer a frequently asked question, you
17 know, why downtown?  Downtown has a fair amount of
18 transit.  There's new transit coming in here.
19 Nonetheless, downtown remains our transportation hub.
20 It's the center of our regional transit network.  You
21 have the Metro rail lines, the Metro bus lines, local
22 transit, many of the commuter buses, et cetera.  You also
23 have a large transit-dependent population here.  You have
24 a lot of seniors in downtown.  You have a lot of folks
25 that are on fixed income or have other reasons that make
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1 them transit dependent.
2          And demographers project that most of the growth
3 in the Los Angeles area will be in and around downtown in
4 the next decade.  It's also a large downtown.  I mean,
5 this map gives you some scale of it, but the area we're
6 talking about is really a pretty large area to be able to
7 walk solely by foot, and there's a lot of grade issues,
8 for example, getting up the hill from Grand Ave where
9 there are significant grade issues that the streetcar
10 will address.
11          This is a little bit of timeline background
12 here. In 2006, led by the then Community Redevelopment
13 Agency, the City of L.A. did a feasibility study to look
14 at the practicality of whether a streetcar system could
15 work here.  In 2009, L.A. Streetcar, Inc., the
16 organization I work for, was established, really driven
17 by the property owners who were interested in seeing this
18 potential explored further.  In 2012, we performed an
19 alternatives analysis which was really designed to figure
20 out the optimal potential route for the streetcar using
21 federal guidelines at the time.  And later in 2012, we
22 also created a special tax district known as the
23 Communities Facilities District to raise capital for the
24 capital of the project.  Based on that success, which was
25 voted on by the downtown voters, the City in 2013
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1 committed a significant amount of dollars for the
2 operation of the system over the life of the project, the
3 expected life of 30 years.
4          In 2014, the project was accepted into the
5 Federal Transit Administration's project development
6 pool.  The FTA is essentially the branch of the U.S.
7 Department of Transportation that deals with transit
8 projects and would potentially be a source of grant
9 dollars for capital construction of the project.
10          In 2015, the City had an independent cost
11 estimate prepared by Aecom, a major consulting firm, and
12 that's been a big part of moving the project forward is
13 really trying to figure out how much it costs, where
14 those costs would come from, and as well looking at the
15 environmental impacts of the project.
16          So as mentioned, really today is one of the -- I
17 think the key focus for us is to try and get input on the
18 potential impacts of the project.  The Draft
19 Environmental Impact Report is available at this website,
20 which is a bit of a long one.  So if you're going to --
21 I'm happy to share with you afterwards, but you can also
22 find it if you Google search, or whatever your preferred
23 search engine is, the City of L.A.'s Bureau of
24 Engineering historic streetcar and I think you'll find
25 it.
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1          The environmental review process actually began
2 shortly after the Community Facilities District was
3 created and the project was launched and back in 2013, it
4 was decided that we would prepare an Environmental Impact
5 Report.  For a variety of reasons, we went through a
6 scoping process to get people's views on what issues
7 should be looked at, what should be studied in the EIR.
8 That was back in early 2013 and on June 24th of this
9 year, the final Draft EIR -- not final.  The Draft EIR
10 was made available for public review.  We're in that
11 review period right now, which goes, as I mentioned, to
12 August 8th.  Once we get comments from the public, those
13 comments get addressed in the Final EIR, which we're
14 projecting to get out later this year, and then the EIR
15 gets adopted by the City by the end of the year; and in
16 the process, we have certification of the EIR.
17          So in looking at the project, as mentioned,
18 there are some different routes that we're analyzing.
19 CEQA, the California Environmental Quality Act, is the
20 body of law that essentially guides how you conduct
21 environmental review of projects in California and CEQA
22 requires that you look at what would happen if you didn't
23 do the project.  So this is called No Build or No Project
24 Alternative.  So one of the things studied in the EIR is,
25 you know, what would happen to downtown if there wasn't a
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1 streetcar project?  And that's the first alternative.
2          The other alternatives that are studied are
3 essentially the different potential route options.  So
4 Alternative 2, for example, is looking at the project
5 going along 7th Street and including the Bunker Hill
6 spur.
7          Alternative 3 looks at 7th Street, the southern
8 7th Street alternative here without the Bunker Hill spur,
9 so simply terminating on 1st Street.
10          Alternative 4 looks at the 9th Street
11 alternative where the project heads east on 9th to Hill
12 Street rather than 7th Street over here, also including
13 the Bunker Hill spur.
14          And the last alternative studied is the
15 9th Street without Bunker, again just terminating on
16 1st Street.
17          The other thing that we looked at as part of the
18 project is the maintenance and storage facility proposed
19 that will be called the MSF site for the streetcars to be
20 housed for daily maintenance, cleaning, light maintenance
21 work, essentially.  We've identified multiple locations
22 where there could be an MSF facility close to the
23 proposed route.  There are four sites that are actually
24 identified in the EIR; however, the fourth one, 11th and
25 Olive Street on the west side, is no longer feasible
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1 because that site's actually under construction for a
2 different type of project at the moment.
3          So ultimately one of the proposed sites will get
4 selected and move forward, but at the moment we're
5 studying the multiples -- we're studying all three in the
6 same way that we're studying the four different potential
7 routes for the site.
8          Just to give you some context of where those are
9 located along the route, you can see we have kind of a
10 couple towards the northern end and then originally two
11 at the southern end, but as mentioned, one of these is
12 out of the picture.  So this is the Broadway and
13 2nd Street site, this is Hill Street and 5th, and then
14 this is the one that's still viable at 11th and Olive
15 towards the east side of that property.
16          Just to give you a little more detail on the
17 potential operations of the streetcar, and these are all
18 part of the project description that's analyzed in the
19 Draft Environmental Document, when we look at the
20 potential peak hours, what the headways would be, what
21 those hours of operation are likely to be, both during
22 the day and the evenings as well and Monday through
23 Friday as well as on the weekends.
24          The EIR looked at, as mentioned, a number of
25 topics that came out through the scoping discussions to,
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1 you know, what are the issues of potential concern?  And
2 there are several that are studied.  Many of them are
3 probably familiar:  Aesthetics, how the project will look
4 and affect the visual impact; the air quality impacts;
5 cultural resources; the energy usage for the project;
6 geology and soils since we would be doing some excavation
7 for construction; potential greenhouse gas emissions;
8 hazardous materials, again because we're potentially
9 excavating the soil; land use impacts associated with
10 constructing this new system; the potential noise; and
11 then transportation and traffic as well.
12          There's also a shorter list of topics that
13 weren't studied in detail.  Just given the nature of the
14 system and where it's located, we didn't think issues
15 like agriculture really pertained to downtown
16 Los Angeles.  And these are all listed in the EIR, so it
17 gives you a very specific discussion of what is included
18 and what is not studied in the EIR.
19          The EIR identifies -- the purpose of the EIR is
20 to identify the potential impacts and then determine
21 whether there is mitigation, meaning are there
22 techniques, measures, something that can be put in place
23 that would help bring down the potential environmental
24 impacts.
25          So there are certain impacts that would result
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1 in potentially significant impacts, primarily related to
2 construction and generating noise and traffic-related
3 impacts.  And then the MSF site itself may have potential
4 impacts.  For example, at one of the locations, there is
5 a business that would be displaced if the MSF site is
6 built at that location.  There are existing surface
7 parking lots that would be removed for development of the
8 MSF site and there are some land use and planning issues
9 as well.  And then there are certain impacts which even
10 with available mitigation can be brought down to a level
11 that's less than significant; traffic in particular,
12 because the streetcar in certain locations, there will be
13 turn movements that would potentially slow down traffic.
14 In some cases, there is not identified mitigation
15 measures available.  In some locations, for example,
16 potential impacts with bicycles, there are certain areas
17 where there's not the possibility of removing or reducing
18 those impacts even though there is a fair amount of
19 mitigation measures that have been identified to try and
20 ensure that bikes and streetcars can work compatibly in
21 the same block.
22          I'll just note that many of these locations,
23 these are locations where we don't have protected bike
24 lanes.  There are other parts of downtown where there are
25 existing or proposed protected bike lanes where we
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1 wouldn't have those impacts.
2          So I'll wrap up in a minute.  You are welcome to
3 submit your comments today in either written or oral
4 form.  We'll make the microphone available if you'd like
5 to provide oral comments and we will take all those and
6 transcribe them.  You can also write them.  We have cards
7 available.  You can handwrite on the cards.  You can take
8 the cards home with you and send them in at any time.
9 You can e-mail them to us or you can mail them, and they
10 will be sent to Mr. Jones in the City's Environmental
11 Group, Bureau of Engineering Department.
12          So here's the e-mail address and then the
13 physical address and I believe these are both listed on
14 the cards.  So these are on the cards themselves if you
15 take that with you today.
16          So the next steps moving forward:  As mentioned,
17 we'll take the public comments here today.  We'll take
18 all the other written comments that we receive between
19 now and August 8th, and then all of those are compiled
20 and then they'll be responded to by the City in
21 evaluating the project.  And one of the key features will
22 be selection of those different alternatives.
23 Essentially it will be what we call the locally preferred
24 alternative, the one that we recommend the City moves
25 forward with, which alignment, which MSF site seems the
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1 most feasible, and then that Final EIR will move forward
2 to the City Council for certification later this year.
3          So with that, I invite anybody to come up for
4 comments.  I think we have some comment cards.  So I
5 believe -- does that mic work?
6      MS. FILGIOUN:  Yes.
7      MR. TANGRI:  So if you want to come up and just speak
8 into that mic, that way we make sure we get an accurate
9 record of your comments.  And Clarissa has additional
10 cards if you want to either grab a card for written
11 comments or if I'd like to speak today.
12      MR. BROWN:  May I ask a question?  Are we not going
13 to be able to ask you guys questions and you answer?
14 You're the experts.  We're here to talk to you and find
15 out what's going on.  Are we just going to speak to
16 ourselves and then write things down and we all go happy.
17 Is that what it is?
18      MR. TANGRI:  Yeah.  So the question was will he get a
19 chance to ask us questions and have us answer.  If you
20 have specific questions, there are folks from the
21 streetcar team here who can address them from you; but
22 really the way the CEQA process works, you submit a
23 comment and you get a written response as part of the
24 Final EIR.
25          So as I said, we're accepting comments today.
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1 We really do want to hear from you and then you'll get a
2 formal response, a detailed written response, as part of
3 the EIR, as the Final EIR.
4      MR. BROWN:  All right.
5      MR. TANGRI:  So I've got David Brown.
6      MR. BROWN:  That's me.  I had my two comments
7 already.  Next?  Shall I just sit here or go over there?
8      MS. FILGIOUN:  So, Mr. Brown, if you wouldn't mind
9 going up to the microphone so the court reporter can hear
10 you.
11      MR. BROWN:  Oh, I might get arrested.
12          Hi.  My name is David Brown and I don't quite
13 know where to start with this thing.  I really don't.
14 I've never heard so much hyperbole since they told me the
15 Titanic was unsinkable.
16          This is ridiculous.  It's absolutely ridiculous.
17 It doesn't make no sense at all.  When we arrived, we
18 were told we're starting late because of the traffic.  I
19 don't believe you guys.  I know in all the pictures we
20 keep seeing, there's not a car in sight.  It's all this
21 wonderful plaza, not a car, just a nice little streetcar
22 coming there.
23          I live downtown.  I live on 8th and Maple.  I've
24 been here ten years, just off Skid Row.  The street in
25 front of me is a major artery down to the 110.  Every
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1 night it is jammed with traffic coming up.  It takes -- I
2 timed it.  It takes over an hour to go from -- to go
3 about 12 blocks to the freeway.  7th Street, which you
4 say you're considering, is the same thing.  It's a major
5 artery for buses.  We have a great system here already
6 called the Dash, which hardly any local residents use
7 anyway, and I haven't seen any tourists riding because
8 tourists walk around.
9          And this thing doesn't seem to go anywhere.
10 It's like being in Disneyland.  It just drives around in
11 a little circle and we look around.  And you talk about a
12 billion dollars in your original report of economic
13 activity.  Wow, people are going to rush to L.A. to ride
14 on a streetcar that's probably made in Japan or Germany.
15 To see what?  It's going down Broadway.  It's just a
16 street full of stores that are full of crap.  No one is
17 going to sit in traffic looking at all these stores.
18 People are going to get off and walk.  Originally, in the
19 original report, they said that the traffic speed of the
20 streetcar would be about two and a half miles an hour.
21 Now you conveniently increased it to six or even 30 miles
22 an hour.  That would be very interesting.  I've never
23 been able to see, walking up 7th or walking down
24 Broadway, walking any of these streets, traffic moving
25 more than five or six miles an hour.  People can get off
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1 and walk, and that's what I do sometimes.  I ride the
2 buses.  I have a car, but I hardly ever use it.  I ride
3 the buses and I know.  Sometimes I'm getting off because
4 I can walk faster.  Maybe at 2:00 in the morning there'll
5 be traffic -- there'll be no traffic and you can travel
6 at 30 miles an hour.  I doubt it.  And you're telling me
7 you're going to drive these things at 30 miles an hour
8 down these streets?  You're crazy.  Even the Expo Line
9 and the Gold Line is not allowed to run that speed when
10 it's going through out to Pasadena or out to USC.
11 There's a speed restriction of 20 miles an hour.  There
12 are certain things --
13      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Time.
14      MR. BROWN:  -- that I've read here.  I'm sure my two
15 minutes is up; right?
16      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Yes.
17      MR. BROWN:  Okay.  I've got a list of this stuff.
18 This project is ridiculous and it's a white elephant and
19 we the taxpayers living in the city will be paying for it
20 forever.
21      MR. ELGAS:  Thank you.
22      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  Thank you.
23      MR. TANGRI:  Thank you, Mr. Brown.
24          Next, David -- is it Elgas, E-l-g-a-s?
25      MR. ELGAS:  Yeah.  So this is my third time at one of
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1 these City events and I'm still finding my way, but in
2 the other ones it was obvious that the decision had
3 already been made and these meetings were really just
4 kabuki.  So has this been made already?  Is this a done
5 deal?  A simple question.  Yes or no?
6      MR. TANGRI:  As I mentioned, this is for you to give
7 your comments, not for us to answer questions.
8      MR. ELGAS:  Yeah, but you said you would answer
9 simple questions.
10      MR. BROWN:  Just talk.  They're not listening.  Just
11 talk.  It's a done deal.  Just keep talking then.
12      MR. ELGAS:  There's no point in that.  This is silly.
13      MR. BROWN:  I'd like to hear you.
14      MR. ELGAS:  If you're not here to engage in the
15 community, this is just a waste of everyone's time so you
16 can put a check mark in the box.
17      MR. BROWN:  I agree.
18      MR. ELGAS:  You should be ashamed of yourself.
19 You're full of shit.
20      MR. TANGRI:  As mentioned, you're entitled to a
21 formal written response which you will get to your
22 question.  I'll invite you to take another two minutes if
23 you'd like to state a more formal question.
24      MR. ELGAS:  Well, you told us just two seconds ago
25 that you would answer simple questions.  I asked you a
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1 "yes" or "no" question.  I don't know why that was so
2 complicated for you to answer.
3      MR. TANGRI:  Sorry.  So if your question is Is the
4 City already committed to doing this, the answer is no,
5 the City is not recommitted.  The environmental review
6 process is one part of the decision-making process.
7      MR. ELGAS:  So thanks for that.  So what then affects
8 the decision?
9      MR. TANGRI:  I'm sorry.  Mr. Elgas, I'm not going to
10 go back and forth with you.  I'm just trying to explain
11 to you that we'll give you a written -- a formal written
12 response or, if you'd like, you're welcome to come talk
13 to me off-line.
14      MR. ELGAS:  Well, what point is that?  We're all here
15 because we have an investment with this.  If you're not
16 going to engage us in discussion, what's the point?
17      MR. TANGRI:  Thanks.  I will comment that we've had
18 several public meetings on this project that are
19 different from the CEQA comment meeting.  We described
20 what the CEQA comment process is.  CEQA, as California's
21 dominant environmental law, has certain restrictions that
22 are required as a city to follow and that's what we're
23 complying with.  We've had other opportunities and we
24 will have future opportunities to more broadly engage in
25 the project.
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1      MR. ELGAS:  Is that after it's been decided upon?
2 You brought us out here.  We showed up in good faith.
3      MR. BROWN:  And you've got all these different routes
4 that may be going.  I mean, how can we -- how do we
5 comment on something when we don't know where the damn
6 thing is going?  Maybe going down 7th, maybe down 9th,
7 maybe here, maybe there, maybe a spur.  So how the hell
8 can we comment on something we don't know anything about
9 yet?
10          Hope you took that down.  Next?
11      MR. TANGRI:  Clarissa, do you have any other --
12      MS. FILGIOUN:  I beg your pardon?
13      MR. TANGRI:  Do we have any other --
14      MS. FILGIOUN:  No, we don't have any other comments.
15      MR. ELGAS:  It doesn't matter.  You're not going to
16 answer questions.
17      MR. BROWN:  I guess that says it all, doesn't it?
18      MR. ELGAS:  A complete waste of time, generally.
19      MS. FILGIOUN:  Why don't you go up and state your
20 name and give it to us afterwards, if you don't mind.
21      MR. GARY:  Thank you.  Hello.  My name is Ben Gary.
22 I'm actually neighbors with David.  I think David
23 probably recognizes me.
24      MR. BROWN:  Oh, yeah, I do.
25      MR. GARY:  So I'll be the contrarian here, I guess.
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1 That seems to be my nature.  I actually am very in favor
2 of the streetcar, so I'll start.  I'll be the positive
3 one.  If David and the other gentleman want to attack,
4 feel free, but I think it's a great idea.
5          I think my preference would be, my comment would
6 be, take it down 7th Street so that if you want to
7 ride it -- I would ride it quite a bit.  I also walk a
8 lot like David does.
9          David, I don't know if you noticed my three
10 motorcycles in the garage.  Yeah?  I ride motorcycle.
11 Have you noticed my two bicycles in the garage?  I have
12 one of them here tonight.  So I ride bicycle.  I ride
13 motorcycle.  I ride scooter.  I walk.  I run.  I don't
14 ride the bus.  I think bus is pointless because bus is
15 you're subject to the same traffic pattern as the car, so
16 I get really -- I'm already riding the Expo to
17 Santa Monica; hop on my bike on the bus and I can ride up
18 and down the beach.  So rail to me is a lot smarter than
19 bus because when I'm sitting in a bus and I'm sitting in
20 traffic, I'd be just like David here.  I'd be getting off
21 the bus and walking.  So I think light rail, streetcar,
22 is a great idea.  I like the idea of going up 7th Street
23 because you can -- if you want to ride it in proximity,
24 there's obviously a lot of restaurants on 7th and if you
25 want to ride it in proximity to other things that's
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1 further north than 7th, it makes more sense to me.
2          If there's money in the budget to do the Grand
3 Avenue leg, I think that would be excellent, too.  But in
4 the overall scheme of things, yes, it's going to cost --
5 I'm a homeowner.  It's going to cost us all probably a
6 lot of money, but if we don't spend a little bit of
7 money, the City's never going to get better.
8          So that's my comment.
9      MR. TANGRI:  Thank you.
10          Anyone else?  Even if you haven't submitted a
11 card, you're welcome to come up and speak.
12      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  I just have a quick question.
13 What's the projected build-out year for the system?
14      MR. TANGRI:  Ryan, do you want to address that?
15      MR. BROWN:  2020.
16      MR. LEADERMAN:  I think in 2020.
17      MR. SHAHMIRZADI:  It will be completed by 2020,
18 December 2020.
19      MR. TANGRI:  Completion year is by 2020 in the Draft
20 EIR.
21      UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Thank you.
22      MR. GIBBS:  Well, my name is Curtis Gibbs.  I live in
23 Long Beach, California and I work in downtown
24 Los Angeles, for 30 years, and I actually had the
25 opportunity for the Redevelopment Agency to be the lead
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1 on this project from inception to the time that the State
2 shut the Redevelopment Agency down to unwind it and I
3 just want to indicate it is actually remarkable that over
4 a ten-year period we're able to take an idea that a group
5 of people had promoted here early on, to take it through
6 every single one of these steps; and over the course of
7 time, there's been actually many public discussions and
8 opportunities to meet with various consulting teams, to
9 meet with the nonprofit.  There's been activity relative
10 to the formation of the Community Facilities District.
11 So there's been lots of opportunities to discuss the
12 project and that actually the project itself will be even
13 further discussed.
14          But one of the major -- the great things about
15 the streetcar project is that it really is a mobility
16 issue and what Ford Witstar (phonetic) had noticed was
17 the number of seniors that starting making use of it
18 because it's very easy to get onto the streetcar.  You
19 probably all notice buses going by seniors waiting or
20 people in wheelchairs at bus stops, and so this is a
21 very, very easy on and off.  It's going to continue to
22 transform Broadway and finish it off and they say it will
23 be one of the major success stories of downtown.  In
24 fact, in some ways, it will be one of the legacies of the
25 Redevelopment Agency left to the city.  Thank you.
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1      MR. TANGRI:  Thank you, Mr. Gibbs.
2          Any other takers?  If not, I'll simply remind
3 everyone, as I mentioned earlier, we are accepting
4 comments through August 8th.  This is the only planned
5 meeting to accept oral comments, but written comments are
6 welcome.  Both the oral comments submitted today and any
7 written comments either today or any time before
8 August 8th will all be included in the EIR.  The actual
9 comments will be available for the decision makers to
10 read specifically what people had to say in support, in
11 opposition, identifying specific issues, raising
12 questions.  And as mentioned, in the Final EIR, we will
13 provide a written response to each of the specific
14 questions or issues that are raised in each comment.
15          Once again, that's the e-mail address where you
16 can send comments before August 8th, or the mail address.
17 And with that, we thank you for coming.
18          So we do have comment forms you can take with
19 you that have the addresses available.  So you can take
20 that with you.  Whether you submit separately or not,
21 that will give you the contact information.  Thank you.
22          (Public comments concluded at 7:10 p.m. and
23      public hearing concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
24
25
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