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Chapter	  1	  
Introduction	  

1.1 Environmental	  Review	  Process	  
The	  California	  Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA)	  was	  enacted	  by	  the	  California	  Legislature	  in	  1970	  
and	  requires	  public	  agency	  decision	  makers	  to	  consider	  the	  environmental	  effects	  of	  their	  actions.	  
When	  a	  state	  or	  local	  agency	  determines	  that	  a	  proposed	  project	  has	  the	  potential	  for	  significantly	  
adverse	  environmental	  effects	  after	  mitigation,	  an	  EIR	  is	  required	  to	  be	  prepared.	  The	  purpose	  of	  an	  
EIR	  is	  to	  identify	  potentially	  significant	  adverse	  effects	  of	  a	  proposed	  project	  on	  the	  environment,	  to	  
identify	  alternatives	  to	  the	  proposed	  project,	  and	  to	  indicate	  the	  manner	  in	  which	  those	  significant	  
effects	  can	  be	  mitigated	  or	  avoided.	  	  

In	  accordance	  with	  State	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  Section	  15121(a),	  the	  purpose	  of	  an	  EIR	  is	  to	  serve	  as	  an	  
informational	  document	  that:	  “will	  inform	  public	  agency	  decision-‐makers	  and	  the	  public	  generally	  of	  
the	  significant	  environmental	  effect	  of	  a	  project,	  identify	  possible	  ways	  to	  minimize	  the	  significant	  
effects,	  and	  describe	  reasonable	  alternatives	  to	  the	  project.”	  The	  proposed	  Project	  requires	  
discretionary	  approval	  from	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  and,	  therefore,	  it	  is	  subject	  to	  the	  requirements	  
of	  CEQA.	  This	  EIR	  has	  been	  prepared	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  requirements	  of	  CEQA.	  	  The	  following	  is	  
an	  overview	  of	  the	  environmental	  review	  process	  for	  this	  Project.	  

Notice	  of	  Preparation	  

In	  accordance	  with	  Section	  15082	  of	  the	  State	  CEQA	  Guidelines,	  the	  City	  prepared	  a	  Notice	  of	  
Preparation	  (NOP)	  of	  an	  EIR	  for	  the	  Project	  on	  May	  9,	  2012.	  	  This	  notice	  was	  circulated	  to	  the	  public,	  
local,	  and	  State	  agencies,	  and	  other	  interested	  parties	  to	  solicit	  comments	  on	  the	  proposed	  Project.	  	  
Concerns	  raised	  in	  response	  to	  the	  NOP	  were	  considered	  during	  preparation	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  The	  
NOP	  and	  responses	  by	  interested	  parties	  are	  presented	  in	  Appendix	  A	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  	  

Draft	  EIR	  

The	  Draft	  EIR	  was	  released	  for	  public	  and	  agency	  review	  on	  September	  5,	  2013	  and	  ended	  on	  
October	  21,	  2013.	  	  In	  addition,	  a	  public	  meeting	  to	  receive	  comments	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  from	  
members	  of	  the	  public	  was	  held	  on	  October	  15,	  2013.	  The	  Draft	  EIR	  contained	  a	  description	  of	  the	  
Project,	  description	  of	  the	  environmental	  setting,	  identification	  of	  Project	  impacts,	  and	  mitigation	  
measures	  for	  impacts	  found	  to	  be	  potentially	  significant,	  as	  well	  as	  an	  analysis	  and	  comparison	  of	  
Project	  alternatives.	  	  	  	  	  

Final	  EIR	  

Following	  the	  close	  of	  the	  public	  review	  period,	  the	  City	  received	  eight	  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).	  	  	  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	  on	  the	  significant	  environmental	  effects	  of	  the	  Project	  and	  the	  
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feasibility	  of	  mitigation	  measures	  and	  Project	  alternatives;	  adopt	  a	  Statement	  of	  Overriding	  
Considerations;	  approve	  a	  specific	  Alternative	  analyzed	  in	  the	  EIR;	  and	  adopt	  a	  Mitigation	  
Monitoring	  and	  Reporting	  Program	  (MMRP).	  

1.2 Organization	  of	  the	  Final	  EIR	  
This	  chapter	  presents	  background	  and	  introductory	  information	  for	  the	  proposed	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  
Civic	  Building	  Project	  (the	  proposed	  Project).	  This	  chapter	  also	  presents	  the	  authorities	  of	  the	  Los	  
Angeles	  Department	  of	  Public	  Works,	  the	  Lead	  Agency	  preparing	  this	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	  
(EIR),	  the	  scope	  and	  content	  of	  the	  EIR,	  list	  of	  Responsible	  and	  Trustee	  agencies,	  and	  the	  public	  
outreach	  for	  the	  proposed	  Project.	  The	  proposed	  Project	  is	  described	  in	  detail	  in	  this	  chapter	  along	  
with	  a	  brief	  listing	  of	  general	  changes	  and	  modifications	  made	  to	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  Chapter	  3,	  “Response	  
to	  Comments,”	  presents	  information	  regarding	  the	  comments	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  and	  responses	  of	  the	  
lead	  agency.	  Chapter	  2	  presents	  changes	  made	  to	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  The	  Mitigation	  Monitoring	  and	  
Reporting	  Program	  (MMRP)	  prepared	  for	  the	  Project	  is	  provided	  in	  Chapter	  4.	  	  

This	  Final	  EIR	  has	  been	  prepared	  in	  accordance	  with	  the	  requirements	  of	  the	  California	  
Environmental	  Quality	  Act	  (CEQA)	  (Pub.	  Res.	  Code	  §21000	  et	  seq.)	  and	  the	  State	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  
(Cal.	  Code	  of	  Regs.	  Tit.	  14,	  §15000	  et	  seq.).	  The	  EIR	  describes	  the	  affected	  resources	  and	  evaluates	  
the	  potential	  adverse	  environmental	  impacts	  to	  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.	  

1.3 Summary	  of	  the	  Proposed	  Project	  and	  
Environmental	  Impacts	  

The	  Draft	  EIR	  analyzed	  three	  build	  alternatives	  in	  detail	  as	  well	  as	  the	  No	  Project	  Alternative.	  Under	  
each	  build	  alternative,	  office	  and	  commercial	  space,	  and	  a	  child	  care	  facility	  are	  proposed	  in	  various	  
configurations	  and	  sizes	  depending	  upon	  the	  alternative.	  These	  alternatives	  represent	  conceptual	  
designs	  and,	  therefore,	  some	  flexibility	  within	  each	  conceptual	  alternative	  has	  been	  accounted	  for	  in	  
order	  to	  meet	  the	  future	  needs	  of	  the	  City.	  The	  following	  discussion	  is	  a	  brief	  summary	  of	  each	  of	  the	  
alternatives	  analyzed	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  

Alternative	  A	  –	  No	  Project	  

The	  No	  Project	  Alternative	  assumes	  that	  the	  project	  would	  not	  be	  approved	  and	  no	  new	  
development	  would	  occur	  within	  the	  project	  site.	  Thus,	  the	  physical	  conditions	  of	  the	  project	  site	  
would	  largely	  remain	  as	  they	  are	  today.	  No	  new	  buildings	  would	  be	  constructed,	  and	  the	  existing	  
Parker	  Center	  building	  would	  remain	  unimproved	  and	  vacant.	  	  

Alternative	  B1	  –	  Rehabilitation	  

Under	  Alternative	  B1,	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building	  would	  be	  rehabilitated	  with	  various	  
improvements,	  including	  seismic	  retrofitting,	  fire	  safety	  improvements,	  and	  upgrades	  to	  ensure	  
energy	  efficiency.	  Americans	  with	  Disabilities	  Act	  (ADA)	  upgrades	  would	  be	  implemented.	  The	  
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existing	  319,048	  gross	  square-‐foot	  building	  would	  be	  reconfigured	  to	  provide	  office	  space	  for	  City	  
employees,	  and	  rentable	  commercial	  space.	  The	  existing	  parking	  garage	  would	  be	  expanded	  to	  
provide	  approximately	  137	  parking	  spaces.	  Alternative	  B1	  also	  includes	  an	  optional	  inter-‐building	  
tunnel	  that	  would	  connect	  City	  Hall	  East	  to	  the	  rehabilitated	  Civic	  Building.	  	  	  

Alternative	  B2	  –	  Partial	  Demolition,	  Rehabilitation,	  and	  Addition	  

Alternative	  B2	  would	  include	  rehabilitation	  of	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building,	  similar	  to	  
that	  of	  Alternative	  B1	  as	  well	  as	  demolition	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  jail,	  which	  would	  be	  replaced	  with	  
an	  expansion	  building.	  Combined	  with	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building,	  the	  expansion	  would	  
expand	  the	  gross	  square	  footage	  to	  approximately	  522,255	  square	  feet,	  of	  which	  approximately	  
338,684	  square	  feet	  would	  be	  usable	  for	  office	  space	  and	  approximately	  16,500	  square	  feet	  would	  
be	  for	  commercial	  space	  and	  a	  child	  care	  facility.	  A	  connection	  between	  the	  expansion	  and	  the	  
Parker	  Center	  building	  would	  be	  constructed.	  Approximately	  328	  parking	  spaces	  would	  be	  provided	  
with	  this	  alternative.	  The	  expansion	  building	  would	  have	  a	  maximum	  height	  of	  approximately	  200	  
feet.	  Alternative	  B2	  also	  includes	  an	  optional	  inter-‐building	  tunnel	  that	  would	  connect	  City	  Hall	  East	  
to	  the	  rehabilitated	  Civic	  Building.	  

Alternative	  B3	  –	  Demolition	  and	  Build	  

Alternative	  B3	  would	  result	  in	  the	  full	  demolition	  of	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building	  and	  
construction	  of	  a	  new	  office	  building,	  which	  would	  consist	  of	  approximately	  753,730	  gross	  square	  
feet,	  and	  approximately	  1,173	  parking	  spaces	  with	  a	  maximum	  height	  of	  approximately	  450	  feet.	  
The	  proposed	  753,730-‐square-‐foot	  program	  could	  be	  accommodated	  in	  one	  or	  two	  buildings	  on	  the	  
site.	  The	  new	  building(s)	  could	  take	  on	  a	  variety	  of	  configurations,	  but	  would	  generally	  fill	  the	  
footprint	  of	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building.	  Outdoor	  open	  space	  and	  a	  pedestrian	  connection	  
between	  City	  Hall	  to	  the	  west,	  and	  the	  Little	  Tokyo	  neighborhood	  to	  the	  east	  and	  south	  would	  be	  
provided.	  Alternative	  B3	  also	  includes	  an	  optional	  inter-‐building	  tunnel	  or	  bridge	  that	  would	  
connect	  City	  Hall	  East	  to	  the	  rehabilitated	  Civic	  Building.	  

1.3.1 Summary	  of	  Impacts	  
As	  presented	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  potentially	  significant	  environmental	  impacts	  have	  been	  identified	  in	  
the	  areas	  of	  Aesthetics,	  Air	  Quality,	  Cultural	  Resources,	  Land	  Use	  and	  Traffic.	  Table	  1-‐1	  provides	  a	  
summary	  of	  each	  of	  the	  alternatives	  impacts	  and	  their	  associated	  significance.	  	  
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Table	  1-‐1.	  Comparison	  of	  Alternatives	  

Alternative	  Impacts	  a	  

Alternatives	  

A	  –	  No	  
Project	  

B1	  –
Rehabilitation	  

B2	  –	  Partial	  
Demolition,	  
Rehabilitation,	  
and	  Addition	  

B3	  –	  
Demolition	  
and	  Build	  

Aesthetics	  
Scenic	  Resources	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   SU	  
Visual	  Character	  and	  Quality	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Glare,	  Nighttime	  Lighting,	  and	  
Shade/Shadow	  

NI	   LTS	   LTS	   SU	  

Air	  Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions	  
Construction	  Emissions	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   SU	   SU	  
Inter-‐Building	  Circulation	  Option	   NI	   SU	   SU	   SU	  
Operations-‐period	  Emissions	   NI	   LTS	   SU	   SU	  
Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Cultural	  Resources	  
Historical	  Resources	   NI	   SU	   SU	   SU	  
Archaeological	  Resources	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Paleontological	  Resources	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Geology	  and	  Soils	  
Seismic	  Hazards	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Soil	  Stability	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials	  
Contaminated	  soil	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Groundwater	  contamination	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Asbestos	  and	  lead-‐based	  paint	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	   LTS	  (M)	  
Land	  Use	  and	  Planning	  
Physical	  division	  of	  community	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Conflicts	  with	  land	  use	  plans	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   SU	  
Noise	  and	  Vibration	  
Construction	  Noise	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Construction	  Vibration	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Operational	  Traffic	  Noise	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
HVAC	  Noise	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Airport	  Noise	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Transportation	  and	  Traffic	  
Construction	  traffic	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Operational	  traffic	   NI	   LTS	  (M)	   SU	   SU	  
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Alternative	  Impacts	  a	  

Alternatives	  

A	  –	  No	  
Project	  

B1	  –
Rehabilitation	  

B2	  –	  Partial	  
Demolition,	  
Rehabilitation,	  
and	  Addition	  

B3	  –	  
Demolition	  
and	  Build	  

Utilities,	  Service	  Systems,	  and	  Energy	  
Wastewater	  Treatment	  Requirements	  
and	  Capacities	  

NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  

Water	  Facilities	  and	  Supplies	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Storm	  Water	  Drainage	  Facilities	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
Solid	  Waste	  Disposal	  Capacity	  and	  
Regulations	  

NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  

Energy	  Conservation	   NI	   LTS	   LTS	   LTS	  
a	  The	  Inter-‐Building	  Circulation	  Option	  is	  included	  under	  each	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  If	  the	  impact	  is	  the	  
same	  under	  the	  alternative	  with	  or	  without	  the	  option,	  then	  it	  is	  not	  listed	  in	  this	  table.	  If	  the	  impact	  is	  
different,	  then	  the	  option	  is	  listed	  in	  this	  table.	  	  

Note:	  

NI:	  No	  Impact	  
LTS:	  Less	  Than	  Significant	  Impact	  
LTS	  (M):	  Less	  Than	  Significant	  Impact	  with	  Mitigation	  
SU:	  Significant	  and	  Unavoidable	  Impact	  

Impacts	  of	  the	  build	  alternative	  are	  greater	  than	  to	  the	  other	  build	  alternatives.	  
Impacts	  of	  the	  build	  alternative	  are	  more	  severe	  than	  one	  or	  more	  build	  alternatives,	  but	  less	  
severe	  than	  one	  or	  more	  build	  alternatives.	  	  
Impacts	  of	  the	  build	  alternative	  are	  similar	  to	  the	  other	  build	  alternatives.	  
Impacts	  of	  the	  build	  alternative	  are	  less	  than	  the	  other	  build	  alternatives.	  

Source:	  ICF	  International,	  2012.	  
	  

As	  shown	  in	  Table	  1-‐1,	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  result	  in	  a	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impact	  on	  
Cultural	  Resources	  and	  Air	  Quality	  (with	  the	  Inter-‐Building	  Circulation	  Option).	  Alternative	  B2	  
would	  result	  in	  three	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impacts	  in	  the	  areas	  of	  Air	  Quality,	  Cultural	  
Resources,	  and	  Traffic.	  Alternative	  B3	  would	  result	  in	  six	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impacts	  in	  the	  
areas	  of	  Aesthetics,	  Air	  Quality,	  Cultural	  Resources,	  Land	  Use,	  and	  Traffic.	  	  

1.4 Selection	  of	  the	  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,	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles,	  
Municipal	  Facilities	  Committee	  (MFC)	  accepted	  the	  Bureau	  of	  Engineering	  recommendation	  to	  
designate	  Alternative	  B3	  as	  the	  Preferred	  Alternative	  on	  March	  27,	  2014.	  	  This	  recommendation	  is	  
based	  on	  the	  following:	  	  

1. The	  City’s	  current	  office	  space	  need,	  based	  on	  current	  staffing	  in	  the	  Civic	  Center	  area,	  is	  
approximately	  1.1	  million	  square	  feet	  and	  Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2	  fall	  significantly	  short	  of	  
providing	  the	  adequate	  amount	  of	  office	  space	  to	  meet	  this	  need.	  	  	  
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2. The	  surrounding	  community,	  namely	  the	  Little	  Tokyo	  community,	  expressed	  strong	  support	  for	  
Alternative	  B3	  because	  it	  affords	  the	  greatest	  amount	  of	  opportunity	  for	  visual	  and	  physical	  
connectivity	  between	  the	  Civic	  Center	  area	  and	  the	  Little	  Tokyo	  neighborhood.	  	  By	  eliminating	  
the	  existing	  building	  footprint,	  a	  new	  pedestrian	  corridor	  through	  the	  Parker	  Center	  parcel	  can	  
be	  provided	  which	  would	  allow	  for	  increased	  connectivity	  between	  the	  Civic	  Center,	  Grand	  Park,	  
and	  the	  Disney	  Concert	  Hall.	  

3. Alternative	  B3	  provides	  the	  most	  commercial	  space	  that	  would	  serve	  the	  greater	  community	  as	  
opposed	  to	  only	  serving	  City	  employees.	  

4. By	  providing	  a	  new	  floor	  plate,	  Alternative	  B3	  would	  provide	  the	  best	  ratio	  of	  net	  to	  gross	  
square	  feet,	  which	  has	  the	  greatest	  efficiency	  in	  terms	  of	  space	  usage.	  	  The	  ratio	  of	  gross	  to	  net	  
square	  footage	  for	  each	  alternative	  is	  as	  follows:	  	  

• Alternative	  B1:	  174,331	  net	  square	  feet	  /319,048	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  55%	  

• Alternative	  B2:	  354,499	  net	  square	  feet	  /522,255	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  68%	  

• Alternative	  B3:	  588,240	  net	  square	  feet	  /753,730	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  78%	  

In	  addition	  to	  being	  a	  more	  efficient	  use	  of	  space,	  City	  department	  organization	  in	  a	  new	  
building	  could	  be	  customized	  for	  maximum	  efficiency.	  	  	  

5. A	  brand	  new	  building	  would	  be	  designed	  and	  constructed	  of	  new	  and	  sustainable	  materials	  that	  
will	  have	  the	  longest	  service	  life.	  	  Space	  planning	  in	  a	  new	  building	  also	  allows	  for	  modern	  office	  
organization,	  which	  improves	  productivity.	  	  A	  new	  building	  could	  also	  provide	  a	  new	  image	  and	  
focal	  point	  for	  the	  Civic	  Center,	  using	  creative	  design.	  

6. Alternative	  B3	  is	  the	  most	  cost	  efficient	  because	  of	  the	  floor	  plate	  flexibility,	  which	  provides	  a	  
more	  efficient	  flow	  of	  people	  between	  floors	  and	  departments.	  

7. Alternative	  B3	  provides	  the	  best	  parking	  arrangement	  and	  meets	  zoning	  code	  requirements	  of	  1	  
parking	  stall	  per	  1,000	  feet,	  which	  is	  exceeded	  by	  this	  Alternative.	  	  As	  an	  expressed	  concern	  of	  
the	  community,	  the	  provision	  of	  adequate	  parking	  is	  a	  key	  consideration	  of	  the	  City.	  	  	  	  

The	  City’s	  final	  selection	  of	  project	  alternative	  will	  occur	  when	  the	  EIR	  is	  certified	  and	  the	  project	  is	  
approved.	  	  	  	  
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Chapter	  2	  
Corrections	  and	  Additions	  to	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  

This	  chapter	  of	  the	  Final	  EIR	  provides	  changes	  that	  have	  been	  made	  to	  clarify	  or	  correct	  information	  
in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  These	  changes	  are	  minor	  and	  are	  a	  result	  of	  minor	  public	  and	  agency	  comments	  as	  
well	  as	  additional	  non-‐substantive	  information	  received	  since	  publication	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  The	  
changes	  described	  in	  this	  section	  do	  not	  result	  in	  any	  new	  or	  increased	  environmental	  impacts	  that	  
would	  result	  from	  the	  project.	  	  The	  changes	  to	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  are	  indicated	  in	  this	  section	  under	  the	  
appropriate	  Draft	  EIR	  chapter	  or	  section.	  	  Deletions	  are	  shown	  with	  strikethrough	  and	  additions	  are	  
shown	  with	  underline.	  	  

Chapter	  1,	  Executive	  Summary	  	  

Chapter	  1,	  Section	  1.2.3,	  page	  1-‐2,	  corrected	  the	  square	  footage	  of	  office	  space	  for	  Alternative	  B2	  as	  
follows:	  

Alternative	  B2	  would	  include	  rehabilitation	  of	  a	  majority	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building,	  similar	  
to	  that	  of	  Alternative	  B1	  as	  well	  as	  demolition	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  jail	  which	  would	  be	  replaced	  
with	  an	  expansion	  building.	  Combined	  with	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building,	  the	  expansion	  
would	  expand	  the	  gross	  square	  footage	  to	  approximately	  522,255	  square	  feet,	  of	  which	  
approximately	  338,644	  square	  feet	  would	  be	  usable	  for	  office	  space	  and	  approximately	  
16,500	  square	  feet	  would	  be	  for	  commercial	  space	  and	  a	  child	  care	  facility.	  A	  connection	  
between	  the	  expansion	  and	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building	  would	  be	  constructed.	  Approximately	  
328	  parking	  spaces	  would	  be	  provided	  with	  this	  alternative.	  The	  expansion	  building	  would	  have	  
a	  maximum	  height	  of	  approximately	  200	  feet.	  Alternative	  B2	  also	  includes	  an	  optional	  
inter-‐building	  tunnel	  that	  would	  connect	  City	  Hall	  East	  to	  the	  rehabilitated	  Civic	  Building.	  
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Chapter	  1,	  Section	  1.5,	  page	  1-‐11,	  Table	  1-‐2,	  reference	  to	  the	  project	  in	  the	  Geology	  and	  Soils	  as	  follows:	  

Geology	  and	  Soils	  
The	  alternative	  project	  would	  
place	  people	  in	  an	  area	  known	  to	  
have	  seismic	  hazards	  related	  to	  
earthquakes.	  

Significant	  
	  

G-‐1:	  Construction	  and	  structural	  design	  of	  the	  project	  shall	  comply	  
with	  all	  of	  the	  geotechnical	  recommendations,	  including	  design	  
measures,	  provided	  in	  the	  geotechnical	  engineering	  report	  prepared	  
for	  the	  project	  as	  described	  below:	  
 Each	  build	  alternativeThe	  proposed	  project	  shall	  follow	  the	  

August	  2004	  geotechnical	  report’s	  general	  recommendation	  of	  
new	  structures	  being	  founded	  on	  spread	  footing	  foundations	  
and/or	  Cast-‐In-‐Drilled-‐Hole	  (CIDH)	  pile	  foundations.	  The	  
specifications	  for	  Cast-‐in-‐Drilled	  Hole	  Pile	  Construction,	  
Retaining	  Walls,	  Slab-‐on-‐Grade,	  and	  Cement	  and	  Asphalt	  
Pavements	  shall	  be	  followed	  where	  applicable	  under	  all	  build	  
alternatives.	  

 Under	  the	  proposed	  projecteach	  build	  alternative,	  where	  
applicable,	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  foundation	  walls	  shall	  be	  
structurally	  evaluated	  to	  determine	  their	  capability	  to	  resist	  
unbalanced	  earth	  loads	  that	  will	  occur	  as	  the	  result	  of	  adjacent	  
excavation,	  and	  shoring	  shall	  be	  installed	  to	  provide	  lateral	  
support	  where	  needed.	  

 The	  proposed	  project	  All	  build	  alternatives	  shall	  follow	  the	  
specifications	  in	  the	  August	  2004	  geotechnical	  report	  regarding	  
site	  preparation	  and	  earthwork,	  where	  applicable.	  	  

 The	  general	  specification	  for	  Structure	  Foundations,	  as	  
described	  in	  the	  August	  2004	  geotechnical	  report,	  will	  be	  
considered	  appropriate,	  with	  probable	  minor	  modifications	  to	  
minimum	  sizes	  and	  total	  expected	  settlement,	  depending	  on	  the	  
Build	  Alternative	  that	  is	  selected.	  The	  given	  soil	  specifications,	  
such	  as	  allowable	  bearing	  pressures	  and	  coefficients	  of	  friction,	  
shall	  be	  similar	  to	  those	  used	  for	  the	  proposed	  projectbuild	  
alternatives.	  

Less	  than	  significant	  
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Chapter	  1,	  Section	  1.5,	  page	  1-‐30,	  Table	  1-‐4,	  revised	  Mitigation	  Measure	  references	  and	  text	  for	  HR-‐5,	  HR-‐6,	  and	  HR-‐7	  
	  
Cultural	  Resources	  
This	  alternative	  would	  result	  
demolition	  of	  the	  Parker	  
Center	  building	  and	  its	  
remaining	  associated	  
landscape	  features.	  	  
	  

Significant	  
	  

HR-‐3:	  (See	  Table	  1-‐2	  above)	  
HR-‐4:	  (See	  Table	  1-‐3	  above)	  
HR-‐5:	  The	  City	  shall	  document	  Parker	  Center	  according	  to	  HABS/HALS	  
guidelines	  before	  demolition	  takes	  place.	  
Based	  on	  the	  HABS/HALS	  documentation,	  the	  City	  shall	  create	  a	  display	  
interpreting	  the	  building’s	  significance	  and	  displaying	  it	  in	  the	  public	  
spaces	  of	  the	  building	  within	  a	  month	  of	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  Certificate	  of	  
Occupancy.	  
HR-‐6:	  The	  City	  shall	  incorporate	  Parker	  Center’s	  original	  public	  art	  pieces,	  
“Theme	  Mural	  of	  Los	  Angeles”	  and	  “Family	  Group,”	  into	  the	  design	  and	  
setting	  of	  the	  new	  building.	  These	  public	  art	  elements	  shall	  be	  installed	  at	  
the	  time	  of	  issuance	  of	  the	  Certificate	  of	  Occupancy.	  The	  City	  shall	  
document	  Parker	  Center	  according	  to	  HABS/HALS	  guidelines	  before	  
demolition	  takes	  place.	  
HR-‐7:	  The	  City	  shall	  incorporate	  Parker	  Center’s	  original	  public	  art	  pieces,	  
“Theme	  Mural	  of	  Los	  Angeles”	  and	  “Family	  Group,”	  into	  the	  design	  and	  
setting	  of	  the	  new	  building	  or	  the	  police	  headquarters	  building	  on	  
1st	  Street.	  These	  public	  art	  elements	  shall	  be	  installed	  at	  the	  time	  of	  
issuance	  of	  the	  Certificate	  of	  Occupancy.	  

Significant	  and	  
unavoidable	  
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Section	  4.3,	  Cultural	  Resources	  

Chapter	  4,	  Section	  4.3.1.4,	  page	  4.3-‐36,	  corrected	  Mitigation	  Measure	  HR-‐7	  as	  follows:	  

Alternative	  B3	  –	  Demolition	  and	  Build	  

Mitigation	  Measures	  HR-‐3	  and	  HR-‐5	  shall	  be	  implemented	  with	  Alternative	  B3.	  In	  addition,	  the	  
following	  mitigation	  measures	  shall	  be	  implemented	  with	  Alternative	  B3.	  	  

HR-‐6:	  The	  City	  shall	  document	  Parker	  Center	  according	  to	  HABS/HALS	  guidelines	  before	  
demolition	  takes	  place.	  

HR-‐7:	  The	  City	  shall	  incorporate	  Parker	  Center’s	  original	  public	  art	  pieces,	  “Theme	  Mural	  of	  Los	  
Angeles”	  and	  “Family	  Group,”	  into	  the	  design	  and	  setting	  of	  the	  new	  building	  or	  the	  police	  
headquarters	  building	  on	  1st	  Street.	  These	  public	  art	  elements	  shall	  be	  installed	  at	  the	  time	  of	  
issuance	  of	  the	  Certificate	  of	  Occupancy.	  

Section	  4.4,	  Geology	  and	  Soils	  

Chapter	  4,	  Section	  4.4.4.2,	  page	  4.4-‐9,	  corrected	  reference	  to	  the	  project	  as	  follows:	  

G-‐1:	  Construction	  and	  structural	  design	  of	  the	  project	  shall	  comply	  with	  all	  of	  the	  geotechnical	  
recommendations,	  including	  design	  measures,	  provided	  in	  the	  geotechnical	  engineering	  report	  
prepared	  for	  the	  project	  as	  described	  below:	  

 Each	  build	  alternativeThe	  proposed	  project	  shall	  follow	  the	  August	  2004	  geotechnical	  
report’s	  general	  recommendation	  of	  new	  structures	  being	  founded	  on	  spread	  footing	  
foundations	  and/or	  Cast-‐In-‐Drilled-‐Hole	  (CIDH)	  pile	  foundations.	  The	  specifications	  for	  
Cast-‐in-‐Drilled	  Hole	  Pile	  Construction,	  Retaining	  Walls,	  Slab-‐on-‐Grade,	  and	  Cement	  and	  
Asphalt	  Pavements	  shall	  be	  followed	  where	  applicable	  under	  all	  build	  alternatives.	  

 Under	  the	  proposed	  projecteach	  build	  alternative,	  where	  applicable,	  the	  existing	  Parker	  
Center	  foundation	  walls	  shall	  be	  structurally	  evaluated	  to	  determine	  their	  capability	  to	  
resist	  unbalanced	  earth	  loads	  that	  will	  occur	  as	  the	  result	  of	  adjacent	  excavation,	  and	  
shoring	  shall	  be	  installed	  to	  provide	  lateral	  support	  where	  needed.	  

 The	  proposed	  project	  All	  build	  alternatives	  shall	  follow	  the	  specifications	  in	  the	  August	  
2004	  geotechnical	  report	  regarding	  site	  preparation	  and	  earthwork,	  where	  applicable.	  	  

 The	  general	  specification	  for	  Structure	  Foundations,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  August	  2004	  
geotechnical	  report,	  will	  be	  considered	  appropriate,	  with	  probable	  minor	  modifications	  to	  
minimum	  sizes	  and	  total	  expected	  settlement,	  depending	  on	  the	  Build	  Alternative	  that	  is	  
selected.	  The	  given	  soil	  specifications,	  such	  as	  allowable	  bearing	  pressures	  and	  coefficients	  
of	  friction,	  shall	  be	  similar	  to	  those	  used	  for	  the	  proposed	  projectbuild	  alternatives.	  

Chapter	  4,	  Section	  4.9,	  Utilities,	  Service	  Systems,	  and	  Energy	  

4.9.3.4	  	   Operational	  Impacts	  
Water	  Facilities	  and	  Supplies	  

As	  discussed	  in	  the	  Environmental	  Setting	  section,	  the	  site	  is	  served	  by	  existing	  water	  facilities.	  
According	  to	  LADWP,	  upgrades	  to	  the	  water	  system	  may	  be	  required	  to	  meet	  the	  current	  City	  
Department	  of	  Building	  and	  Safety	  and	  Fire	  Department	  requirements	  related	  to	  minimum	  levels	  of	  
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water	  pressure.	  LADWP	  has	  determined	  that	  existing	  static	  water	  pressure	  surrounding	  the	  project	  
area	  ranges	  from	  60	  to	  80	  pounds	  per	  square	  inch,	  and	  that	  there	  are	  no	  known	  problems	  or	  
deficiencies	  in	  the	  area	  (Fernandez,	  2012).	  If	  any	  upgrades	  to	  the	  water	  supply	  conveyance	  system	  
are	  needed,	  they	  would	  be	  evaluated	  during	  the	  permitting	  process	  and	  would	  be	  addressed	  as	  a	  
condition	  of	  project	  approval.	  In	  compliance	  with	  existing	  Municipal	  Code	  requirements	  contained	  
in	  Section	  125.03,	  all	  build	  alternatives	  would	  install	  low-‐flow	  flush	  toilets	  and	  water-‐saving	  urinals,	  
which	  would	  minimize	  the	  amount	  of	  water	  used	  at	  the	  project	  site.	  Other	  water	  use	  on	  the	  site	  
would	  include	  the	  watering	  of	  landscaped	  areas	  and	  water	  used	  in	  routine	  cleaning	  on	  the	  site,	  but	  
the	  primary	  use	  of	  water	  on	  the	  site	  would	  be	  related	  to	  use	  of	  bathrooms	  and	  kitchens	  within	  the	  
office	  buildings.	  Therefore,	  the	  water	  demand	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  is	  closely	  approximated	  by	  
the	  amount	  of	  wastewater	  generated.	  	  

The	  2010	  LADWP	  Urban	  Water	  Management	  Plan	  has	  based	  its	  assumptions	  for	  water	  management	  
on	  population	  and	  employment	  projections	  within	  the	  service	  area	  (i.e.,	  slightly	  larger	  than	  the	  
boundaries	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles).	  According	  to	  these	  projections,	  the	  service	  area	  population	  is	  
expected	  to	  increase	  0.36	  percent	  annually	  and	  total	  employment	  is	  anticipated	  to	  increase	  0.38	  
percent	  annually	  between	  2010	  and	  2035.	  	  

The	  UWMP	  estimates	  that	  annual	  demand	  for	  water	  in	  the	  LADWP	  service	  area	  in	  2035	  will	  be	  
710,800	  acre-‐feet,	  for	  which	  LADWP	  forecasts	  sufficient	  water	  supply	  (LADWP	  2010).	  Refer	  to	  
Table	  4.9-‐3	  regarding	  the	  estimated	  water	  usage	  rates	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  

At	  full-‐capacity	  operation,	  Alternative	  B3	  (i.e.,	  the	  alternative	  with	  the	  greatest	  water	  use)	  would	  
require	  approximately	  113,46099,191	  gallons	  of	  water	  per	  day	  (127.2	  111	  acre-‐feet	  per	  year),	  
which	  is	  approximately	  0.0168	  percent	  of	  the	  total	  water	  demand	  in	  the	  service	  area	  by	  2035.	  The	  
UWMP	  is	  required	  to	  be	  updated	  every	  five	  years,	  and	  water	  supply	  and	  demand	  planning	  will	  be	  
updated	  at	  regular	  intervals.	  

The	  proposed	  project	  meets	  the	  definition	  of	  a	  “Project”	  subject	  to	  the	  provisions	  of	  the	  California	  
Water	  Code	  requiring	  preparation	  of	  Water	  Supply	  Assessment	  (WSA).	  LADWP	  prepared	  a	  WSA	  for	  
the	  project	  in	  April	  2014	  (Appendix	  A	  of	  this	  Final	  EIR).	  	  The	  WSA	  was	  approved	  by	  the	  Board	  of	  
Water	  and	  Power	  Commissioners	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  on	  May	  20,	  2014	  (Resolution	  No.	  
014207).	  	  As	  described	  in	  the	  WSA,	  the	  project	  is	  estimated	  to	  increase	  the	  total	  water	  demand	  
within	  the	  project	  site	  by	  a	  maximum	  of	  111	  acre-‐feet	  (AF)	  annually	  (Alternative	  B3).	  	  The	  results	  of	  
the	  WSA	  are	  presented	  in	  Table	  4.9-‐3.	  	  	  As	  shown	  in	  Table	  4.9-‐3,	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  result	  in	  less	  
water	  consumption	  than	  Alternatives	  B2	  or	  B3	  due	  to	  the	  smaller	  floor	  space	  and	  fewer	  employees.	  
Given	  that	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  rehabilitate	  an	  existing	  building	  and	  would	  install	  modern	  water-‐
saving	  technologies,	  water	  supply	  impacts	  related	  to	  operation	  of	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  be	  less	  than	  
significant.	  	  
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Table	  4.9-‐3.	  Estimated	  Operational	  Water	  Usage	  (in	  gallons	  per	  day)	  

Proposed	  Use	  
Water	  Usage	  
Factora	  (gpd/unit)	   Alternative	  B1	   Alternative	  B2	   Alternative	  B3	  

Office	  Building	   0.120.15	  per	  square	  
foot	  

19,42047,858	  
gpd	  
(161,831319,050	  
sf)	  

38,812	  78,354gpd	  
(323,434	  522,360	  
sf)	  

67,708113,060	  
gpd	  
(564,230753,730	  
sf)	  

Childcare	  School:	  
Day	  Care	  Center	  	  

98	  gpd	  per	  childc	   270400	  gpd	  
(30	  children)	  

270400	  gpd	  
(30	  children)	  

360400	  gpd	  
(40	  children)	  

Auditorium	   3	  per	  seat	   N/A	   N/A	   1,416	  gpd	  
(472	  seats)	  

Retail	   0.025	  per	  square	  
foot	  

125	  gpd	  
(5,000	  sf)	  

125	  gpd	  
(5,000	  sf)	  

125	  gpd	  
(4,985	  sf)	  

Restaurant-‐Full	  
Service	  (Indoor	  
Service)	  

30	  per	  seat	   5,010	  gpd	  
(167	  seats)	  

16,320	  gpd	  
(544	  seats)	  

5,010	  gpd	  
(167	  seats)	  

Lobby	   0.05	  per	  square	  foot	   N/A	   N/A	   462	  gpd	  
(9,240	  sf)	  

Parking	   0.658	  per	  thousand	  
square	  feet	  

13	  gpd	  
(20,000	  sf)	  

91	  gpd	  
(138,800	  sf)	  

311	  gpd	  
(472,000	  sf)	  

Cooling	  Towers	   18.64	  per	  ton	   14,913	  gpd	  
(800	  tons)	  

26,098	  gpd	  
(1,400	  tons)	  

37,282	  gpd	  
(2,000	  tons)	  

Landscaping	   N/A	   N/A	   1,215	  gpd	  
(17,100	  sf)	  

4,421	  gpd	  
(62,170	  sf)	  

Water	  Efficiency	  Requirements	  
Ordinance	  Savings	  

-‐	  6,169	  gpd	   -‐	  9,853	  gpd	   -‐	  12,768	  gpd	  

Existing	  to	  be	  Removed	   0	   -‐	  924	  gpd	   -‐	  5,135	  gpd	  
TOTALS	  (in	  gallons	  per	  day)	   	  33,582	  48,258	  

gpd	  
73,336	  78,754	  
gpd	  

99,191113,460	  
gpd	  

a	  Water	  usage	  factor	  is	  based	  on	  LADWP	  Water	  Supply	  Assessment	  prepared	  for	  the	  project.	  	  Water	  
usage	  factor	  is	  based	  on	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Department	  of	  Public	  Works,	  Bureau	  of	  Sanitation	  Sewer	  
Generation	  Rates	  table.	  
b	  The	  building	  would	  also	  include	  retail	  space,	  which	  has	  a	  generation	  factor	  of	  0.8	  gpd	  per	  gross	  square	  
foot.	  The	  office	  building	  generation	  factor	  was	  used	  to	  calculate	  sewage	  generation	  because	  it	  is	  the	  
most	  conservative.	  	  
c	  A	  maximum	  of	  50	  children	  is	  assumed.	  
Abbreviations:	  
gpd	  –	  gallons	  per	  day	  
sf	  –	  square	  feet	  
Source:	  Department	  of	  Water	  and	  Power,	  2014ICF	  International,	  2012.	  
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Alternative	  B2	  would	  result	  in	  an	  increase	  in	  floor	  area	  and	  would	  accommodate	  approximately	  
1,775	  city	  employees.	  This	  would	  result	  in	  a	  marked	  increase	  in	  water	  usage	  at	  the	  project	  site	  when	  
compared	  to	  existing	  conditions;	  however,	  modern	  water-‐saving	  technologies,	  and	  fixtures,	  and	  
other	  water	  conservation	  measures	  would	  be	  implementedinstalled	  as	  part	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  
that	  would	  reduce	  water	  consumption.	  These	  features	  include	  limits	  on	  showerheads,	  rotating	  
sprinkler	  nozzles	  for	  landscape	  irrigation	  (0.5	  gallons	  per	  minute),	  weather-‐based	  irrigation	  
controls,	  drought	  tolerant	  plantings,	  cooling	  tower	  conductivity	  controllers,	  water-‐saving	  pool	  
filters,	  leak	  detection	  systems,	  hydro-‐zoning	  of	  landscaping,	  zoned	  irrigation,	  landscaping	  
contouring,	  and	  weather	  conserving	  turf.	  	  Furthermore,	  given	  that	  the	  use	  of	  the	  project	  would	  be	  
primarily	  for	  office	  space,	  which	  is	  not	  a	  water-‐intensive	  land	  use,	  and	  that	  hours	  of	  operation	  would	  
be	  limited	  to	  weekday	  work	  hours,	  the	  water	  usage	  under	  Alternative	  B2	  would	  not	  be	  substantial	  
and	  associated	  impacts	  would	  be	  less	  than	  significant.	  	  

Similar	  to	  Alternative	  B2,	  Alternative	  B3	  would	  also	  increase	  the	  floor	  area	  and	  the	  employee	  count	  at	  
the	  project	  site,	  but	  to	  a	  greater	  magnitude	  than	  under	  either	  of	  the	  other	  two	  build	  alternatives.	  
Accordingly,	  water	  consumption	  would	  be	  greatest	  under	  Alternative	  B3.	  However,	  as	  previously	  
stated,	  water-‐saving	  technologies,	  and	  fixtures,	  and	  other	  water	  conservation	  measures	  proposed	  
under	  each	  of	  the	  alternatives	  would	  help	  to	  reduce	  water	  consumption.	  Additionally,	  Alternative	  B3	  
similarly	  contemplates	  a	  primarily	  office	  space	  operation,	  though	  some	  more	  water	  intensive	  uses	  are	  
proposed	  under	  Alternative	  B3,	  such	  as	  a	  health	  club	  that	  may	  include	  facilities	  such	  as	  pools	  or	  
saunas.	  Also,	  as	  described	  above,	  at	  maximum	  capacity,	  water	  demand	  under	  Alternative	  B3	  would	  
only	  account	  for	  approximately	  0.0168	  percent	  of	  the	  total	  water	  demand	  in	  the	  LADWP	  service	  area,	  
which	  is	  not	  a	  substantial	  proportion	  of	  the	  total	  demand	  in	  the	  LADWP	  service	  area.	  	  As	  stated	  in	  the	  
LADWP	  WSA,	  the	  maximum	  increase	  of	  	  111	  AF	  per	  year	  under	  Alternative	  B3	  falls	  within	  the	  
available	  and	  projected	  water	  supplies	  for	  normal,	  single-‐dry,	  and	  multiple-‐dry	  years	  through	  the	  year	  
2035	  as	  described	  in	  LADWP’s	  Urban	  Water	  Management	  Plan.	  	  LADWP	  has	  found	  that	  it	  would	  be	  
able	  to	  meet	  the	  water	  supply	  demands	  of	  the	  project	  as	  well	  as	  existing	  and	  future	  water	  demands	  in	  
the	  service	  area.	  	  Finally,	  under	  Alternatives	  B1,	  B2,	  and	  B3,	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  be	  consistent	  
with	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  General	  Plan	  land	  use	  and	  zoning	  designations;	  as	  such,	  the	  proposed	  
project’s	  water	  demand	  has	  been	  accounted	  for	  in	  the	  most	  recently	  adopted	  UWMP.	  Therefore,	  a	  less-‐
than-‐significant	  impact	  would	  occur	  under	  each	  build	  alternative.	  
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Chapter	  3	  	  
Responses	  to	  Comments	  

3.1 Comment	  Letters	  
The	  following	  agencies,	  organizations,	  and	  individuals	  provided	  written	  comments	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  
to	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Department	  of	  Public	  Works,	  Bureau	  of	  Engineering,	  during	  the	  45-‐day	  
review	  period	  from	  September	  5	  to	  October	  21,	  2013.	  A	  public	  meeting	  for	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  was	  held	  on	  
October	  15,	  2013,	  at	  which	  time	  transcribed	  oral	  and	  written	  comments	  were	  received.	  The	  
comment	  letters	  and	  their	  responses	  are	  arranged	  by	  (a)	  state	  agencies	  (b)	  regional	  and	  local	  
agencies,	  (c)	  organizations,	  (d)	  individuals,	  and	  (e)	  public	  meeting	  written	  comments	  and	  
transcribed	  oral	  comments.	  A	  copy	  of	  each	  comment	  letter	  and	  transcribed	  oral	  comment	  as	  well	  as	  
the	  corresponding	  responses	  are	  provided	  in	  Section	  3.2.	  	  

State	  Agencies	  

Letter	  1	  	   State	  Clearinghouse	  

Letter	  2	   State	  of	  California	  Department	  of	  Transportation	  

Regional	  and	  Local	  Agencies	  

Letter	  3	   South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District	  

Letter	  4	   County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department	  

Organizations	  

Letter	  5	   Los	  Angeles	  Conservancy	  

Individuals	  

Letter	  6	   Ms.	  Joyce	  Dillard	  

Meeting	  Comments	  

Letter	  7	   Public	  Meeting	  Written	  Comments	  

Letter	  8	   Public	  Meeting	  Transcript	  of	  Oral	  Comments	  

3.2 Responses	  
This	  section	  contains	  written	  responses	  to	  each	  of	  the	  comments	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  received	  during	  
the	  public	  review	  period.	  Each	  letter	  is	  identified	  by	  a	  number,	  and	  each	  comment	  is	  delineated	  and	  
numbered.	  	  



 



State Agencies 

Letter 1   State Clearinghouse 
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Letter	  1	   State	  Clearinghouse	  

Responses	  

1-‐1	  	   Confirmation	  of	  receipt	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  by	  the	  State	  Clearinghouse	  is	  acknowledged.	  As	  
stated	  by	  the	  letter,	  the	  review	  period	  closed	  on	  October	  21,	  3013.	  No	  state	  agencies	  
submitted	  comments	  by	  the	  end	  of	  the	  review	  period;	  therefore,	  no	  further	  response	  is	  
needed.	  	  



 

Letter 2  State of California Department of Transportation 
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Letter	  2	   State	  of	  California	  Department	  of	  Transportation	  

Responses	  

2-‐1	  	   The	  traffic	  study	  for	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  Civic	  Building	  Project,	  completed	  in	  
September	  12,	  2012,	  identified	  mitigation	  measures	  that	  include	  Transportation	  
Demand	  Management	  (TDM)	  measures,	  transit	  connectivity	  measures,	  and	  a	  variety	  of	  
aggressive,	  non-‐traditional	  measures	  to	  maximize	  mobility.	  These	  measures	  include	  
strategies	  to	  increase	  the	  attractiveness	  of	  transit	  and	  non-‐motorized	  modes	  by	  offering	  
services	  and	  strategies	  that	  offer	  flexible,	  cost-‐effective	  options	  to	  driving	  or	  owning	  a	  
car.	  In	  addition,	  there	  are	  also	  some	  improvements	  available	  to	  implement	  traffic	  signal	  
system	  upgrades	  to	  adjacent	  traffic	  signals.	  

LADOT’s	  current	  policies	  and	  procedures	  on	  the	  preparation	  of	  traffic	  impact	  studies	  
promote	  the	  goals	  of	  Assembly	  Bill	  32	  which	  support	  improvements	  that	  reduce	  
greenhouse	  gas	  emissions.	  According	  to	  LADOT,	  TDM	  has	  the	  highest	  priority	  when	  
considering	  transportation	  mitigation	  for	  a	  project.	  The	  applicant	  is	  proposing	  to	  
implement	  comprehensive	  TDM	  and	  transit	  connectivity	  strategies	  to	  reduce	  additional	  
project	  vehicle	  trips,	  which	  would	  minimize	  traffic-‐related	  impacts	  of	  the	  Project.	  The	  
TDM	  plan	  would	  promote	  the	  City’s	  policies	  through	  strategies	  to	  reduce	  vehicular	  use	  
by	  Project	  employees	  and	  other	  users	  of	  the	  site	  (e.g.,	  visitors)	  during	  peak	  periods	  and	  
include	  transit	  and	  pedestrian-‐friendly	  amenities,	  such	  as	  safe	  and	  walkable	  sidewalks.	  	  

The	  goal	  of	  a	  TDM	  program	  is	  to	  help	  mitigate	  the	  traffic	  impacts	  of	  a	  project.	  The	  
purpose	  of	  the	  program	  is	  to	  identify	  effective	  measures	  to	  reduce	  the	  number	  of	  
automobile	  trips	  to/from	  the	  site.	  Typical	  measures	  include,	  but	  are	  not	  limited	  to,	  
carpools,	  vanpools,	  public	  transit,	  walking,	  and	  bicycles.	  There	  is	  no	  single	  definitive	  
recipe	  for	  success.	  The	  same	  strategies	  do	  not	  always	  work	  at	  different	  sites.	  The	  
location	  of	  the	  site	  and	  the	  characteristics	  of	  the	  area	  can	  strongly	  influence	  the	  
effectiveness	  and	  ultimate	  success	  of	  a	  TDM	  program.	  Similarly,	  the	  effort	  or	  vigor	  with	  
which	  the	  program	  is	  operated	  can	  also	  affect	  its	  success	  or	  lack	  thereof.	  Studies	  have	  
shown	  the	  most	  successful	  TDM	  programs	  are	  those	  that	  are	  tied	  to	  specific	  incentives	  
and	  program	  elements,	  as	  opposed	  to	  the	  provision	  of	  general	  information	  on	  
commuting	  alternatives.	  In	  addition,	  for	  these	  programs	  to	  succeed,	  they	  need	  to	  be	  
“funded”	  for	  their	  duration.	  In	  addition	  to	  funding,	  successful	  programs	  are	  linked	  with	  
aesthetically	  pleasing	  features	  such	  as	  “safe”	  pedestrian	  walkways,	  bike	  racks	  that	  are	  
not	  located	  in	  faraway	  dark	  corners,	  and	  information	  kiosks	  that	  are	  easily	  accessible	  
and	  up	  to	  date.	  In	  summary,	  the	  most	  successful	  and	  effective	  programs	  appear	  to	  be	  
those	  whereby	  financial	  incentives	  are	  offered	  with	  aesthetic	  amenities.	  	  

The	  following	  sections	  summarize	  the	  toolbox	  of	  TDM	  and	  transit	  connectivity	  
strategies	  that	  may	  effectively	  be	  applied	  to	  help	  mitigate	  the	  traffic	  impacts	  of	  the	  
Project.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  a	  preliminary	  TDM	  and	  transit	  connectivity	  plan	  would	  
need	  to	  be	  submitted	  to	  LADOT	  for	  approval	  prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  Project’s	  first	  
building	  permit,	  and	  a	  final	  TDM	  plan	  must	  be	  prepared	  and	  approved	  by	  LADOT	  prior	  
to	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  Project’s	  first	  certificate	  of	  occupancy.	  The	  goals	  of	  these	  plans	  
would	  need	  to	  be	  identified	  in	  the	  final	  TDM	  plan	  or	  site	  design.	  
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Finally,	  it	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  many	  of	  these	  services	  and	  tools	  are	  critical	  to	  first-‐
mile/last-‐mile	  mobility	  strategies.	  These	  strategies	  allow	  individuals	  to	  use	  or	  connect	  
to	  bus	  and	  rail	  services	  easily	  via	  the	  implementation	  of	  policies	  or	  the	  provision	  of	  
services	  and	  opportunities	  by	  a	  variety	  of	  service	  providers.	  

Potential	  TDM	  and	  Transit	  Connectivity	  Strategies	  

Site	  Improvements	  –	  Design	  and	  operation	  of	  the	  site	  should	  emphasize,	  to	  the	  extent	  
feasible:	  

• Integrated	  Mobility	  Hub	  –	  Provide	  a	   financial	   contribution	  and	   the	   rent-‐free	  space	  
needed	  to	  implement	  a	  new	  integrated	  mobility	  hub	  kiosk.	  The	  purpose	  of	  the	  kiosk	  
is	  to	  attract	  transit	  users	  with	  more	  connectivity	  options	  for	  the	  first/last	  segment	  of	  
a	  trip,	  such	  as	  bike	  parking,	  bike	  and	  car	  sharing,	  etc.	  	  

• Preferential	  loading	  and	  unloading	  for	  carpools,	  HOV,	  and	  taxis	  makes	  the	  site	  more	  
convenient	  and	  attractive	  to	  passengers.	  

• Wayfinding	  signage	  guides	  that	  direct	  people	  to	  different	  elements	  of	  a	  site.	  

• Carpool	  and	  vanpool	  parking	  should	  be	  closes	  to	  the	  entrance	  of	  a	  building	  or	  on	  the	  
first	  floor	  of	  a	  garage	  or	  structure	  to	  reward	  participants.	  

• Bicycle	  parking	  should	  be	  convenient,	  plentiful,	  well	  lit,	  and	  secure.	  

• Shower	  and	   locker	   facilities	  are	  an	   important	  part	  of	   the	  decision	   for	  an	  employee	  
when	  considering	  whether	  to	  bike	  to	  work.	  

• Enhanced	   pedestrian	   and	   bicycle	   pathways	   for	   convenient,	   direct,	   and	   secure	  
connections.	  

It	  must	  be	  emphasized	  that	  integrating	  non-‐automobile-‐oriented	  improvements	  into	  the	  
heart	  of	  the	  site	  rather	  than	  off	  to	  the	  side	  or	  in	  a	  remote	  corner	  is	  paramount	  to	  the	  
success	  of	  the	  strategies.	  Parking	  for	  bicycles	  should	  be	  convenient,	  near	  the	  front	  door	  
to	  facilities,	  and	  plentiful	  and	  well	  lit.	  	  

Car	  Sharing	  and	  Short-‐Term	  Car	  Rental	  

Provide	  on-‐demand	  access	  to	  a	  fleet	  of	  cars	  for	  short-‐duration	  or	  unexpected	  trips.	  
These	  programs	  reduce	  the	  need	  for	  individuals	  to	  own	  a	  car	  or	  perhaps	  a	  second	  one.	  
They	  would	  enhance	  the	  transit-‐oriented	  nature	  of	  the	  Project	  because	  they	  would	  allow	  
individuals	  who	  work	  and	  shop	  at	  the	  site	  to	  rely	  on	  transit	  with	  the	  knowledge	  that	  an	  
automobile	  is	  available	  with	  relative	  ease	  for	  those	  trips	  where	  transit	  or	  other	  modes	  
are	  impractical.	  These	  programs	  save	  costs	  to	  individuals	  and	  businesses	  and	  could	  
reduce	  the	  parking	  demand	  of	  the	  Project.	  

Bike	  Sharing	  

Bike	  sharing	  is	  new	  to	  the	  United	  States.	  Locally,	  it	  has	  been	  implemented	  in	  the	  cities	  of	  
Long	  Beach	  and	  Santa	  Monica	  and	  is	  planned	  to	  be	  implemented	  in	  the	  city	  of	  Los	  Angeles.	  
With	  bike	  sharing,	  individuals	  have	  access	  to	  a	  shared	  fleet	  of	  bicycles	  on	  an	  as-‐needed	  
basis.	  It	  provides	  a	  good	  alternative	  to	  automobiles	  and,	  because	  the	  regional	  bus	  fleet	  and	  
rail	  systems	  are	  bike	  accessible,	  it	  provides	  a	  link	  to	  transit	  on	  both	  ends	  of	  a	  trip.	  An	  
added	  benefit	  is	  reduced	  air	  pollutant	  emissions	  because	  of	  fewer	  vehicle	  trips.	  
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Transportation	  Coordinator	  

A	  transportation	  coordinator	  (TC),	  a	  permanent	  on-‐site	  staff	  position,	  is	  assigned	  to	  
administer	  the	  requirements	  of	  a	  TDM	  program.	  Under	  this	  strategy,	  a	  transportation	  
management	  association	  (TMA)	  would	  be	  formed	  on-‐site,	  or	  the	  Project	  could	  become	  a	  
part	  of	  an	  existing	  TMA	  in	  the	  area	  that	  would	  help	  promote	  awareness	  of	  the	  available	  
TDM	  strategies	  and	  create	  Transportation	  Management	  Plans	  (TMPs)	  for	  the	  employees	  
and	  patrons	  of	  the	  site.	  

Transportation	  Information	  Center	  

A	  Transportation	  Information	  Center	  (TIC)	  is	  a	  centrally	  located	  commuter	  information	  
center	  where	  both	  employees	  and	  visitors	  can	  obtain	  information	  regarding	  commute	  
programs,	  and	  individuals	  can	  obtain	  real-‐time	  information	  for	  planning	  travel	  without	  
using	  an	  automobile.	  Strategically	  placed	  kiosks	  can	  provide	  trip	  planning	  and	  real-‐time	  
bus	  and	  train	  arrival	  information	  for	  users.	  Providing	  real-‐time	  transit	  information	  
allows	  users	  to	  know	  exactly	  when	  the	  next	  bus	  or	  train	  will	  arrive	  and	  is	  an	  important	  
tool	  in	  enhancing	  transit	  system	  connectivity.	  	  

Transit,	  Bike,	  and	  Walk	  Promotions	  and	  Information	  Materials	  

This	  would	  include	  a	  commuter	  information	  packet	  (CIP),	  a	  commuter	  benefits	  brochure	  
that	  contains	  complete	  information	  about	  various	  transportation	  benefits	  available	  to	  
individuals,	  transportation/transit	  options,	  HOV	  programs	  and	  discounts,	  bicycling	  
amenities,	  transportation	  subsidies,	  and	  other	  elements	  that	  may	  be	  available.	  The	  CIP	  
should	  be	  written	  in	  multiple	  languages,	  such	  as	  English,	  Spanish,	  and	  Chinese.	  The	  CIP	  
would	  be	  distributed	  to	  tenant	  employees	  and	  other	  building	  workers	  and	  occupants	  
and	  at	  promotional	  events.	  

Tenant	  Participation	  

Under	  this	  strategy,	  the	  TC	  would	  facilitate	  tenant	  and	  employee	  awareness	  and	  
participation	  in	  the	  TMP	  by	  distributing	  information	  to	  tenants	  at	  least	  once	  each	  year.	  

Carpooling	  and	  Rideshare	  Matching	  Opportunities	  

This	  strategy	  would	  coordinate	  ridesharing	  programs	  among	  various	  building	  tenants	  
and	  their	  employees,	  provide	  ride-‐match	  services	  within	  the	  building,	  or	  engage	  other	  
ride-‐match	  facilitators	  (such	  as	  tenants)	  to	  provide	  this	  service.	  It	  could	  be	  applied	  two	  
different	  ways.	  One	  method	  would	  be	  to	  make	  available	  “on	  the	  spot”	  ridesharing.	  This	  
strategy	  maximizes	  trip	  flexibility	  for	  individuals	  because	  they	  do	  not	  need	  to	  make	  
long-‐term	  plans	  and	  commitments.	  There	  are	  a	  number	  of	  Internet-‐based	  programs	  that	  
could	  be	  used	  to	  match	  the	  mobility	  needs	  of	  travelers	  with	  drivers.	  The	  more	  
traditional	  method	  would	  be	  to	  have	  the	  TMA	  provide	  an	  online	  daily	  and/or	  long-‐term	  
commute	  ride-‐matching	  service	  to	  match	  interested	  patrons	  with	  carpools	  and	  
vanpools.	  The	  rideshare	  matching	  services	  could	  also	  be	  extended	  to	  other	  employers	  in	  
proximity	  to	  the	  Project	  site.	  

Guaranteed	  Ride-‐Home	  Program	  

This	  strategy	  provides	  a	  guaranteed	  ride-‐home	  program	  for	  (occupants/employees)	  
who	  use	  a	  commute	  mode	  other	  than	  driving.	  Employers	  may	  establish	  their	  own	  
program	  or	  contract	  this	  service	  with	  a	  public	  agency	  or	  private	  contractor.	  	  
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Transit	  Pass	  Sales	  

Under	  this	  strategy,	  employers	  or	  a	  central	  management	  operator	  can	  contract	  with	  
Metro	  to	  become	  authorized	  to	  sell	  transit	  passes	  directly	  to	  their	  on-‐site	  employees.	  In	  
addition,	  they	  could	  provide	  transportation	  subsidies	  to	  building	  occupants/employees	  
who	  commute	  via	  non-‐motorized	  or	  non-‐single-‐occupancy	  vehicle	  (SOV)	  modes.	  

Commuter	  Benefits	  

This	  strategy,	  pursuant	  to	  Internal	  Revenue	  Code	  Section	  132	  (f),	  states	  that	  employers	  
should	  arrange	  pre-‐tax	  transit	  commute	  expense	  accounts	  to	  provide	  transportation	  
fringe	  benefits	  to	  eligible	  employees.	  

Flexible/Alternative	  Work	  Schedules	  and	  Telecommuting	  Programs	  	  

With	  this	  strategy,	  employers	  would	  allow	  employees	  to	  work	  flexible	  and	  alternative	  
work	  schedules	  so	  that	  their	  arrival	  and	  departure	  to	  the	  site	  would	  vary	  and	  reduce	  
trips	  during	  peak	  periods.	  Telecommuting	  would	  eliminate	  any	  trips	  to	  the	  site	  because	  
the	  employee	  would	  be	  working	  off-‐site.	  	  

Expanded	  DASH	  Service	  

Provide	  additional	  service	  and/or	  capacity	  to	  the	  DASH	  downtown	  system	  via	  new	  
routes	  to	  the	  Project	  site.	  Contributions	  could	  be	  in	  the	  form	  of	  the	  purchase	  of	  new	  
DASH	  vehicles	  or	  subsidy	  of	  service	  for	  a	  fixed	  period	  of	  time.	  

Taxi	  Services	  

Taxis	  provide	  on-‐demand	  mobility	  for	  short	  and	  medium-‐length	  trips.	  Expanding	  the	  
City’s	  “hail-‐a-‐taxi”	  demonstration	  program	  to	  the	  Project	  site	  and	  surrounding	  area	  
would	  provide	  convenient	  mobility	  alternatives	  for	  unscheduled	  or	  quick	  trips.	  In	  
addition,	  taxis	  could	  and	  should	  be	  equipped	  to	  accept	  regional	  transit	  fare	  cards	  such	  as	  
Metro	  TAP	  “smart	  card”	  technology.	  A	  single	  method	  of	  fare	  payment	  would	  greatly	  
enhance	  non-‐auto-‐oriented	  trip	  choices.	  Taxi	  services	  can	  also	  complement	  the	  
guaranteed	  ride-‐home	  program.	  

TDM	  Trip	  Reduction	  

Discussions	  with	  LADOT	  indicate	  that	  a	  trip	  reduction	  of	  15	  percent	  of	  the	  proposed	  
land	  uses	  can	  be	  utilized	  as	  a	  result	  of	  the	  TDM	  measures.	  This	  would	  result	  in	  a	  
reduction	  of	  56	  AM	  peak-‐period	  trips	  and	  73	  PM	  peak-‐period	  trips	  under	  Alternative	  B1,	  
a	  reduction	  of	  111	  AM	  peak-‐period	  trips	  and	  146	  PM	  peak-‐period	  trips	  under	  
Alternative	  B2,	  and	  a	  reduction	  of	  167	  AM	  peak-‐period	  trips	  and	  219	  PM	  peak-‐period	  
trips	  under	  Alternative	  B3.	  	  

Potential	  Traffic	  Signal	  Upgrades	  

Additional	  mitigation	  efforts	  include	  potential	  traffic	  signal	  upgrades.	  Per	  LADOT:	  

The	  traffic	  signals	  at	  many	  of	  the	  intersections	  within	  the	  city	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  currently	  
operate	  using	  older	  Type	  170	  traffic	  signal	  controller.	  Newer	  Model	  2070	  controllers	  
provide	  for	  enhanced	  and	  real-‐time	  operation	  of	  the	  traffic	  signal	  timing.	  Type	  2070	  
controllers	  allow	  LADOT	  to	  provide	  instant	  adjustments	  to	  the	  signal’s	  timing	  
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parameters	  based	  on	  real-‐time	  traffic	  conditions.	  The	  upgrade	  of	  the	  controllers,	  when	  
supplemented	  by	  the	  installation	  of	  strategically	  placed	  closed-‐circuit	  television	  (CCTV)	  
cameras	  and	  additional	  vehicle	  detector	  loops,	  is	  expected	  to	  reduce	  the	  volume-‐to-‐
capacity	  (V/C)	  ratio	  of	  an	  intersection	  by	  a	  minimum	  of	  0.01.	  These	  traffic	  signal	  
hardware	  upgrades	  are	  needed	  to	  provide	  for	  enhanced	  operation	  of	  the	  City’s	  ATSAC	  
signal	  system	  and	  allow	  LADOT	  to	  manage	  traffic	  in	  direct	  response	  to	  real-‐time	  traffic	  
flow.	  The	  strategic	  placement	  of	  a	  CCTV	  camera	  affords	  LADOT	  the	  ability	  to	  monitor	  
vehicles	  and	  buses	  and	  respond	  to	  incidents	  that	  cause	  excessive	  delays.	  If	  any	  of	  these	  
traffic	  signal	  upgrades	  are	  proposed	  as	  mitigation	  to	  offset	  the	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  
of	  a	  development	  project,	  LADOT	  may	  require	  that	  not	  only	  the	  affected	  intersections	  
but	  also	  any	  intersections	  in	  the	  immediate	  vicinity,	  as	  determined	  by	  LADOT,	  be	  
upgraded	  by	  the	  Project	  to	  qualify	  for	  the	  intersection	  V/C	  reduction	  of	  0.01.	  

To	  mitigate	  impacts	  at	  affected	  study	  intersections,	  traffic	  signal	  upgrades	  are	  
recommended	  at	  two	  of	  the	  significantly	  affected	  study	  intersections	  and	  locations	  
adjacent	  to	  the	  significantly	  affected	  study	  intersections.	  Given	  the	  locations	  of	  the	  
recommended	  upgrades,	  it	  was	  determined	  that	  the	  six	  study	  intersections	  could	  apply	  
the	  0.01	  reduction	  because	  of	  their	  proximity	  to	  the	  upgrade	  locations.	  Although	  some	  of	  
the	  intersections	  may	  not	  be	  directly	  mitigated,	  the	  overall	  enhancement	  of	  the	  system	  
allows	  for	  the	  reduction.	  The	  six	  intersections	  are:	  

• Los	  Angeles	  Street	  and	  Temple	  Street	  

• Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street	  and	  Temple	  Street	  

• Alameda	  Street	  and	  Temple	  Street	  

• Main	  Street	  and	  1st	  Street	  

• Los	  Angeles	  Street	  and	  1st	  Street	  

• Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street/San	  Pedro	  Street	  and	  1st	  Street	  

The	  following	  signal	  locations	  are	  mentioned	  as	  potential	  sites	  for	  upgrades	  and	  are	  at	  
or	  adjacent	  to	  the	  six	  study	  intersections	  listed	  above:	  

Study	  Intersections	  

1. Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street	  and	  Temple	  Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  
installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

2. 1st	  Street	  and	  Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street/San	  Pedro	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  
installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

3. 1st	  Street	  and	  Central	  Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  
loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

4. 2nd	  Street	  and	  San	  Pedro	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  
loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

5. 2nd	  Street	  and	  Central	  Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  
loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

6. 2nd	  Street	  and	  Alameda	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  
loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  	  

7. 3rd	  Street	  and	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  only)	  
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Non-‐study	  Intersections/Locations	  

1. 1st	  Street	  and	  Hill	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  only)	  	  

2. 1st	   Street	  between	  San	  Pedro	  Street	   and	  Central	  Avenue	   (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  
only)	  	  

3. 3rd	  Street	  and	  Alameda	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  only)	  	  

The	  TDM	  reductions	  were	  applied	  to	  the	  Alternative	  B3	  project	  trip	  generation	  totals.	  
The	  freeway	  mainline	  analysis	  was	  updated	  to	  reflect	  the	  TDM	  reduction	  to	  the	  
Alternative	  B3	  project	  trips.	  
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Freeway	  Analysis	  	  

Future	  with	  Alternative	  B3	  Freeway	  Mainline	  Analysis	  

	  Freeway	  
Segment	   	  Direction	  

	  Peak	  
Hour	   Capacity	  

	  Existing	  
	  Project	  
Alt	  B3	  
Only	  

Existing	  +	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	   	  D/C	  

Increase	  

Project	  
Alt	  B3	  
Only	  
TDM	  

Existing	  +	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	  with	  

TDM	   D/C	  
Increase	  Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	   Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	   Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  
north	  of	  
Vignes	  
Street	  

NB	   AM	   10,000	   11,118	   1.112	   F(0)	   167	   11,285	   1.129	   F(0)	   0.017	   141	   11,259	   1.126	   F(0)	   0.014	  
	  	   PM	   10,000	   11,016	   1.102	   F(0)	   78	   11,094	   1.109	   F(0)	   0.008	   65	   11,081	   1.108	   F(0)	   0.007	  

	  	   SB	   AM	   8,000	   7,242	   0.905	   D	   15	   7,257	   0.907	   D	   0.002	   13	   7,255	   0.907	   D	   0.002	  
	  	   	  	   PM	   8,000	   11,016	   1.377	   F(2)	   122	   11,138	   1.392	   F(2)	   0.015	   103	   11,119	   1.390	   F(2)	   0.013	  
	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  	  

Existing	  with	  Alternative	  B3	  Freeway	  Mainline	  Analysis	  

	  Freeway	  
Segment	   	  Direction	  

	  Peak	  
Hour	   Capacity	  

Future	  without	  Project	   	  Project	  
Alt	  B3	  
Only	  

Future	  with	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	   	  D/C	  

Increase	  

Project	  
Alt	  B3	  
Only	  
TDM	  

Future	  with	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	  with	  

TDM	   D/C	  
Increase	  Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	   Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	   Volumes	   D/C	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  
north	  of	  
Vignes	  
Street	  

NB	   AM	   10,000	   11,785	   1.179	   F(0)	   167	   11,952	   1.195	   F(0)	   0.017	   141	   11,926	   1.193	   F(0)	   0.014	  
	  	   PM	   10,000	   11,677	   1.168	   F(0)	   78	   11,755	   1.176	   F(0)	   0.008	   65	   11,742	   1.174	   F(0)	   0.006	  

	  	   SB	   AM	   8,000	   7,677	   0.960	   E	   15	   7,692	   0.962	   E	   0.002	   13	   7,690	   0.961	   E	   0.002	  
	  	   	  	   PM	   8,000	   11,677	   1.460	   F(3)	   122	   11,799	   1.475	   F(3)	   0.015	   103	   11,780	   1.473	   F(3)	   0.013	  
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2-‐2	  	   A	  supplemental	  analysis,	  for	  informational	  purposes,	  was	  conducted	  at	  the	  US-‐101	  
southbound	  off-‐ramp	  at	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  per	  Caltrans’	  request.	  	  

New	  turning	  movement	  counts,	  which	  were	  conducted	  on	  Tuesday,	  October	  29,	  2013,	  
were	  compiled	  at	  the	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp/Los	  Angeles	  Street	  intersection.	  
Peak-‐period	  turning	  movement	  counts	  were	  collected	  between	  the	  hours	  of	  7	  a.m.	  and	  
9	  a.m.	  and	  4	  p.m.	  and	  6	  p.m.	  The	  highest	  four	  consecutive	  15-‐minute	  vehicle	  counts	  
during	  the	  two	  time	  periods	  were	  used	  to	  determine	  the	  peak-‐hour	  traffic	  volumes	  at	  
each	  intersection.	  The	  traffic	  count	  data	  sheets	  are	  provided	  in	  Appendix	  B	  of	  this	  Final	  
EIR.	  

Per	  the	  Caltrans	  Guide	  for	  the	  Preparation	  of	  Traffic	  Impact	  Studies,	  the	  Highway	  Capacity	  
Manual	  (HCM)	  methodology	  published	  by	  the	  Transportation	  Research	  Board	  (TRB)	  
was	  used	  to	  calculate	  the	  levels	  of	  service	  for	  the	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp/	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  intersection	  in	  this	  supplemental	  analysis.	  The	  HCM	  expresses	  levels	  
of	  service	  in	  terms	  of	  average	  delay	  (seconds	  per	  vehicle).	  

The	  existing	  and	  future	  conditions	  at	  the	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp/Los	  Angeles	  
Street	  study	  intersection	  are	  provided	  in	  the	  following	  tables.	  As	  shown	  on	  the	  tables,	  
the	  intersection	  is	  projected	  to	  operate	  at	  LOS	  C	  or	  better	  under	  all	  of	  the	  scenarios	  with	  
the	  exception	  of	  the	  future	  with-‐Project	  (Alternative	  B3)	  scenario.	  Under	  the	  future	  
with-‐Project	  (Alternative	  B3)	  scenario,	  the	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp/Los	  Angeles	  
Street	  study	  intersection	  is	  projected	  to	  operate	  at	  LOS	  D.	  It	  should	  be	  noted	  that	  with	  
TDM,	  the	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp/Los	  Angeles	  Street	  study	  intersection	  is	  
projected	  to	  have	  a	  delay	  of	  25.5	  seconds,	  which	  is	  just	  above	  the	  25-‐second	  threshold	  
for	  LOS	  C.	  

The	  existing	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp	  at	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  is	  approximately	  490	  
feet	  long,	  with	  two	  lanes	  that	  are	  325	  feet	  long.	  The	  US-‐101	  southbound	  off-‐ramp	  at	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  can	  accommodate	  approximately	  32	  vehicles,	  assuming	  an	  average	  
car	  length	  of	  25	  feet.	  As	  shown	  in	  the	  tables,	  the	  greatest	  queue	  occurred	  under	  the	  
future	  with-‐Project	  (Alternative	  B3)	  scenario	  in	  which	  the	  ramp	  had	  a	  total	  queue	  of	  14	  
to	  15	  vehicles	  (approximately	  seven	  vehicles	  per	  lane).	  

The	  queue	  worksheets	  are	  provided	  in	  Appendix	  C	  of	  this	  Final	  EIR.	  
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Existing	  plus-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B1	  

Study	  Intersection	   Analysis	  

Existing	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B1)	  

Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B1)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  off-‐ramp	  and	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	   Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   5.4	   A	   0.8	   A	   5.2	   A	   0.8	   A	  
Eastbound	  approach	  delay	   13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   15.4	   C	   9.3	   A	   15.1	   C	   9.2	   A	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  %tile	  (vehicle)*	   1.7	   0.2	   2.4	   0.3	   2.2	   0.3	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Existing	  plus-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B2	  

Study	  Intersection	   Analysis	  	  

Existing	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B2)	  

Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B2)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  off-‐ramp	  and	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	   Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   7.0	   A	   1.0	   A	   6.4	   A	   0.9	   A	  
Eastbound	  approach	  delay	   13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   18.1	   C	   9.5	   A	   17.1	   C	   9.4	   A	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  %tile	  (vehicle)*	   1.7	   0.2	   3.5	   0.4	   3.1	   0.4	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  

Existing	  plus-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B3	  	  

Study	  Intersection	   	  Analysis	  

Existing	  
Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	  

Existing	  plus	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	   V/C	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  off-‐ramp	  and	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	   Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   9.3	   A	   1.1	   A	   8.1	   A	   1.1	   A	  
Eastbound	  approach	  delay	   13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   22.4	   C	   9.6	   A	   20.1	   C	   9.6	   A	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  %tile	  (vehicle)*	   1.7	   0.2	   5.1	   0.5	   4.3	   0.5	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	   	  
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Future	  2018	  with-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B1	  

Study	  Intersection	   Analysis	  

Existing	  2012	   Future	  2018	  without	  Project	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  

(Alternative	  B1)	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B1)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  
off-‐ramp	  and	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  

Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   4.8	   A	   1.4	   A	   5.9	   A	   1.5	   A	   5.7	   A	   1.5	   A	  

Eastbound	  
approach	  delay	  

13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   15.9	   C	   10.0	   B	   18.1	   C	   10.1	   B	   17.6	   C	   10.1	   B	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  
%tile	  (vehicle)*	  

1.7	   0.2	   2.5	   0.6	   3.5	   0.7	   3.3	   0.7	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	  

Future	  2018	  with-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B2	  

Study	  Intersection	   	  Analysis	  

Existing	  2012	   Future	  2018	  without	  Project	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  

(Alternative	  B2)	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B2)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  
off-‐ramp	  and	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  

Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   4.8	   A	   1.4	   A	   7.9	   A	   1.6	   A	   7.2	   A	   1.6	   A	  

Eastbound	  
approach	  delay	  

13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   15.9	   C	   10.0	   B	   22.1	   C	   10.4	   B	   20.7	   C	   10.3	   B	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  
%tile	  (vehicle)*	  

1.7	   0.2	   2.5	   0.6	   5.0	   0.9	   4.5	   0.8	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	  
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Future	  2018	  with-‐Project	  Conditions,	  Alternative	  B3	  

Study	  Intersection	   	  Analysis	  

Existing	  2012	   Future	  2018	  without	  Project	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  

(Alternative	  B3)	  
Future	  2018	  with	  Project	  
(Alternative	  B3)	  with	  TDM	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

AM	  Peak	  
Hour	  

PM	  Peak	  	  
Hour	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

Delay	  
(sec)	   LOS	  

US-‐101	  eastbound	  
off-‐ramp	  and	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  

Average	  delay	   4.4	   A	   0.6	   A	   4.8	   A	   1.4	   A	   11.2	   B	   1.7	   A	   9.5	   A	   1.7	   A	  
Eastbound	  
approach	  delay	  

13.9	   B	   9.1	   A	   15.9	   C	   10.0	   B	   29.2	   D	   10.7	   B	   25.5	   D	   10.6	   B	  

	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	   	  	  

Queue	  95th	  
%tile	  (vehicle)*	  

1.7	   0.2	   2.5	   0.6	   7.3	   1.1	   6.2	   1.0	  

*	  Number	  of	  vehicles	  per	  lane.	  
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2-‐3	  	   The	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Community	  Plan	  for	  the	  Central	  City	  area	  documents	  general	  
plan	  projections	  to	  2010	  (page	  11-‐3	  of	  the	  Central	  City	  Community	  Plan).	  The	  2018	  
buildout	  year	  provided	  in	  the	  traffic	  analysis	  is	  beyond	  the	  horizon	  year	  of	  the	  Central	  
City	  Community	  Plan.	  Therefore,	  no	  additional	  analysis	  is	  needed.	  

2-‐4	  	   The	  Commute	  Options	  and	  Parking	  Office	  of	  the	  City’s	  Department	  of	  Personnel	  conduct	  
annual	  employee	  transportation	  surveys,	  as	  required	  by	  the	  South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  
Management	  District.	  	  These	  surveys	  can	  be	  used	  to	  monitor	  the	  success	  of	  TDM	  
programs	  and	  resultant	  effects	  on	  the	  freeway	  system.	  

2-‐5	  	   The	  City	  has	  not	  established	  a	  TIMP	  for	  the	  Civic	  Center	  area.	  	  Furthermore,	  due	  to	  the	  
complexity	  of	  TIMPs,	  it	  is	  not	  feasible	  to	  establish	  a	  TIMP	  within	  the	  time	  frame	  for	  this	  
project.	  
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Letter	  3	   South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District	  

Responses	  

3-‐1	  	   The	  City	  has	  constructed	  and	  operated	  buildings	  that	  are	  certified	  as	  LEED	  gold	  and	  
platinum,	  which	  is	  the	  highest	  LEED	  certification.	  	  The	  proposed	  project	  would	  be,	  at	  a	  
minimum,	  LEED	  silver	  certified.	  	  To	  achieve	  certification,	  all	  suggested	  measures	  in	  
Comment	  3-‐1	  will	  be	  considered	  for	  implementation.	  	  

	  3-‐2	  	   The	  South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  Management	  District	  requests	  written	  responses	  to	  the	  
comments	  contained	  in	  this	  letter.	  Pursuant	  to	  Section	  15088	  of	  the	  State	  CEQA	  
Guidelines,	  written	  responses	  to	  this	  agency’s	  comments	  will	  be	  provided	  prior	  to	  
certification	  of	  the	  Final	  EIR.	  	  
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Letter	  4	   County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department	  

Responses	  

4-‐1	   The	  comment	  that	  the	  project	  site	  is	  located	  entirely	  in	  the	  city	  of	  Los	  Angeles,	  which	  is	  
not	  a	  part	  of	  the	  emergency	  response	  area	  of	  the	  County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department	  
(also	  known	  as	  the	  Consolidated	  Fire	  Protection	  District	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  County)	  is	  
acknowledged.	  Page	  6-‐3	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  states	  that	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department	  
(LAFD)	  serves	  the	  project	  site.	  	  

4-‐2	   Page	  6-‐3	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  states	  that	  the	  LAFD	  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.	  	  

4-‐3	   The	  comment	  that	  the	  County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department’s	  Land	  Development	  Unit	  
appreciates	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  proposed	  project	  is	  acknowledged.	  	  

4-‐4	   The	  comment	  describing	  the	  statutory	  responsibilities	  of	  the	  County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  
Department’s	  Forestry	  Division	  is	  acknowledged.	  	  

4-‐5	   The	  comment	  that	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  addresses	  areas	  germane	  to	  the	  statutory	  
responsibilities	  of	  the	  County	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Fire	  Department’s	  Forestry	  Division	  is	  
acknowledged.	  	  

4-‐6	   The	  comment	  that	  the	  Health	  Hazardous	  Materials	  Division	  has	  no	  objections	  to	  the	  
proposed	  project	  is	  acknowledged.	  	  
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Letter	  5	   Los	  Angeles	  Conservancy	  

Responses	  

	  5-‐1	   The	  comment	  is	  a	  statement	  of	  appreciation	  for	  the	  opportunity	  to	  comment	  on	  the	  
Draft	  EIR.	  Further,	  the	  comment	  summarizes	  information	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  
urges	  the	  City	  to	  pursue	  an	  environmentally	  sensitive	  alternative.	  The	  comment	  does	  
not	  specifically	  comment	  on	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  included	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR;	  
therefore,	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

5-‐2	   The	  comment	  states	  the	  historical	  significance	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building.	  The	  comment	  
is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  and	  does	  not	  require	  a	  further	  response.	  

5-‐3	   The	  comment	  requests	  that	  the	  Final	  EIR	  include	  an	  alternative	  that	  avoids	  “major	  
impacts	  on	  cultural	  resources	  while	  achieving	  most	  of	  the	  project	  objectives.”	  The	  Draft	  
EIR	  includes	  Alternative	  B1,	  Rehabilitation	  Alternative,	  which	  would	  avoid	  most	  of	  the	  
potential	  impacts	  on	  historical	  resources	  while	  achieving	  many	  of	  the	  project	  objectives.	  
Alternative	  B1	  is	  the	  alternative	  that	  would	  preserve	  the	  existing	  building	  to	  the	  
greatest	  extent	  feasible.	  The	  commenter	  does	  not	  suggest	  an	  alternative	  that	  would	  
preserve	  the	  existing	  building	  to	  a	  greater	  extent	  than	  Alternative	  B1.	  	  

Although	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impacts	  would	  occur	  with	  implementation	  of	  
Alternative	  B1,	  it	  is	  identified	  as	  the	  environmentally	  superior	  alternative	  (page	  5-‐5	  of	  
the	  Draft	  EIR).	  Nonetheless,	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  acknowledges	  that	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  not	  
provide	  the	  optimal	  amount	  of	  floor	  area	  with	  respect	  to	  relocating	  City	  services.	  In	  
addition,	  the	  comment	  summarizes	  Draft	  EIR	  conclusions	  regarding	  the	  three	  build	  
alternatives.	  The	  commenter’s	  support	  of	  Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2	  is	  acknowledged.	  	  

5-‐4	   An	  assessment	  of	  the	  City’s	  space	  needs	  was	  conducted	  as	  part	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  
2009	  Strategic	  Real	  Estate	  Plan	  (Plan).	  	  That	  Plan	  concluded	  that	  a	  new	  office	  building	  
for	  the	  consolidation	  of	  City	  offices	  was	  needed	  in	  order	  to	  improve	  communication,	  
productivity,	  and	  synergy.	  	  As	  discussed	  therein,	  a	  500,000-‐	  to	  1,000,000-‐square-‐foot	  
building1	  on	  the	  Parker	  Center	  site	  would	  accommodate	  the	  long-‐term	  future	  needs	  of	  
the	  City.	  	  A	  500,000-‐square-‐foot	  building	  could	  include	  the	  Personnel	  Department,	  
Department	  of	  General	  Services,	  Office	  of	  Public	  Safety,	  ITA	  Channel	  35,	  LAPD	  Internal	  
Affairs,	  and	  City	  Attorney	  programs.	  	  A	  1,000,000-‐square-‐foot	  building	  would	  also	  
include	  all	  of	  the	  bureaus	  in	  the	  Department	  of	  Public	  Works.	  	  According	  to	  the	  Plan,	  the	  
advantages	  of	  constructing	  a	  new	  Civic	  Center	  office	  building	  include	  the	  following:	  

• Maximizes	  operating	  efficiencies	  through	  consolidation;	  

• Permits	  optimization	  of	  space	  standards	  and	  departmental	  agencies;	  

• Includes	  the	  planning	  of	  new	  space,	  thus	  improving	  productivity;	  

• Reduces	  in-‐house	  and	  consultant	  asset	  management	  expenses;	  

• Supports	  the	  creation	  of	  jobs	  through	  new	  construction;	  

• Is	  the	  closest	  location	  available	  within	  the	  City	  Hall/Civic	  Center	  complex;	  and	  

• Can	  provide	  a	  new	  image	  and	  focal	  point	  for	  the	  Civic	  Center,	  using	  creative	  design.	  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	   	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1	  	  Gross	  square	  feet.	  
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As	  shown	  in	  Table	  3-‐1	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  the	  Alternative	  B3	  has	  the	  most	  efficient	  use	  of	  
space.	  	  Based	  on	  the	  ratio	  of	  net	  to	  gross	  square	  feet,	  it	  appears	  that	  the	  alternative	  with	  
the	  most	  efficient	  use	  of	  space	  is	  Alternative	  B3.	  	  The	  ratio	  of	  gross	  to	  net	  square	  footage	  
for	  each	  alternative	  is	  the	  following:	  	  	  

• Alternative	  B1	  =	  174,331	  net	  square	  feet	  /	  319,048	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  55%	  

• Alternative	  B2	  =	  354,499	  net	  square	  feet	  /	  522,255	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  68%	  

• Alternative	  B3	  =	  588,240	  net	  square	  feet	  /	  753,730	  gross	  square	  feet	  =	  78%	  

With	  respect	  to	  the	  1,000,000-‐square-‐foot	  building	  identified	  in	  the	  Plan,	  the	  proposed	  
project	  contemplated	  the	  development	  of	  this	  size	  office	  building	  and	  mentioned	  it	  in	  
the	  Notice	  of	  Preparation,	  which	  was	  circulated	  for	  a	  30-‐day	  public	  review	  period	  on	  
May	  8,	  2012.	  	  The	  Notice	  of	  Preparation	  (Appendix	  A	  to	  the	  Draft	  EIR)	  described	  
Alternative	  B3	  as	  a	  new	  750,000	  to	  1,000,000-‐square-‐foot	  building.	  	  However,	  after	  
consideration	  of	  the	  space	  constraints	  and	  in	  an	  effort	  to	  reduce	  the	  potentially	  
significant	  impact	  on	  traffic,	  the	  City	  reduced	  the	  size	  of	  this	  alternative	  to	  750,000	  
square	  feet.	  	  	  

5-‐5	   The	  comment	  is	  supporting	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  finding	  that	  Alternative	  B1	  is	  the	  
environmentally	  superior	  alternative.	  As	  stated	  on	  page	  3-‐1	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  one	  of	  the	  
project	  objectives	  is	  to	  support	  the	  City’s	  sustainability	  initiatives	  by	  rehabilitating	  or	  
constructing	  a	  building	  that	  meets	  the	  City’s	  Green	  Building	  Code.	  	  Additionally,	  
demolition	  materials	  would	  be	  recycled	  under	  the	  proposed	  project.	  	  See	  Response	  to	  3-‐
1	  for	  discussion	  regarding	  LEED	  certification.	  

Regarding	  energy	  efficiency,	  the	  energy	  loss	  factor	  (i.e.,	  amount	  of	  energy	  lost	  in	  
transmission)	  on	  the	  existing	  building	  is	  high.	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  result	  in	  a	  loss	  of	  
nearly	  43%	  of	  its	  gross	  to	  net	  area,	  and	  Alternative	  B3	  would	  yield	  an	  18	  percent	  loss	  of	  
its	  gross	  to	  net	  area.	  	  The	  Parker	  Center	  building	  was	  designed	  and	  constructed	  with	  to	  
support	  a	  different	  function	  of	  special	  use	  spaces	  with	  shorter	  span	  column	  grids.	  One	  of	  
the	  primary	  ways	  to	  reduce	  a	  building’s	  energy	  use	  during	  design	  is	  to	  reduce	  the	  
amount	  of	  air-‐conditioned	  area.	  When	  looking	  at	  building	  planning	  metrics	  in	  this	  
example,	  the	  energy	  loss	  factor	  plays	  a	  strategic	  role	  because	  the	  higher	  the	  loss	  
percentage,	  the	  greater	  the	  overall	  gross	  floor	  area	  will	  be	  needed	  to	  satisfy	  the	  
building’s	  program	  requirements.	  

Using	  the	  Commercial	  Building	  Energy	  Consumption	  Survey’s	  (CBECS)	  Energy	  Use	  
Intensity	  (EUI)	  value	  for	  buildings	  greater	  than	  100,000	  square	  feet,	  we	  can	  estimate	  
that	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building	  would	  consume	  roughly	  105	  kilowatt	  hours	  
(kWh)	  of	  energy	  per	  square	  foot	  of	  gross	  floor	  area.	  	  However,	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  
only	  provide	  approximately	  one-‐third	  of	  the	  space	  required	  to	  meet	  the	  current	  City’s	  
requirements	  for	  its	  location.	  Three	  smaller	  buildings	  (to	  achieve	  750,000	  square	  feet	  
on	  multiple	  sites)	  would	  use	  more	  energy	  than	  a	  collocation	  strategy	  when	  accounting	  
for	  the	  increased	  efficiency	  of	  larger	  scale	  building	  infrastructure.	  With	  that	  in	  mind,	  the	  
existing	  building	  plus	  two	  more	  of	  the	  same	  size	  would	  potentially	  use	  a	  combined	  120	  
million	  kWhs	  each	  year	  while	  a	  single	  facility	  of	  roughly	  750,000	  square	  feet	  would	  only	  
expect	  to	  draw	  78	  million	  kWhs.	  This	  takes	  the	  energy	  loss	  factor	  of	  the	  existing	  building	  
into	  account	  compared	  to	  the	  Alternative	  B3.	  Note	  that	  Alternative	  B2	  would	  still	  
demand	  more	  annual	  kwhs	  than	  Alternative	  B3.	  
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5-‐6	   As	  discussed	  on	  pages	  4.9-‐9	  and	  4.9-‐10	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  construction	  of	  the	  build	  
alternatives	  would	  generate	  waste	  from	  demolition.	  The	  demolition	  waste	  would	  
include	  concrete,	  asphalt,	  vegetation,	  soil,	  rebar,	  and	  other	  similar	  materials.	  Because	  of	  
the	  less	  extensive	  construction	  activities	  proposed	  under	  Alternative	  B1,	  the	  amount	  of	  
construction	  and	  demolition	  waste	  would	  be	  considerably	  less	  than	  the	  amount	  
generated	  under	  Alternatives	  B2	  or	  B3,	  respectively.	  Even	  with	  the	  most	  extensive	  
construction	  activities	  (i.e.,	  Alternative	  B3),	  the	  amount	  of	  construction	  and	  demolition	  
waste	  could	  be	  accommodated	  by	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  nine	  solid	  waste	  facilities	  in	  Los	  
Angeles	  County	  that	  are	  permitted	  to	  accept	  more	  than	  1,000	  tons	  of	  solid	  waste	  per	  
day.	  Furthermore,	  given	  that	  City-‐certified	  construction	  and	  demolition	  waste	  
processors	  recycle	  at	  least	  70	  percent	  of	  their	  loads,	  the	  amount	  of	  solid	  waste	  that	  
reaches	  the	  landfill	  is	  much	  smaller	  than	  the	  amount	  that	  initially	  leaves	  the	  site.	  
Therefore,	  impacts	  related	  to	  solid	  waste	  disposal	  capacity	  would	  be	  less	  than	  
significant.	  Additionally,	  according	  to	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Construction	  and	  
Demolition	  Waste	  Recycling	  Ordinance,	  all	  haulers	  of	  construction	  and	  demolition	  waste	  
are	  required	  to	  obtain	  a	  permit	  from	  the	  Bureau	  of	  Sanitation	  and	  take	  their	  loads	  only	  
to	  city-‐certified	  construction	  and	  demolition	  processing	  facilities.	  The	  construction	  
contractor	  would	  comply	  with	  this	  and	  any	  other	  applicable	  regulations	  related	  to	  solid	  
waste.	  Therefore,	  impacts	  related	  to	  compliance	  with	  solid	  waste	  regulations	  would	  be	  
less	  than	  significant.	  	  

As	  also	  discussed	  on	  page	  4.9-‐10	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  during	  construction	  of	  the	  build	  
alternatives,	  short-‐term	  energy	  consumption	  would	  result	  primarily	  from	  the	  
manufacture	  of	  construction	  materials,	  the	  use	  of	  petroleum	  fuels	  by	  construction	  
equipment,	  construction	  workers’	  motor	  vehicles	  traveling	  to	  and	  from	  the	  site,	  and	  
trucks	  delivering	  materials	  or	  removing	  debris.	  Construction	  would	  occur	  over	  an	  
approximate	  18-‐	  to	  24-‐month	  period.	  Thus,	  energy	  consumption	  during	  the	  
construction	  period	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  would	  be	  finite	  and	  limited	  and	  would	  have	  
a	  less-‐than-‐significant	  impact	  on	  area	  energy	  supplies.	  	  

5-‐7	   See	  Response	  5-‐5	  regarding	  the	  ability	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  to	  comply	  with	  the	  City’s	  
Green	  Building	  Code,	  energy	  efficiency,	  and	  the	  City’s	  sustainability	  objective	  for	  the	  
proposed	  project.	  	  	  

5-‐8	   The	  build	  alternatives	  analyzed	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  include	  a	  variety	  of	  options,	  including	  
rehabilitation,	  partial	  demolition,	  and	  full	  demolition.	  Environmental	  impacts	  and	  
associated	  mitigation	  measures	  have	  been	  identified	  for	  each	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  
throughout	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  State	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  Section	  15093	  (a)	  describes	  the	  lead	  
agency’s	  responsibility	  when	  preparing	  a	  Statement	  of	  Overriding	  Consideration	  as	  
follows:	  

CEQA	  requires	  the	  decision-‐making	  agency	  to	  balance,	  as	  applicable,	  the	  economic,	  
legal,	  social,	  technological,	  or	  other	  benefits	  of	  a	  proposed	  project	  against	  its	  
unavoidable	  environmental	  risks	  when	  determining	  whether	  to	  approve	  the	  project.	  If	  
the	  specific	  economic,	  legal,	  social,	  technological,	  or	  other	  benefits	  of	  a	  proposed	  
project	  outweigh	  the	  unavoidable	  adverse	  environmental	  effects,	  the	  adverse	  
environmental	  effects	  may	  be	  considered	  “acceptable.”	  
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It	  is	  the	  lead	  agency’s	  responsibility	  to	  provide	  substantial	  evidence	  in	  the	  record	  (e.g.,	  
in	  the	  EIR)	  to	  support	  its	  action	  (State	  CEQA	  Guidelines	  Section	  15093(b)).	  CEQA	  does	  
not	  require	  that	  a	  public	  agency	  deny	  approval	  of	  a	  project	  with	  significant	  effects	  on	  the	  
environment.	  Furthermore,	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  Section	  21002	  states	  that	  “in	  the	  
event	  specific	  economic,	  social,	  or	  other	  conditions	  make	  infeasible	  such	  project	  
alternatives	  or	  such	  mitigation	  measures,	  individual	  project	  may	  be	  approved	  in	  spite	  of	  
one	  or	  more	  significant	  effects	  thereof.”	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  Section	  21002.1(c)	  states	  
that	  “if	  economic,	  social,	  or	  other	  conditions	  make	  it	  infeasible	  to	  mitigate	  one	  or	  more	  
significant	  effects	  on	  the	  environment	  of	  the	  project,	  the	  project	  may	  nonetheless	  be	  
carried	  out	  or	  approved	  at	  the	  discretion	  of	  a	  public	  agency	  if	  the	  project	  is	  otherwise	  
permissible	  under	  applicable	  laws	  and	  regulations.”	  	  

5-‐9	   The	  Draft	  EIR	  addressed	  the	  cumulative	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  within	  a	  study	  
area,	  including	  but	  not	  limited	  to,	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Civic	  Center	  Historic	  District.	  There	  
are	  18	  contributors	  to	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Civic	  Center	  Historic	  District;	  15	  of	  these	  
contributors,	  including	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building,	  are	  mid-‐century	  modern	  historical	  
resources.	  The	  demolition	  of	  the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  building	  under	  Alternative	  B3	  
would	  be	  a	  significant	  and	  unavoidable	  impact	  on	  Parker	  Center	  and	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  
Civic	  Center	  Historic	  District,	  both	  of	  which	  are	  historical	  resources	  under	  CEQA.	  
However,	  because	  no	  known	  related	  projects	  are	  proposing	  demolition	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  
Civic	  Center	  Historic	  District	  contributors	  in	  addition	  to	  the	  proposed	  demotion	  of	  the	  
Parker	  Center	  building	  under	  Alternative	  B3,	  cumulatively	  considerable	  impacts	  under	  
CEQA	  on	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Civic	  Center	  Historic	  District	  are	  not	  forecast.	  

5-‐10	   See	  Responses	  5-‐4	  and	  5-‐5.	  

5-‐11	  	   Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2	  would	  be	  constructed	  in	  compliance	  with	  the	  California	  Building	  
Code	  and	  the	  Los	  Angeles	  Building	  Code,	  including	  fire/life	  safety	  features.	  Furthermore,	  
the	  California	  Historical	  Building	  Code	  (CHBC)	  would	  be	  applied	  to	  the	  implementation	  
of	  Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2.	  Section	  8-‐101.2	  of	  the	  CHBC	  states	  that	  “the	  CHBC	  requires	  
enforcing	  agencies	  to	  accept	  solutions	  that	  are	  reasonably	  equivalent	  to	  the	  regular	  code	  
(as	  defined	  in	  Chapter	  8-‐2)	  when	  dealing	  with	  qualified	  historical	  buildings	  or	  
properties.”	  The	  determination	  of	  “reasonably	  equivalent	  to	  the	  regular	  code”	  may	  be	  
interpreted	  as	  somewhat	  less	  than	  full	  and	  complete	  compliance.	  This	  is	  not	  implying	  
that	  renovated	  buildings	  are	  unsafe	  but	  that	  entirely	  new	  construction	  may	  afford	  some	  
level	  of	  additional	  safety,	  in	  full	  compliance	  with	  code	  requirements.	  

5-‐12	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  an	  opinion	  of	  support	  for	  Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2.	  The	  comment	  
is	  hereby	  acknowledged.	  The	  Draft	  EIR	  identified	  environmental	  impacts	  and	  associated	  
mitigation	  measures	  for	  a	  broad	  range	  of	  alternatives.	  A	  comparison	  of	  alternatives	  and	  
their	  impacts	  under	  each	  environmental	  resource	  area	  is	  presented	  in	  Table	  5-‐1	  of	  the	  
Draft	  EIR	  (see	  pages	  5-‐3	  through	  5-‐5	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR).	  
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Letter	  6	   Ms.	  Joyce	  Dillard	  (Individual)	  

Responses	  

6-‐1	  	   As	  discussed	  on	  pages	  4.3-‐13	  through	  4.3-‐23	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  the	  Parker	  Center	  
building	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  historical	  resource	  under	  CEQA.	  The	  historical	  resource	  
impacts	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  are	  presented	  throughout	  Section	  4.3	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  	  

6-‐2	   Section	  4.1.2	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  states	  that	  “the	  project	  area	  is	  within	  the	  Civic	  Center	  and	  
abuts	  the	  Little	  Tokyo	  neighborhood.”	  This	  section	  discusses	  the	  surrounding	  area,	  
which	  includes	  tourist	  attractions,	  such	  as	  Little	  Tokyo	  the	  Music	  Center,	  and	  several	  
other	  destinations.	  The	  commenter	  is	  correct	  that	  CEQA	  does	  not	  require	  an	  analysis	  of	  
the	  economic	  impacts	  of	  the	  proposed	  project	  on	  tourism.	  Therefore,	  no	  further	  
response	  is	  required.	  

6-‐3	   See	  Responses	  5-‐9	  and	  6-‐1.	  	  

6-‐4	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  a	  preference	  for	  Alternative	  B1.	  Design	  of	  the	  alternatives,	  
including	  the	  proposed	  tunnel,	  would	  comply	  with	  City	  public	  safety	  guidelines,	  
regulations,	  and	  policies.	  Additionally,	  as	  stated	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  the	  project	  
alternatives	  would	  provide	  required	  emergency	  access	  in	  accordance	  with	  City	  
requirements.	  Therefore,	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  inadequate	  
emergency	  access.	  Chapter	  3.0,	  Project	  Description	  (page	  3-‐6),	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  
indicates	  that	  fire/life	  safety	  improvements	  would	  include	  new	  fire	  sprinklers	  and	  fire	  
alarm	  systems	  under	  Alternative	  B1.	  

6-‐5	  	   The	  Draft	  EIR	  discusses	  proposed	  vehicular	  access	  to	  the	  project	  site	  under	  each	  of	  the	  
build	  alternatives	  as	  well	  as	  current	  access	  to	  the	  project	  site.	  Bicycle	  access	  is	  also	  
discussed.	  As	  stated	  in	  Response	  6-‐4,	  the	  project	  alternatives	  would	  provide	  required	  
emergency	  access	  in	  accordance	  with	  City	  requirements.	  Therefore,	  the	  project	  would	  
not	  result	  in	  inadequate	  emergency	  access.	  	  

With	  respect	  to	  the	  relocation	  of	  city	  services,	  see	  Response	  5-‐4.	  

6-‐6	  	   The	  Draft	  EIR	  includes	  figures	  on	  pages	  3-‐7,	  3-‐9,	  and	  3-‐11	  depicting	  each	  of	  the	  build	  
alternatives.	  These	  figures	  show	  surrounding	  uses,	  including	  the	  Japanese	  American	  
National	  Museum	  and	  the	  Museum	  of	  Contemporary	  Art.	  A	  dotted	  line	  is	  used	  in	  each	  of	  
the	  figures	  to	  distinguish	  the	  project	  site	  from	  the	  surrounding	  uses.	  	  

6-‐7	  	   As	  stated	  on	  page	  4.5-‐6	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  no	  methane	  was	  detected	  during	  subsurface	  
field	  exploration	  on	  the	  project	  site.	  However,	  the	  entire	  Parker	  Center	  site	  is	  located	  
within	  a	  methane	  buffer	  zone.	  Construction	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  would	  comply	  
with	  all	  applicable	  local	  regulations,	  including	  those	  related	  to	  methane,	  as	  specified	  in	  
the	  Division	  71	  of	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Building	  Code,	  to	  avoid	  any	  impacts	  
associated	  with	  methane	  seepage	  (see	  page	  4.5-‐10	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR).	  

6-‐8	  	   The	  Draft	  EIR	  (page	  6-‐3)	  states	  that,	  pursuant	  to	  communications	  with	  the	  LAFD,	  fire	  
protection	  of	  the	  project	  site	  is	  adequate,	  and	  no	  additional	  fire	  protection	  equipment	  
or	  personnel	  would	  be	  required	  with	  project	  implementation.	  The	  proposed	  project	  
would	  not	  require	  the	  expansion	  of	  existing	  fire	  protection	  facilities	  or	  the	  
development	  of	  new	  facilities.	  As	  such,	  the	  project	  would	  not	  result	  in	  substantial	  
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impacts	  associated	  with	  the	  provision	  of	  new	  or	  physically	  altered	  facilities.	  Appendix	  E	  
of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  provides	  LAFD	  responses	  to	  questions	  regarding	  the	  proposed	  project.	  
Section	  6.1.4.1	  (page	  6-‐2)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  discusses	  impacts	  related	  to	  police	  services.	  
Section	  4.2	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  discusses	  air	  quality	  impacts	  anticipated	  to	  occur	  under	  the	  
build	  alternatives.	  

6-‐9	  	   As	  discussed	  on	  page	  6-‐4	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  the	  proposed	  project	  would	  result	  in	  less-‐
than-‐significant	  impacts	  on	  water	  quality	  during	  construction.	  Construction	  of	  the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  be	  required	  to	  meet	  the	  National	  Pollutant	  Discharge	  
Elimination	  System	  (NPDES)	  requirements	  for	  stormwater	  quality.	  The	  contractor	  
would	  also	  be	  required	  to	  implement	  best	  management	  practices	  (BMPs)	  for	  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	  operation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project,	  a	  Standard	  Urban	  Stormwater	  
Mitigation	  Plan	  (SUSMP)	  would	  be	  implemented	  to	  ensure	  that	  potential	  impacts	  
associated	  with	  water	  quality	  would	  be	  less	  than	  significant.	  Furthermore,	  the	  
proposed	  project	  would	  not	  include	  industrial	  discharge	  to	  any	  public	  water	  system.	  
With	  appropriate	  project	  design	  and	  compliance	  with	  applicable	  federal,	  state,	  and	  
local	  regulations,	  code	  requirements,	  and	  permit	  provisions,	  a	  less-‐than-‐significant	  
impact	  would	  occur	  

6-‐10	   Hydrology	  and	  water	  quality	  impacts	  would	  be	  less	  than	  significant	  under	  the	  build	  
alternatives,	  as	  discussed	  in	  Section	  6.1.6	  (pages	  6-‐3	  and	  6-‐4)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  As	  
discussed	  therein,	  no	  mitigation	  measures	  are	  required.	  	  
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Letter	  7	   Public	  Meeting	  Written	  Comments	  

Responses	  

Chris	  Aihara,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  

7-‐1	   Section	  4.7	  (Land	  Use)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  discusses	  connectivity	  to	  surrounding	  
neighborhoods	  and	  the	  extent	  to	  which	  existing	  neighborhoods,	  communities,	  or	  land	  
uses	  would	  be	  disrupted,	  divided,	  or	  isolated.	  It	  also	  discusses	  the	  duration	  of	  
disruptions	  that	  could	  result	  from	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  project.	  As	  
discussed	  therein,	  no	  impacts	  with	  respect	  to	  community	  disruption	  would	  occur	  
under	  any	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  	  

James	  Okazaki,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  

7-‐2	   For	  purposes	  of	  this	  response,	  it	  is	  assumed	  that	  “improvements	  on	  the	  street-‐side”	  
refer	  to	  available	  commercial	  space	  that	  is	  accessible	  from	  exterior	  public	  areas.	  Each	  
build	  alternative	  has	  some	  commercial	  space	  that	  is	  accessible	  to	  the	  public.	  However,	  
Alternative	  B3	  has	  the	  greatest	  amount	  of	  commercial	  space	  (approximately	  22,970	  
square	  feet).	  

7-‐3	  	   The	  process	  by	  which	  the	  City	  identifies	  project	  financing	  will	  occur	  after	  the	  
environmental	  process	  is	  complete.	  As	  such,	  project	  financing	  has	  not	  yet	  been	  
determined.	  Nonetheless,	  the	  identification	  of	  project	  funding	  is	  not	  relevant	  to	  the	  
environmental	  process,	  and	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

7-‐4	  	   The	  setbacks	  for	  each	  alternative	  are	  the	  following:	  
	  

Build	  
Alternative	  

Setback	  along	  	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  

Setback	  along	  Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street	  
(at	  closest	  point)	  

B1	   80	  feet	   20	  feet	  
B2	   80	  feet	   On	  property	  line	  
B3	   60	  feet	   20	  feet	  

Source:	  Tetra	  IBI,	  2013.	  
	  

7-‐5	  	   As	  shown	  in	  Table	  3-‐12	  on	  page	  3-‐12	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  of	  the	  three	  build	  alternatives,	  
Alternative	  B3	  would	  include	  the	  most	  parking	  spaces	  (approximately	  1,173	  spaces).	  
Alternative	  B2	  would	  include	  approximately	  328	  spaces,	  and	  Alternative	  B1	  would	  
include	  approximately	  137	  spaces.	  	  

7-‐6	   Proposed	  access	  under	  the	  build	  alternatives	  is	  depicted	  in	  Figures	  3-‐4	  through	  3-‐6	  on	  
pages	  3-‐7,	  3-‐9,	  and	  3-‐11of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  Access	  would	  be	  provided	  from	  Judge	  John	  
Aiso	  Street	  under	  Alternatives	  B1,	  B2,	  and	  B3.	  Vehicular	  access	  would	  not	  be	  provided	  
from	  all	  four	  streets.	  



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

	  
Chapter	  3.	  Responses	  to	  Comments	  

	  

	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  Civic	  Building	  Project	  
Final	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	   3-‐24	   June	  2014	  

BOE/ICF	  00024.10	  
	  

Craig	  Ishii,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  

7-‐7	  	   The	  comment	  describing	  the	  mission	  of	  the	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  and	  its	  
“Sustainable	  Little	  Tokyo”	  project	  is	  acknowledged.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  
the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

As	  required	  by	  the	  State	  CEQA	  Guidelines,	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  identified	  related	  projects	  in	  
Chapter	  3.0	  (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	  3-‐2,	  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	  located	  within	  
an	  approximate	  2-‐mile	  radius	  of	  the	  project	  site.	  The	  locations	  of	  the	  related	  projects	  
are	  depicted	  in	  Figure	  3-‐7,	  Related	  Projects	  Map,	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  

Kristen	  Fukushim,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  

7-‐8	   The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  
Draft	  EIR.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  
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1     Los Angeles, California, Tuesday, October 15, 2013

2                         6:05 p.m.

3

4

5      MR. PENROSE:  Good evening, everyone.  I'm Jerry 

6 Penrose with Tetra IBI Group.  We're the consultant 

7 project engineering firm that's been commissioned by the 

8 City to develop the concept, design, and the EIR document 

9 for the Los Angeles Street Civic Center Building, and so 

10 tonight is the public meeting and we are going to start 

11 off by giving you an overview of the project, and next 

12 the representatives from the City will give a little bit 

13 of an introduction relative to their goals of the 

14 project, and then we'll have a description of the EIR 

15 process and what that's about and then have a question 

16 period.  So that's pretty much our format.  

17          We also have -- if any of you would like to 

18 speak, we have speaker cards that you can fill out and we 

19 also have comment flyers that you can take and fill out 

20 as well.  And there's a sign-in sheet, so be sure, if you 

21 haven't already, to do that.  

22          So what I'd like to do to start off is introduce 

23 Mahmood Karimzadeh, who is the principal architect with 

24 the City of Los Angeles and he'll give a brief 

25 introduction about what the goals of the project are 
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1 about.  

2      MR. KARIMZADEH:  Good evening, everybody.  Again, my 

3 name is Mahmood Karimzadeh.  I'm the City's principal 

4 architect here with the City from Department of Public 

5 Works.  I'm glad to see you all this afternoon.  

6          As you know, the Parker Center building has been 

7 evacuated now.  The Police Department are no longer there 

8 since maybe four or five, six, seven years ago, and the 

9 last division of the Police Department who was there, the 

10 Science Investigation Division, was out last year.  

11          So the building is completely empty right now.  

12 Maybe there is some equipment still there, but it's 

13 boarded up.  So we need to do something to it.  

14          This process is what we are going to get the 

15 answer to, what to do with the building; and what is 

16 certain is the options we have.  Jerry is going to go 

17 through those options in detail, but the other things 

18 that we have definitely is what we're going to use the 

19 building for.  Either the new building is built is an 

20 option we have or the retrofit of the existing building 

21 or the hybrid option.  

22          We're going to use it for the City staff and 

23 services.  One of the reasons that the City thinks that 

24 that would be very beneficial is because some of the City 

25 offices are scattered around the Civic Center and it's 



7

1 not an efficient way of doing business since the staff 

2 have to go back and forth between City Hall and their 

3 offices so much.  That's one.  

4          The other reason is some of the -- maybe some of 

5 the City buildings which are on lease now, offices around 

6 the Civic Center that the City has leased in order to 

7 house their staff to provide services to the community, 

8 also are going to be housed in the new building or the 

9 existing retrofitted building.  

10          So those are the things that we know about the 

11 options that we have and also the use of the building 

12 that we have, and we hope through this process we can 

13 answer those questions that you might have as a 

14 community, that you might have for building L.A.'s future 

15 or the desire that you may have for the design of the 

16 future.  We try to answer those, to address and answer 

17 those questions that you have and those concerns that you 

18 might have and go through the process.  

19          What we think is hopefully sometime maybe late 

20 in the spring next year of 2014 or early summer next year 

21 of 2014 that this process will be finalized through the 

22 community meetings are now and everything else, and we 

23 will learn about this process later, and through this 

24 process, it will be established by the City council at 

25 the end and we think after that the City will probably 
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1 have to think about other logistics in order to go about 

2 the preferred option for this building.  

3          I don't know exactly the time line, but I guess 

4 that it would be probably after that -- after that day, 

5 it would be probably a five-year project in order to see 

6 what is going to be placed in there and what is going to 

7 happen there.  So hopefully if everything falls in place, 

8 we are going to have something there that could be 

9 useable in five years starting from next year 2014.  

10          So with that, I'm going to give it back to Jerry 

11 to go through the details of the options that we have.

12      MR. PENROSE:  Thank you.  

13          Let me start off, and hopefully all of you can 

14 see our exhibition boards okay.  If not, I can scoot them 

15 closer.  

16          To start off site wise, just to orient you, we 

17 have Los Angeles Street, Judge Aiso, Temple, and First.  

18 It bounds the overall property that the old Parker 

19 Center -- and I'll refer to it as the old Parker Center 

20 'cause, again, this project is called the Los Angeles 

21 Street Civic Building Project.  

22          The project does not take the entire block.  It 

23 really is defined just outside the perimeter of the 

24 building itself, as you have the 911 facility, the 

25 parking structure, a parking area, and the Metro 



9

1 Detention Center area that really fill up the balance of 

2 the block and so this board is to help you with the 

3 illustration when we talk about the three concepts.  

4          There are three alternatives that are being 

5 given consideration that are new.  There are actually -- 

6 in the EIR, there are four alternatives and Alternative 1 

7 is no project and that is the building sits as it is and 

8 nothing is done.  What we're primarily presenting tonight 

9 is the three alternatives that would deal with the 

10 existing facility and site.  

11          So Alternative B1 is the restoration of the 

12 existing Parker Center facility and it's approximately a 

13 319,000 square feet gross building area and the initial 

14 plan would be to do a complete seismic upgrade, new 

15 infrastructure upgrade to bring the building to be fully 

16 safe with current codes, and then it would be utilized 

17 for City department offices.  

18          The site redevelopment would be the general area 

19 in front to Los Angeles Street and a portion behind the 

20 building off of Judge Aiso.  There would be some 

21 underground parking, approximately I think 179 stalls 

22 that would be provided, and those would access off of 

23 Judge Aiso.  And so the former Detention Center area as 

24 well as the overall area of the police facility would be 

25 retrofitted for office use.  
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1          Parker Center has been identified as an eligible 

2 historic building and as such, any improvements that are 

3 done have to be done to comply with the Secretary of the 

4 Interior's standards for the upgrade of historic 

5 structures, so that would be -- that will be an important 

6 issue relative to this particular option.  

7          The next alternative, which is Alternative B2, 

8 would be to preserve a major portion of Parker Center, 

9 approximately 260,000 square feet of the 319-, and 

10 demolish the former Detention Center and build a new 

11 addition which would be adjacent that we would connect to 

12 the building, but it would be built separately so that 

13 the buildings only touch where there would be a 

14 connection at the various floor levels.  This would 

15 provide a total of 522,000 gross square feet for use 

16 within the building.  

17          With the demolition of the Detention Center 

18 portion, there would be available land to build 

19 additional levels of underground parking so that we would 

20 increase the number of stalls.  The actual number of 

21 proposed parking stalls or spaces that would be on-site 

22 is approximately 328 and that also would access from 

23 Judge Aiso.  

24          I wanted to go back for a moment and point out 

25 that the existing facility does have some minor parking 
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1 that has access from Los Angeles Street.  That would 

2 be -- on all three alternatives, that would be closed 

3 off.  The vehicular access would only be from Judge Aiso.  

4          The plan -- this particular building addition 

5 would be approximately in line with the height of the 

6 Parker Center building as it exists.  

7          One common theme that -- in looking at the 

8 concepts and the idea is to -- in all of the alternatives 

9 is to try and develop a pathway and public zone that 

10 would connect both the City Hall, City Hall East, and the 

11 mall, and that would come through and then would allow 

12 connectivity here (indicating) for all of the future 

13 developments that will take place in Little Tokyo, and 

14 that varies because of existing building versus new 

15 building and how that configuration would work, but the 

16 goal is to try to achieve that with all of the 

17 alternatives.  

18          The Alternative B3 would do a complete 

19 demolition of the existing Parker Center facility and it 

20 would build a new government office building that would 

21 be approximately 750,000 square feet and it would have 

22 underground parking below the tower building, and the 

23 parking count is approximately 1173 parking spaces 

24 that -- and this would go down approximately four levels 

25 below and, again, access to and from parking would be off 
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1 of Judge Aiso.  

2          The dotted line that is shown here (indicating) 

3 is identifying the areas within this zone that a new 

4 building may be constructed; however, there is 

5 consideration to its proximity to the Metro Detention 

6 Center and as well as to the 911 Call Center in regard to 

7 that.  So they're -- we're at this point proposing 

8 flexibility to allow for a determination when -- if this 

9 were to be the selected alternative, to do either it 

10 could be a single building or it could be multiple 

11 side-by-side buildings, but they would have -- they would 

12 be within a certain zone on the site.  

13          And as I was mentioning the connectivity, this 

14 particular scheme would have public area and access that 

15 would come through so that the building would go over 

16 that and upper stairways to allow the public space.  

17          And I think that's a summary of what is proposed 

18 for the various concepts, so we can certainly get into 

19 any questions and answers after I have Paulette from ICF 

20 give you an overview of the EIR process.  

21          So Paulette Franco.

22      MS. FRANCO:  Thank you.  

23          Thank you, Jerry.  I'm from ICF.  We're an 

24 environmental consultant and we worked on the EIR, the 

25 Environmental Impact Report, with the City.  The City's 
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1 Bureau of Engineering is the lead agency and the EIR was 

2 prepared as required by the California Environmental 

3 Quality Act.  

4          So I just want to give an overview of where we 

5 are in the process and then we'll open it up for public 

6 comment.  

7          The process started with a Notice of 

8 Preparation, with the Draft EIR which was published last 

9 May, and we had a Scoping Meeting here in this room at 

10 that time and received comments on what the public would 

11 want to see in the Draft EIR, and then we prepared the 

12 Draft EIR and addressed all of those concerns in the 

13 Draft EIR.  

14          The Draft EIR was published and all of you 

15 should have received the Notice of Availability.  It was 

16 sent out on September 5th, which started a 45-day period 

17 of public review, and that review period ends 

18 September 21st (sic), which is next week.  

19      MR. KARIMZADEH:  October.

20      MS. FRANCO:  I'm sorry.  October.  We're in October.  

21 I'm a month off.  October 21st.  Thank you, Mahmood.  

22          It started 45 days, September 5th to 

23 October 21st.  So all of the public comments should be 

24 submitted to Jim Doty, the Environmental Affairs Officer 

25 with the Bureau of Engineering, and his address is on the 
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1 Notice of Availability.  There are copies on the table if 

2 anyone needs a copy.  Hopefully you have one also.  

3          The information is also on the Bureau of 

4 Engineering website, as well as a copy of the Draft EIR 

5 and all the technical support and documentation that goes 

6 along with it.  

7          So once we've received all of those comments on 

8 what you like in the EIR, what you don't like in the EIR, 

9 any questions or concerns, if you prefer one alternative 

10 or another, we would like to hear that.  After we receive 

11 all of those comments, we will respond in writing to each 

12 of those comments, but those responses then will be 

13 compiled into a Final Environmental Impact Report and 

14 then that will be again made available to the public and 

15 will be published on the Bureau of Engineering website.  

16          So that in general is how the process works.  

17 And in addition to providing those written comments, we 

18 have a court reporter here tonight.  She can take verbal 

19 comments.  So if you have verbal comments, to make it 

20 easier for her, if you could, fill out a comment card 

21 with your name so she can record your name on it and 

22 information.  That way, we can make sure we are 

23 responding in our Final EIR.  

24          Does anybody need a card at this time to fill 

25 out or do all of you have it?  
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1          So with that said, do any of you have questions 

2 about the process before we open it up for comments?  

3      MR. WATANABE:  I wasn't sure what he said about the 

4 Parker Center building itself.  

5          Did you say that is designated as a historic 

6 building?  

7      MR. PENROSE:  It has been identified as eligible -- 

8      MR. WATANABE:  Eligible.

9      MR. PENROSE:  -- for a designation as a historic 

10 building.

11      MR. WATANABE:  But it's not been registered.

12      MR. PENROSE:  It's not -- it's not currently on a 

13 list yet such as being the City Hall.  

14      MR. WATANABE:  I saw somewhere before that the inside 

15 of the building -- something was somewhere that there are 

16 art pieces of the --

17      MR. PENROSE:  Yes.  There are art pieces that have 

18 been developed that were part of the original building 

19 and those -- those would -- in an alternative where the 

20 building were not to be kept, such as Alternative 3, 

21 those art pieces would be removed.  They would not be 

22 demolished, and they definitely are part of the 

23 original -- they're not part of the historic fabric of 

24 the building, but they're part of the original character 

25 of the building and have been identified themselves.
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1      MR. WATANABE:  So that means complete demolition is 

2 possible.  Okay.

3      MR. PENROSE:  Of the building.

4      MR. WATANABE:  And it can be moved.

5      MR. PENROSE:  Those can be removed, yes.  

6      MR. WATANABE:  Okay.

7      MR. PENROSE:  And that is identified.

8      MS. FRANCO:  Yeah.  That would be the Alternative 3, 

9 Alternative B3.  B just stands for "build" because we 

10 have a No Project, a No Build Project.  So that would be 

11 the third build project, Build 3.  That would be the 

12 demolition of the project, but there are those art pieces 

13 that would be able to be saved and that's discussed in 

14 the EIR if you want to read it.  I would encourage 

15 everybody to read as much as they would like.  We do have 

16 a section that has historic resources, the building 

17 itself and all the features within the building.

18      MR. YAMAGUCHI:  Actually, two questions.  The No 

19 Build option means that the building will stay empty?  

20      MS. FRANCO:  Yeah.  So that's kind of a weird thing, 

21 it might sound like, because the building is empty now, 

22 but it's required under CEQA, under the California 

23 Environmental Quality Act, that we look at a No Project 

24 alternative.  So it's one of those things that is 

25 required so the decision-maker can see the range of 
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1 options that could happen.  So what would happen to the 

2 property if this project did not move forward under any 

3 other alternatives?  It's something that's required as 

4 State law.  That's why it's there.  I mean, it's a bit 

5 odd in this particular situation, meaning that the 

6 building is mostly vacant.

7      MR. LOWE:  And, you know, I don't remember getting an 

8 e-mail about the availability of the EIR, so I haven't 

9 seen it yet so this question may be way off base, but 

10 when do you actually look at like cost comparisons 

11 between B1, B2, B3, and the need for additional City 

12 office space?  

13          The reason why I ask that question is I remember 

14 when Mayor Riordan was mayor and they were going to build 

15 a City Hall expansion at First Street, that block to the 

16 east of this current site, the mayor nixed it saying, We 

17 don't need it and we're going to save the money.  So that 

18 project never went ahead.  

19          So I guess my question would be, do we really 

20 need additional City Hall space and when do you compare 

21 the cost of doing B1 versus B2 versus B3?  

22      MS. FRANCO:  That's a great question.  

23          So the cost considerations are not part of the 

24 EIR.

25      MR. LOWE:  Okay.
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1      MS. FRANCO:  That is -- it's just not part of the 

2 environmental process, but it is part of the City 

3 process.  So I can't speak to that, but Mahmood can 

4 certainly speak to that.

5      MR. KARIMZADEH:  Yeah.  Let me.  That's a very good 

6 question.  Actually, this Parker Center wouldn't be as 

7 costly a project except that Option Number 1 and the 

8 three other options would not add square footage to the 

9 City facilities.  It would be replacing.  That means 

10 staff of 200 or 300 that are now in government buildings.  

11          For example, the government building at 7th 

12 Street and then three blocks all this way, they're going 

13 to move to this building.  Not only does the City 

14 eliminate the lease of space, but also it will provide 

15 them with the space to provide their services close to 

16 the City Hall.  

17          Now, that has two good things that can happen.  

18 One is elimination of leased space which never is good in 

19 the long term; the short term maybe.  Long term they are 

20 always paying leases which is a lot of money, but the 

21 other benefit from that is a lot of people who are doing 

22 business on those locations have to one way or the other 

23 come also to City Hall or the City offices.  Now, not 

24 only does staff have a better chance to provide services 

25 because they're closer to City offices, but also Public 
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1 Works staff, this organization, also can do all of their 

2 own businesses at one place at one time rather than going 

3 back and forth between many buildings.  

4          For example, the Public Works building at 

5 201 Broadway provides some services to the public.  At 

6 the same time, the public goes there and has to make a 

7 trip to City Hall because other services are at 

8 City Hall.  In terms of cost, I know Paulette said there 

9 is no cost estimation into the EIR process; however, the 

10 City is looking at these building costs very closely.  

11          One is the cost of the building.  The other is 

12 the efficiency that it provides, because you can spend a 

13 lower money and get lower benefits.  You get more money, 

14 more benefits.  You have to see which ratio is bigger or 

15 larger in terms of efficiency of how much you get for the 

16 buck.  

17          From that, if this -- we believe that the City 

18 also has provided some cost analyses that we have.  

19 Option Number 1, B1, that is providing the complete 

20 retrofit to the existing facility with no demolition, no 

21 major modification I should say, because there might be 

22 some small things here and there that has to be fixed, 

23 but basically it will stay the same and we will provide a 

24 complete retrofit.  That means making the whole facility 

25 to comply with the current codes.  That cost is 
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1 identified at about $215 million.  

2          The option B2 that is basically a hybrid -- we 

3 demolish a portion of the facility and we build an 

4 addition to it -- that we give better efficiency because 

5 now we get more square feet, that option, that hybrid 

6 option, the cost is about $325 million.  

7          Now, I should go back to the first option a 

8 little bit to compare it with it.  The first option, 

9 keeping the whole thing intact, just repairs it, right, 

10 and the square footage you'd be getting from that is 

11 319,000 square feet.  The 319,000 square feet provides 

12 almost no parking; right?  You can't really provide any 

13 parking besides a few handicapped parking.  Really, it 

14 would be very much underrated, no parking.  So people who 

15 go there for 319,000 square feet have to park somewhere 

16 else.  

17          The option number two provides more parking, 

18 provides some parking because now we have an addition and 

19 under the addition we provide some parking for the City.  

20 However, the parking facilities for the Option Number 2, 

21 which is a hybrid option, is much lower than required by 

22 code.  I don't want to say much lower, but it's lower.  

23 It's lower than a quarter.  That means if we get the 

24 required code as a normal lower level of parking, that 

25 means more than usual, people have to go and find parking 
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1 elsewhere to park.  

2          Option Number 3, B3, provides all the square 

3 footage -- the Number 2, the hybrid, provides 522,000 

4 square feet.  So it's more than 319,000, 522,000, and the 

5 cost is $325 million.  

6          Option Number 3, B3, is basically a replacement 

7 of the whole facility with a new building.  That's 

8 anticipated to be about 753,000 square feet and the price 

9 tag with that is $475 million.  However, this option will 

10 provide more than required parking spaces for the City.  

11 That means not only as a regular ability, but you take 

12 the code requirement as for the lower level, people can 

13 park inside the parking and it provides some additional 

14 parking, more than the required spaces.  

15          Now, we think based on our analysis that the 

16 Option Number 3 provides the most efficiency in terms of 

17 dollars spent per square foot received.  

18          Option Number 2 is after Number 3 is the better 

19 efficiency.  Option Number 1 provides the lowest 

20 efficiency in terms of the money spent and the project 

21 you receive, but this is basically the three cost 

22 analyses for these three options.  

23          One more thing to recognize here is that the 

24 existing facility when it is repaired, it will be 

25 repaired significantly.  That means we have to add a lot 
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Letter	  8	   Public	  Meeting	  Transcript	  of	  Oral	  Comments	  

Responses	  

Craig	  Ishii,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Neighborhood	  Council	  

8-‐1	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  suggestions	  for	  the	  types	  of	  retail	  to	  be	  introduced	  on	  the	  
ground	  floor	  under	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged	  and	  has	  been	  
forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  
Draft	  EIR,	  and	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐2	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  a	  preference	  for	  a	  design	  that	  is	  connected	  and	  welcomes	  the	  
community	  to	  the	  east.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged	  and	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  
City	  for	  consideration.	  The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  and	  no	  
further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐3	   The	  comment	  that	  a	  public	  arch	  that	  reflects	  the	  connection	  to	  Little	  Tokyo	  is	  
acknowledged	  and	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  The	  comment	  is	  
not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  and	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐4	   With	  respect	  to	  the	  “Sustainable	  Little	  Tokyo”	  project,	  see	  Response	  7-‐7.	  	  

The	  comment	  suggesting	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  share	  a	  linked	  vision	  with	  the	  
proposed	  “Sustainable	  Little	  Tokyo"	  project	  is	  acknowledged	  and	  has	  been	  forwarded	  
to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  	  

Bill	  Watanabe,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Historic	  Society	  

8-‐5	   The	  comment	  discusses	  the	  proposed	  design	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives	  and	  compatibility	  
with	  the	  design	  of	  adjacent	  buildings.	  Specifically,	  the	  comment	  is	  requesting	  an	  
aesthetically	  pleasing	  design	  for	  the	  front	  and	  rear	  sides	  of	  the	  proposed	  building.	  The	  
comment	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  The	  Aesthetics	  section	  of	  
the	  Draft	  EIR	  (Section	  4.1)	  discusses	  potential	  impacts	  that	  would	  result	  with	  
implementation	  of	  the	  build	  alternatives,	  including	  the	  degree	  to	  which	  the	  build	  
alternatives	  would	  contribute	  to	  aesthetics	  in	  the	  surrounding	  area.	  	  

8-‐6	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  a	  preference	  for	  an	  aesthetically	  appealing	  design.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
specific	  comment	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  and	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

Alison	  Delacruz,	  East	  West	  Players	  

8-‐7	   The	  comment	  supports	  the	  two	  previous	  comments	  regarding	  the	  proposed	  design	  of	  
the	  build	  alternatives,	  including	  the	  request	  for	  an	  aesthetically	  pleasing	  design	  on	  both	  
the	  front	  and	  rear	  sides	  of	  the	  building.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  
and	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐8	   The	  comment	  is	  describing	  access	  issues	  for	  the	  East	  West	  Players.	  Additionally,	  the	  
comment	  is	  describing	  personal	  involvement	  with	  the	  East	  West	  Players.	  The	  comment	  
expresses	  general	  support	  for	  the	  project,	  though	  not	  for	  the	  proposed	  name.	  These	  
comments	  are	  not	  specific	  comments	  on	  the	  environmental	  analysis	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR;	  
therefore,	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐9	   The	  comment	  states	  support	  for	  Alternative	  B3.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged.	  
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8-‐10	   The	  comment	  cites	  parking	  as	  the	  primary	  reason	  to	  support	  Alternative	  B3.	  The	  
comment	  is	  acknowledged.	  

8-‐11	   As	  described	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  implementation	  of	  the	  proposed	  build	  alternatives	  would	  
not	  disrupt	  access	  for	  existing	  uses	  located	  in	  the	  surrounding	  area.	  Issues	  of	  safety	  
were	  analyzed	  in	  Section	  4.5	  (Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials)	  and	  in	  Section	  6.1.4	  
(Public	  Services)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  Impacts	  related	  to	  police	  and	  fire	  services	  were	  
determined	  to	  be	  less	  than	  significant.	  Emergency	  access	  impacts	  were	  also	  determined	  
to	  be	  less	  than	  significant.	  The	  project	  alternatives	  would	  provide	  all	  required	  
emergency	  access	  in	  accordance	  with	  City	  requirements;	  therefore,	  the	  project	  would	  
not	  result	  in	  inadequate	  emergency	  access.	  

8-‐12	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  that	  the	  surrounding	  area	  contains	  a	  variety	  of	  land	  uses,	  
including	  civic,	  business,	  arts,	  and	  cultural	  uses.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged.	  This	  
comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  
Therefore,	  no	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐13	   The	  comment	  is	  reiterating	  support	  for	  Alternative	  B3	  and	  requesting	  an	  open	  
community	  process.	  The	  comment	  is	  acknowledged.	  	  

James	  Okazaki,	  Little	  Tokyo	  Community	  Council	  

8-‐14	   The	  comment	  is	  requesting	  that	  both	  the	  front	  and	  rear	  sides	  of	  the	  proposed	  building	  
include	  an	  aesthetically	  pleasing	  design.	  The	  comment	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  
for	  consideration.	  	  

8-‐15	   See	  Response	  to	  7-‐2.	  

8-‐16	   See	  Response	  to	  7-‐3.	  

8-‐17	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  an	  opinion	  regarding	  bonds.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  comment	  specific	  to	  
the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐18	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  support	  for	  a	  proposed	  structure	  to	  be	  constructed	  to	  current	  
building	  standards,	  including	  seismic	  standards,	  and	  compliant	  with	  the	  American	  with	  
Disabilities	  Act	  (ADA).	  The	  proposed	  structure	  would	  be	  constructed	  to	  meet	  all	  City	  
building	  standards	  and	  all	  applicable	  seismic	  standards.	  It	  would	  also	  be	  ADA	  
compliant.	  	  

8-‐19	   See	  Response	  to	  7-‐4.	  

8-‐20	   The	  comment	  is	  correct	  in	  stating	  that,	  of	  the	  three	  build	  alternatives,	  Alternative	  B3	  
would	  provide	  the	  greatest	  number	  of	  parking	  spaces.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  comment	  specific	  to	  
the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

Mr.	  Yamaguchi	  

8-‐21	   The	  comment	  is	  posing	  a	  question	  about	  the	  City’s	  ability	  to	  sell	  the	  site	  prior	  to	  
development.	  The	  comment	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  This	  is	  
not	  a	  comment	  specific	  to	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  
is	  required.	  
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Mr.	  Lowe	  

8-‐22	   The	  comment	  is	  asking	  about	  the	  duration	  of	  proposed	  demolition	  and	  construction	  
activities.	  As	  described	  in	  Chapter	  3.0	  (Project	  Description)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  demolition	  
of	  the	  existing	  building	  or	  portions	  of	  the	  existing	  building	  would	  be	  approached	  floor	  
by	  floor,	  starting	  from	  the	  top	  floor	  of	  the	  building	  and	  progressing	  downward.	  For	  
Alternative	  B1,	  demolition	  and	  construction	  would	  take	  place	  simultaneously	  for	  a	  
period	  of	  approximately	  18	  to	  24	  months.	  For	  Alternatives	  B2	  and	  B3,	  the	  demolition	  
phase	  would	  last	  approximately	  8	  to	  10	  months.	  The	  construction	  phase	  for	  
Alternatives	  B2	  and	  B3	  would	  last	  approximately	  14	  to	  18	  months	  and	  18	  to	  24	  
months,	  respectively.	  	  

8-‐23	   Section	  4.7	  (Noise	  and	  Vibration)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  addresses	  construction	  and	  
operational	  noise	  impacts.	  No	  significant	  impacts	  would	  occur	  under	  any	  of	  the	  
alternatives.	  Therefore,	  no	  mitigation	  measures	  would	  be	  necessary.	  Section	  4.2	  (Air	  
Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR	  identifies	  construction	  air	  
quality	  impacts	  related	  to	  dust	  under	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  Mitigation	  measures	  AQ-‐1	  
through	  AQ-‐5	  would	  reduce	  air	  quality	  construction	  impacts	  to	  a	  less-‐than-‐significant	  
level.	  

Mr.	  Okazaki	  

8-‐24	   The	  comment	  is	  posing	  a	  question	  on	  the	  historic	  status	  of	  the	  Parker	  Center	  building	  
and	  not	  on	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  As	  described	  in	  Section	  4.3.1	  
(Historical	  Resources)	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  the	  building	  is	  considered	  to	  be	  a	  historic	  
resource	  under	  CEQA.	  The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  
contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐25	   Final	  design	  regarding	  proposed	  parking	  access	  under	  Alternative	  B3	  has	  yet	  to	  be	  
determined.	  Similar	  to	  Build	  Alternatives	  B1	  and	  B2,	  access	  could	  be	  provided	  from	  
Judge	  Aiso	  Street.	  As	  stated	  in	  Chapter	  3.0	  (Project	  Description)	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  access	  
would	  be	  provided	  from	  Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street.	  Additionally,	  a	  service	  entrance	  from	  
Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street	  would	  be	  provided	  just	  south	  of	  the	  parking	  structure	  to	  the	  
south	  side	  of	  the	  office	  tower.	  The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  
contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐26	   The	  comment	  is	  asking	  why	  parking	  access	  would	  be	  provided	  from	  Judge	  Aiso	  Street.	  
The	  City	  is	  considering	  Judge	  Aiso	  Street	  in	  part	  to	  eliminate	  proposed	  access	  from	  Los	  
Angeles	  Street	  due	  to	  a	  grade	  difference	  between	  the	  two	  streets.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  
comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  required.	  

8-‐27	   The	  comment	  is	  expressing	  a	  preference	  regarding	  parking	  access.	  The	  comment	  is	  
acknowledged	  and	  has	  been	  forwarded	  to	  the	  City	  for	  consideration.	  This	  is	  not	  a	  
specific	  comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  No	  further	  response	  is	  
required.	  

8-‐28	   The	  comment	  is	  stating	  an	  opinion	  about	  ADA	  requirements	  and	  the	  proposed	  design.	  
The	  comment	  is	  not	  a	  specific	  comment	  on	  the	  analysis	  contained	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR.	  As	  
stated	  in	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  code-‐required	  improvements,	  such	  as	  ADA	  upgrades,	  would	  be	  
implemented	  under	  the	  build	  alternatives.	  
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Chapter	  4	  
Mitigation	  Monitoring	  and	  Reporting	  Program	  

CEQA	   requires	   agencies	   that	   adopt	   EIRs	   to	   take	   affirmative	   steps	   to	   determine	   that	   approved	  
mitigation	  measures	  are	  implemented	  after	  project	  approval.	  

As	  part	  of	  CEQA’s	  environmental	  review	  procedures,	  Section	  21081.6	  requires	  a	  public	  agency	  to	  
adopt	   a	   reporting	   or	  monitoring	   program	   for	   assessing	   and	   ensuring	   efficacy	   of	   any	  mitigation	  
measures	  applied	  to	  a	  proposed	  project.	  	  Specifically,	  the	  lead	  or	  responsible	  agency	  must	  adopt	  a	  
reporting	  or	  monitoring	  program	  for	  mitigation	  measures	  incorporated	  into	  a	  project	  or	  imposed	  
as	   conditions	   of	   approval.	   	   The	  program	  must	   be	   designed	   to	   ensure	   compliance	  during	  project	  
implementation.	  	  As	  stated	  in	  Public	  Resources	  Code	  Section	  21081.6	  (a)	  (1):	  

The	   public	   agency	   shall	   adopt	   a	   reporting	   or	  monitoring	   program	   for	   the	   changes	  made	   to	   the	  
project	  or	  conditions	  of	  project	  approval,	  adopted	  in	  order	  to	  mitigate	  or	  avoid	  significant	  effects	  
on	   the	   environment.	   	   The	   reporting	   or	   monitoring	   program	   shall	   be	   designed	   to	   ensure	  
compliance	   during	   project	   implementation.	   	   For	   those	   changes	   which	   have	   been	   required	   or	  
incorporated	   into	   the	   project	   at	   the	   request	   of	   a	   responsible	   agency	   or	   a	   public	   agency	   having	  
jurisdiction	  by	  law	  over	  natural	  resources	  affected	  by	  the	  project,	  that	  agency	  shall,	  if	  so	  requested	  
by	   the	   lead	   agency	   or	   a	   responsible	   agency,	   prepare	   and	   submit	   a	   proposed	   reporting	   or	  
monitoring	  program.	  

CEQA	   Section	   15097	   provides	   general	   guidelines	   for	   implementing	   mitigation	   monitoring	   and	  
reporting	  programs	  (MMRPs).	   	  Specific	   reporting	  and/or	  monitoring	  requirements,	  which	  are	   to	  
be	  enforced	  during	  project	  implementation,	  shall	  be	  defined	  prior	  to	  final	  approval	  of	  the	  proposal	  
by	  the	  responsible	  decision	  maker(s).	  	  In	  response	  to	  established	  CEQA	  requirements	  and	  those	  of	  
Public	  Resources	  Code	  Section	  21000	  et	  seq.,	  the	  proposed	  MMRP	  for	  the	  Los	  Angele	  Street	  Civic	  
Building	  Project	  shall	  be	  submitted	  for	  adoption	  by	  the	  decision	  makers	  prior	  to	  completion	  of	  the	  
environmental	   review	   process.	   	   Under	   each	   identified	   resource,	   the	   mitigation	   measure(s)	  
identified	   in	   the	  Draft	   EIR	   and	   the	   implementation	   and	  monitoring	   requirements	   are	   discussed.	  
The	  implementation	  and	  monitoring	  requirements	  set	  forth	  in	  this	  MMRP	  are	  as	  follows:	  

•	   Party	  Responsible	  for	  Implementation	  of	  Mitigation;	  

•	   Implementation	  Phase;	  

•	   Party	  Responsible	  for	  Monitoring	  Activity;	  

•	   Monitoring	  Activity;	  

•	   Monitoring	  Period;	  

•	   Monitoring	  Frequency;	  and	  

•	   Outside	  Agency	  Coordination.	  
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Mitigation	   is	   required	   to	   address	   significant	   or	   potentially	   significant	   impact(s)	   in	   the	   following	  
issue	  areas:	  

•	   Air	  Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions	  

•	   Cultural	  Resources	  

•	   Geology	  and	  Soils	  

•	   Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials	  

•	   Transportation	  and	  Traffic	  

Table	  4-‐1	  presents	  the	  MMRP	  for	  the	  project	  proposed	  under	  Alternative	  B3.	  	  
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Table	  4-‐1:	  	  Mitigation	  Monitoring	  and	  Reporting	  Program	  

Mitigation	  Measure	  
Responsible	  
Party	  

Implementation	  
Phase	  

Monitoring	  
Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

Alternative	  B3	  Demolition	  and	  Build	  
Air	  Quality	  and	  Greenhouse	  Gas	  Emissions	  
AQ-‐1:	  During	  construction,	  non-‐VOC	  containing	  
paints,	  sealants,	  adhesives,	  solvents,	  asphalt	  primer,	  
and	  architectural	  coatings	  shall	  be	  used	  where	  
feasible,	  or	  pre-‐fabricated	  architectural	  panels	  shall	  
be	  used	  in	  the	  construction	  of	  the	  project	  to	  reduce	  
VOC	  emissions	  to	  the	  maximum	  extent	  practicable.	  
VOC-‐containing	  materials	  shall	  be	  Super-‐Compliant	  
Low	  VOC	  paint	  that	  meets	  "super-‐compliant"	  VOC	  
standard	  of	  <	  10	  g/L	  of	  the	  South	  Coast	  Air	  Quality	  
Management	  District	  (Rule	  1113).	  These	  
requirements	  shall	  be	  specified	  in	  the	  final	  
architectural	  plans	  to	  be	  approved	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  
Angeles	  Department	  of	  Building	  and	  Safety	  prior	  to	  
issuance	  of	  building	  permits.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Use	  of	  
specified	  
materials	  

Ongoing	   Bureau	  of	  
Contract	  
Administration,	  
Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

AQ-‐2:	  Construction-‐period	  Haul	  Trucks	  –	  Model	  
year	  2010	  and	  newer	  diesel	  haul	  trucks	  shall	  be	  
used	  for	  material	  delivery	  trucks	  and	  soil	  
import/export;	  if	  the	  lead	  agency	  determines	  that	  
2010	  model	  year	  or	  newer	  diesel	  trucks	  cannot	  be	  
obtained,	  the	  lead	  agency	  shall	  use	  trucks	  that	  meet	  
EPA	  2007	  model	  year	  NOX	  and	  PM	  emissions	  
requirements.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Use	  of	  
specified	  
equipment	  
field	  
inspection	  

Ongoing	   Bureau	  of	  
Contract	  
Administration,	  
Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

AQ-‐3:	  Construction	  Off-‐road	  Equipment	  –	  Phase	  in	  
the	  use	  of	  offroad	  construction	  equipment	  per	  the	  
following	  schedule:	  
• Project	  Start	  to	  December	  31,	  2014:	  All	  off-‐road	  

diesel-‐powered	  construction	  equipment	  greater	  
than	  50	  horsepower	  (hp)	  shall	  meet	  Tier	  3	  
off-‐road	  emissions	  standards.	  In	  addition,	  all	  
construction	  equipment	  shall	  be	  outfitted	  with	  
Best	  Available	  Control	  Technology	  (BACT)	  
devices	  certified	  by	  the	  California	  Air	  Resources	  
Board	  (CARB).	  Any	  emissions	  control	  device	  
used	  by	  the	  contractor	  shall	  achieve	  emissions	  
reductions	  that	  are	  no	  less	  than	  what	  could	  be	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Use	  of	  
specified	  
equipment	  
field	  
inspection	  

Ongoing	   Bureau	  of	  
Contract	  
Administration,	  
Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  
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Mitigation	  Measure	  
Responsible	  
Party	  

Implementation	  
Phase	  

Monitoring	  
Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

achieved	  by	  a	  Level	  3	  diesel	  emissions	  control	  
strategy	  for	  a	  similarly	  sized	  engine	  as	  defined	  
by	  CARB	  regulations.	  

• Post-‐January	  1,	  2015:	  All	  off-‐road	  
diesel-‐powered	  construction	  equipment	  greater	  
than	  50	  hp	  shall	  meet	  the	  Tier	  4	  emission	  
standards,	  where	  available.	  In	  addition,	  all	  
construction	  equipment	  shall	  be	  outfitted	  with	  
BACT	  devices	  certified	  by	  CARB.	  Any	  emissions	  
control	  device	  used	  by	  the	  contractor	  shall	  
achieve	  emissions	  reductions	  that	  are	  no	  less	  
than	  what	  could	  be	  achieved	  by	  a	  Level	  3	  diesel	  
emissions	  control	  strategy	  for	  a	  similarly	  sized	  
engine	  as	  defined	  by	  CARB	  regulations.	  

AQ-‐4:	  SCAQMD	  “SOON”	  funds	  –	  Encourage	  
construction	  contractors	  to	  apply	  for	  SCAQMD	  
“SOON”	  funds.	  Incentives	  could	  be	  provided	  for	  
those	  construction	  contractors	  who	  apply	  for	  
SCAQMD	  “SOON”	  funds.	  The	  “SOON”	  program	  
provides	  funds	  to	  accelerate	  cleanup	  of	  off-‐road	  
diesel	  vehicles,	  such	  as	  heavy-‐duty	  construction	  
equipment.	  More	  information	  on	  this	  program	  can	  
be	  found	  at	  the	  following	  website:	  
http://www.aqmd.gov/tao/	  
Implementation/SOONProgram.htm.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Encourage	  use	  
of	  clean	  
construction	  
equipment	  
incentives	  

Once	  prior	  to	  
construction	  

Bureau	  of	  
Contract	  
Administration,	  
Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

AQ-‐5:	  Use	  of	  existing	  electricity	  infrastructure.	  The	  
City	  shall	  require	  by	  contract	  specifications	  that	  
construction	  operations	  shall	  rely	  on	  the	  electricity	  
infrastructure	  surrounding	  the	  construction	  site	  
rather	  than	  electrical	  generators	  powered	  by	  
internal	  combustion	  engines	  to	  the	  extent	  feasible.	  
Contract	  specification	  language	  shall	  be	  reviewed	  
prior	  to	  issuance	  of	  a	  grading	  permit.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Use	  of	  existing	  
electricity	  
infrastructure	  

Once	   Bureau	  of	  
Contract	  
Administration,	  
Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

GHG-‐1:	  Prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  building	  permits,	  
the	  project	  applicant	  shall	  prepare	  a	  recycling/solid	  
waste	  reduction	  plan,	  subject	  to	  review	  and	  
approval	  by	  the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  Safety.	  The	  City	  shall	  ensure	  that	  the	  
proposed	  project	  maintains	  a	  recycling/solid	  waste	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Prior	  to	  issuance	  of	  
building	  permits	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

A	  recycling/	  
solid	  waste	  
reduction	  plan	  
will	  be	  
prepared	  

Once	   City	  of	  Los	  
Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  
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Mitigation	  Measure	  
Responsible	  
Party	  

Implementation	  
Phase	  

Monitoring	  
Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

reduction	  program	  that	  achieves	  a	  minimum	  
reduction	  of	  20	  percent	  by	  volume	  of	  solid	  waste	  for	  
Alternative	  B1,	  and	  25	  percent	  by	  volume	  for	  
Alternatives	  B2	  and	  B3.	  	  
GHG-‐2:	  Prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  building	  permits,	  
the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Building	  Safety	  Department	  
shall	  ensure	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  incorporates	  
energy	  conservation	  measures	  into	  the	  design	  of	  the	  
proposed	  project	  that	  exceed	  mandatory	  
requirements	  lighting	  efficiency	  requirements	  by	  10	  
percent.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
contractor	  

Design	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Incorporation	  
of	  lighting	  
efficiency	  
measures	  

Once	   City	  of	  Los	  
Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  

GHG-‐3:	  Prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  building	  permits,	  
the	  City	  of	  Los	  Angeles	  Building	  Safety	  Department	  
shall	  ensure	  that	  the	  proposed	  project	  incorporates	  
water	  conservation	  measures	  that	  shall	  include,	  but	  
shall	  not	  be	  limited	  to,	  the	  following:	  reduce	  potable	  
water	  demands	  by	  installing	  water-‐conserving,	  
low-‐flow	  faucets,	  toilets,	  and	  urinals,	  etc.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Design	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Incorporation	  
of	  water	  
conservation	  
measures	  

Once	   City	  of	  Los	  
Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  

Cultural	  Resources	  
HR-‐3:	  The	  HABS/HALS	  documentation	  shall	  be	  
deposited	  with	  the	  Library	  of	  Congress,	  Los	  Angeles	  
Public	  Library,	  Los	  Angeles	  Conservancy,	  and	  Los	  
Angeles	  Police	  History	  Museum	  within	  a	  month	  of	  
its	  completion.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Deposit	  of	  
documentatio
n	  with	  Library	  
of	  Congress	  

Once	   Library	  of	  
Congress,	  Los	  
Angeles	  Public	  
Library,	  Los	  
Angeles	  
Conservancy,	  and	  
Los	  Angeles	  
Police	  History	  
Museum	  

HR-‐5:	  	  Based	  on	  the	  HABS/HALS	  documentation,	  
the	  City	  shall	  create	  a	  display	  interpreting	  the	  
building’s	  significance	  and	  displaying	  it	  in	  the	  public	  
spaces	  of	  the	  building	  within	  a	  month	  of	  the	  
issuance	  of	  the	  Certificate	  of	  Occupancy.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Prior	  to	  Issuance	  of	  
Certificate	  of	  
Occupancy	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Installation	  of	  
display	  based	  
on	  HABS/	  
HALS	  
documentatio
n	  

Once	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

HR-‐6:	  	  The	  City	  shall	  document	  Parker	  Center	  
according	  to	  HABS/HALS	  guidelines	  before	  
demolition	  takes	  place	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Prior	  to	  Demolition	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Preparation	  of	  
HABS/HALS	  
documentation	  

Once	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  
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Mitigation	  Measure	  
Responsible	  
Party	  

Implementation	  
Phase	  

Monitoring	  
Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

HR-‐7:	  The	  City	  shall	  incorporate	  Parker	  Center’s	  
original	  public	  art	  pieces,	  “Theme	  Mural	  of	  Los	  
Angeles”	  and	  “Family	  Group,”	  into	  the	  design	  and	  
setting	  of	  the	  new	  building	  or	  the	  police	  
headquarters	  building	  on	  1st	  Street.	  These	  public	  art	  
elements	  shall	  be	  installed	  at	  the	  time	  of	  issuance	  of	  
the	  Certificate	  of	  Occupancy.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Issuance	  of	  
Certificate	  of	  
Occupancy	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Installation	  of	  
public	  art	  
elements	  

Once	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  ,	  
Los	  Angeles	  
Police	  
Department	  

ARC-‐1:	  A	  qualified	  professional	  archaeologist	  shall	  
monitor	  all	  initial	  phase	  of	  ground	  disturbing	  
activities	  of	  the	  project.	  If	  buried	  cultural	  resources	  
—	  such	  as	  flaked	  or	  ground	  stone,	  historic	  debris,	  
building	  foundations,	  or	  non-‐human	  bone	  —	  are	  
discovered	  during	  ground	  disturbing	  activities,	  
work	  shall	  stop	  in	  that	  area	  and	  within	  50	  feet	  of	  the	  
find	  until	  a	  qualified	  archaeologist	  can	  assess	  the	  
significance	  of	  the	  find	  and,	  if	  necessary,	  develop	  
appropriate	  treatment	  measures.	  Treatment	  
measures	  typically	  include:	  development	  of	  
avoidance	  strategies,	  capping	  with	  fill	  material,	  or	  
mitigation	  of	  impacts	  through	  data	  recovery	  
programs	  such	  as	  excavation	  or	  detailed	  
documentation.	  A	  report	  of	  findings	  shall	  be	  
prepared,	  and	  recovered	  materials	  curated,	  if	  
needed,	  in	  an	  approved	  facility.	  If	  during	  cultural	  
resources	  monitoring	  the	  qualified	  archaeologist	  
determines	  that	  the	  sediments	  being	  excavated	  are	  
previously	  disturbed	  by	  previous	  construction	  or	  
are	  unlikely	  to	  contain	  significant	  cultural	  materials,	  
the	  qualified	  archaeologist	  can	  specify	  that	  
monitoring	  be	  reduced	  or	  eliminated.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Field	  
inspections	  

Daily	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  

PR-‐1:	  A	  qualified	  vertebrate	  paleontologist	  shall	  
be	  retained	  by	  the	  City	  or	  project	  proponent	  to	  
determine	  areas	  that	  shall	  require	  paleontological	  
monitoring	  during	  initial	  ground	  disturbance.	  The	  
location	  of	  construction	  activities	  likely	  to	  
encounter	  subsurface	  sediments	  with	  high	  
paleontological	  sensitivity	  shall	  be	  determined	  by	  
the	  qualified	  paleontologist	  upon	  review	  of	  project	  
excavation	  and	  grading	  plans.	  Very	  shallow	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Field	  
Inspections	  

Daily	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works	  
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surficial	  excavations,	  less	  than	  5	  feet	  in	  depth,	  
within	  areas	  of	  previous	  disturbance	  or	  areas	  of	  
Quaternary	  younger	  alluvial	  deposits	  shall	  be	  
monitored	  on	  a	  part-‐time	  basis	  to	  ensure	  that	  
underlying	  sensitive	  units	  (i.e.,	  Quaternary	  older	  
alluvium)	  are	  not	  adversely	  affected.	  Areas	  
consisting	  of	  artificial	  fill	  materials	  shall	  not	  
require	  monitoring.	  If	  excavations	  for	  the	  project	  
take	  place	  in	  Quaternary	  older	  alluvial	  deposits	  or	  
within	  Fernando	  Formation	  bedrock	  these	  
excavations	  shall	  be	  monitored	  on	  a	  fulltime	  basis	  
by	  a	  qualified	  paleontological	  monitor	  under	  the	  
supervision	  of	  the	  qualified	  paleontologist.	  This	  
paleontological	  resource	  monitoring	  shall	  include	  
inspection	  of	  exposed	  rock	  units	  during	  active	  
excavations	  within	  the	  geologically	  sensitive	  
sediments.	  Monitoring	  may	  be	  reduced	  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	  as	  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	  
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.	  
To	  prevent	  construction	  delays,	  paleontological	  
monitors	  shall	  be	  equipped	  with	  the	  necessary	  
tools	  for	  the	  rapid	  removal	  of	  fossils	  and	  retrieval	  
of	  associated	  data.	  This	  equipment	  shall	  include	  
handheld	  global	  positioning	  system	  receivers,	  
digital	  cameras,	  and	  cell	  phones,	  as	  well	  as	  a	  tool	  
kit	  with	  specimen	  containers,	  matrix	  sampling	  
bags,	  field	  labels,	  field	  tools	  (awls,	  hammers,	  
chisels,	  shovels,	  etc.),	  and	  plaster	  kits.	  At	  each	  
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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.	  
Geology	  and	  Soils	  
G-‐1:	  Construction	  and	  structural	  design	  of	  the	  
project	  shall	  comply	  with	  all	  of	  the	  geotechnical	  
recommendations,	  including	  design	  measures,	  
provided	  in	  the	  geotechnical	  engineering	  report	  
prepared	  for	  the	  project	  as	  described	  below:	  
• The	  proposed	  project	  shall	  follow	  the	  August	  

2004	  geotechnical	  report’s	  general	  
recommendation	  of	  new	  structures	  being	  
founded	  on	  spread	  footing	  foundations	  and/or	  
Cast-‐In-‐Drilled-‐Hole	  (CIDH)	  pile	  foundations.	  
The	  specifications	  for	  Cast-‐in-‐Drilled	  Hole	  Pile	  
Construction,	  Retaining	  Walls,	  Slab-‐on-‐Grade,	  
and	  Cement	  and	  Asphalt	  Pavements	  shall	  be	  
followed	  where	  applicable.	  

• Under	  the	  proposed	  project,	  where	  applicable,	  
the	  existing	  Parker	  Center	  foundation	  walls	  shall	  
be	  structurally	  evaluated	  to	  determine	  their	  
capability	  to	  resist	  unbalanced	  earth	  loads	  that	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Compliance	  
with	  
geotechnical	  
recommenda-‐
tions.	  

Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  
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will	  occur	  as	  the	  result	  of	  adjacent	  excavation,	  
and	  shoring	  shall	  be	  installed	  to	  provide	  lateral	  
support	  where	  needed.	  

• The	  proposed	  project	  shall	  follow	  the	  
specifications	  in	  the	  August	  2004	  geotechnical	  
report	  regarding	  site	  preparation	  and	  
earthwork,	  where	  applicable.	  	  

• The	  general	  specification	  for	  Structure	  
Foundations,	  as	  described	  in	  the	  August	  2004	  
geotechnical	  report,	  will	  be	  considered	  
appropriate,	  with	  probable	  minor	  modifications	  
to	  minimum	  sizes	  and	  total	  expected	  settlement.	  
The	  given	  soil	  specifications,	  such	  as	  allowable	  
bearing	  pressures	  and	  coefficients	  of	  friction,	  
shall	  be	  similar	  to	  those	  used	  for	  the	  proposed	  
project.	  

Hazards	  and	  Hazardous	  Materials	  
HM-‐1:	  Soils	  that	  have	  visible	  staining	  or	  an	  odor	  
shall	  first	  be	  tested	  in	  the	  field	  by	  the	  contractor	  or	  
qualified	  environmental	  subcontractor	  with	  an	  
organic	  vapor	  analyzer	  (OVA)	  or	  other	  field	  
equipment	  for	  volatile	  components,	  which	  require	  
additional	  considerations	  in	  their	  handling.	  Soil	  
with	  OVA	  readings	  exceeding	  50	  parts	  per	  million	  
(ppm)	  volatile	  organic	  compounds	  (probe	  held	  3	  
inches	  from	  the	  excavated	  soil	  face),	  or	  which	  is	  
visibly	  stained	  or	  has	  a	  detectable	  petrochemical	  
odor	  shall	  be	  stockpiled	  by	  the	  contractor	  
separately	  from	  non-‐contaminated	  soils.	  The	  
stockpiles	  shall	  be	  barricaded	  near	  the	  excavation	  
area,	  away	  from	  drainage	  areas	  or	  catch	  basins,	  on	  
an	  impermeable	  plastic	  liner	  (6	  millimeter	  nominal	  
thickness	  and	  tested	  at	  100	  psi	  strength).	  Caution	  
must	  be	  taken	  to	  separate	  any	  contaminated	  soil	  
from	  the	  remainder	  of	  the	  excavated	  material.	  If	  
only	  a	  small	  amount	  of	  contaminated	  soil	  is	  
encountered,	  it	  may	  be	  drummed	  in	  55-‐gallon	  steel	  
drums	  with	  sealing	  lids.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction	  
and	  Construction	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Field	  
inspection	  

Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  and	  Los	  
Angeles	  Fire	  
Department	  
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HM-‐2:	  The	  soil	  shall	  then	  be	  sampled	  in	  a	  random	  
and	  representative	  manner.	  To	  establish	  waste	  
classification,	  samples	  shall	  be	  analyzed	  for	  total	  
recoverable	  petroleum	  hydrocarbons	  (TRPH);	  
volatile	  organic	  compounds	  (VOCs);	  total	  petroleum	  
hydrocarbons	  (TPH)	  as	  gasoline	  or	  diesel,	  if	  these	  
fuels	  are	  found	  in	  the	  area;	  Title	  22	  heavy	  metals;	  
reactivity	  (pH);	  corrosivity;	  and	  toxicity.	  The	  
number	  of	  samples	  shall	  depend	  upon	  the	  volume	  of	  
material	  removed,	  one	  sample	  for	  approximately	  
every	  ton	  of	  soil.	  Storage	  space	  available	  at	  the	  site	  
and	  neighborhood	  sensitivity	  shall	  determine	  the	  
amount	  of	  soil	  that	  can	  be	  stockpiled.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction	  
and	  Construction	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Soil	  sampling	   Once	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  and	  Los	  
Angeles	  Fire	  
Department	  

HM-‐3:	  If	  VOCs	  are	  present	  at	  concentrations	  
exceeding	  50	  ppm,	  a	  permit	  from	  the	  South	  Coast	  
Air	  Quality	  Management	  District	  (SCAQMD)	  shall	  be	  
required,	  which	  most	  likely	  will	  require	  control	  of	  
vapor,	  such	  as	  covering	  the	  stockpiles	  with	  plastic	  
sheeting	  or	  wetting	  with	  water	  or	  a	  soap	  solution.	  
The	  contractor	  shall	  obtain	  all	  necessary	  permits.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Field	  
inspection	  

Once	   SCAQMD	  and	  
Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  

HM-‐4:	  Suspected	  contaminated	  soil	  samples	  shall	  be	  
taken	  to	  a	  state	  certified	  environmental	  laboratory	  or	  
tested	  in	  the	  field	  with	  a	  mobile	  lab	  and	  technician	  
using	  infrared	  spectrometry	  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.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Sampling	   Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  

HM-‐5:	  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	  under	  all	  criteria	  by	  both	  state	  and	  federal	  
codes	  prior	  to	  disposal.	  If	  the	  waste	  soil	  or	  other	  
material	  is	  determined	  hazardous,	  a	  hazardous	  
waste	  manifest	  shall	  be	  prepared	  by	  the	  contractor	  
or	  its	  qualified	  representative	  and	  the	  material	  
transported	  to	  an	  appropriate	  class	  of	  facility	  for	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Soil	  sampling	   Once	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  and	  Los	  
Angeles	  Fire	  
Department	  
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recycling	  or	  landfill	  disposal	  by	  a	  registered	  
hazardous	  material	  transporter.	  If	  the	  soil	  is	  
nonhazardous	  but	  still	  exceeds	  levels	  that	  can	  be	  
returned	  to	  the	  excavation,	  a	  less	  costly	  
nonhazardous	  transporter	  and	  soil	  recycling	  facility	  
shall	  be	  used	  if	  no	  hazardous	  constituents	  are	  
present	  above	  their	  respective	  action	  levels.	  
HM-‐6:	  In	  the	  event	  groundwater	  is	  encountered	  
during	  construction,	  dewatering	  shall	  be	  minimized,	  
sufficient	  to	  remove	  interior	  or	  nuisance	  water	  from	  
structures.	  Sampling	  ports	  shall	  be	  provided	  in	  the	  
dewatering	  system.	  The	  produced	  water	  shall	  be	  
required	  to	  be	  temporarily	  stored	  in	  large	  Baker-‐type	  
tanks	  and	  analyzed	  by	  a	  state	  certified	  environmental	  
laboratory	  selected	  by	  the	  contractor.	  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.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Dewatering	  
activities	  

Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works,	  
Bureau	  of	  
Sanitation	  

HM-‐7:	  If	  hydrocarbon	  or	  other	  water	  contamination	  
precludes	  this,	  the	  contaminated	  groundwater	  
water	  shall	  be	  treated	  onsite	  (such	  as	  in	  an	  
oil-‐water	  separator)	  or	  hauled	  off-‐site	  for	  treatment	  
and	  disposal	  in	  accordance	  with	  applicable	  
regulations	  by	  a	  licensed	  professional.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Treatment	  of	  
contaminated	  
groundwater	  

Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Public	  Works,	  
Bureau	  of	  
Sanitation	  

HM-‐8:	  Prior	  to	  demolition	  activities,	  all	  structures	  
within	  the	  project	  site	  shall	  be	  surveyed	  for	  
asbestos-‐containing	  materials	  (ACMs)	  and	  
lead-‐based	  paint	  by	  a	  licensed	  professional.	  All	  tests	  
shall	  be	  performed	  in	  accordance	  with	  generally	  
accepted	  testing	  laboratory	  methods.	  Based	  on	  lab	  
test	  results,	  appropriate	  measures	  for	  handling,	  
removal,	  and	  disposal	  of	  these	  materials	  shall	  be	  
developed	  as	  part	  of	  the	  survey	  investigation.	  Any	  
demolition	  activities	  that	  would	  remove	  or	  disturb	  
these	  materials	  shall	  implement	  the	  developed	  
measures	  in	  accordance	  with	  applicable	  regulations.	  
As	  required	  by	  law,	  the	  abatement	  contractor	  shall	  
be	  a	  licensed	  professional.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Prior	  to	  demolition	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Asbestos	  
survey	  

Ongoing	   Department	  of	  
Building	  and	  
Safety	  and	  
SCAQMD	  
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Transportation	  and	  Traffic	  
TRANS-‐1:	  Implement	  comprehensive	  traffic	  
demand	  management	  (TDM)	  and	  transit	  
connectivity	  strategies.	  
The	  applicant	  is	  proposing	  to	  implement	  
comprehensive	  TDM	  and	  transit	  connectivity	  
strategies	  in	  order	  to	  reduce	  additional	  project	  
vehicle	  trips	  that	  would	  minimize	  traffic	  related	  
impacts	  of	  the	  project.	  The	  TDM	  plan	  will	  promote	  
the	  City’s	  policies	  through	  strategies	  that	  reduce	  
vehicular	  use	  by	  project	  employees	  and	  other	  
users	  of	  the	  site	  (e.g.	  visitors)	  during	  peak	  periods	  
to	  include	  transit	  and	  pedestrian	  friendly	  
amenities	  such	  as	  safe	  and	  walkable	  sidewalks.	  It	  
should	  be	  noted	  that	  a	  preliminary	  TDM	  and	  
transit	  connectivity	  plan	  would	  need	  to	  be	  
submitted	  to	  LADOT	  for	  approval	  prior	  to	  the	  
issuance	  of	  the	  project’s	  first	  building	  permit,	  and	  
a	  final	  TDM	  plan	  must	  be	  prepared	  and	  approved	  
by	  LADOT	  prior	  to	  the	  issuance	  of	  the	  project’s	  
first	  certificate	  of	  occupancy.	  The	  goals	  of	  these	  
plans	  would	  need	  to	  be	  identified	  in	  the	  final	  TDM	  
plan	  or	  site	  design.	  
Site	  Improvements	  -‐	  The	  design	  and	  operation	  of	  
the	  site	  to	  the	  extent	  feasible	  shall	  be	  designed	  into	  
the	  project	  to	  emphasize:	  
• A	  bicycle,	  transit,	  and	  pedestrian	  friendly	  

environment.	  
• Preferential	  loading	  and	  unloading	  for	  carpools,	  

high	  occupancy	  vehicles	  (HOV),	  and	  taxis	  makes	  
it	  more	  convenient	  and	  attractive	  to	  passengers.	  

• Wayfinding	  signage	  guides	  that	  direct	  people	  to	  
different	  elements	  of	  a	  site.	  

• 	  Carpool	  and	  vanpool	  parking	  shall	  be	  closest	  to	  
the	  entrance	  of	  a	  building	  or	  on	  the	  first	  floor	  of	  
a	  garage	  or	  structure	  to	  reward	  participants.	  

• Bicycle	  parking	  shall	  be	  convenient,	  plentiful,	  
well	  lit	  and	  secure.	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Prior	  to	  project	  
operation	  

Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation	  

Check	  that	  
TDM	  is	  
implemented	  
	  

Once	  at	  
completion	  
of	  
construction	  
and	  prior	  to	  
project	  
operation	  

Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation	  
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• Shower	  and	  locker	  facilities	  are	  an	  important	  part	  
of	  the	  decision	  for	  an	  employee	  to	  bike	  to	  work.	  

• Enhanced	  pedestrian	  and	  bicycle	  pathways	  for	  
convenient,	  direct	  and	  secure	  connections.	  

• Provision	  of	  a	  self-‐service	  bicycle	  repair	  area	  
and	  shared	  tools	  for	  employees.	  

• Coordinate	  with	  LADOT	  to	  provide	  space	  for	  a	  
future	  Integrated	  Mobility	  Hub	  (see	  TRANS-‐2)	  

It	  must	  be	  emphasized	  that	  integrating	  non-‐auto	  
oriented	  improvements	  into	  the	  heart	  of	  the	  site	  
rather	  than	  off	  to	  the	  side	  or	  in	  a	  remote	  corner	  are	  
paramount	  to	  their	  success.	  Parking	  for	  bicycles	  
shall	  be	  convenient	  and	  near	  the	  front	  door	  to	  
facilities	  and	  be	  plentiful	  and	  well	  lit.	  
CarSharing	  and	  Short	  Term	  Car	  Rental	  –	  Provide	  
on	  demand	  access	  to	  a	  fleet	  of	  cars	  for	  short	  
duration	  or	  unexpected	  trips	  and	  provide	  a	  
minimum	  of	  five	  spaces	  for	  a	  shared	  car	  program.	  
These	  programs	  reduce	  the	  need	  for	  individual	  to	  
own	  a	  car	  or	  perhaps	  a	  second	  one.	  They	  would	  
enhance	  the	  transit-‐oriented	  nature	  of	  the	  project	  
because	  it	  would	  allow	  individuals	  working	  that	  an	  
automobile	  is	  available	  with	  relative	  ease	  for	  those	  
trips	  where	  transit	  or	  other	  modes	  are	  impractical.	  
These	  programs	  save	  costs	  to	  individuals	  and	  
businesses	  and	  could	  reduce	  the	  parking	  demand	  of	  
the	  project.	  
Bike	  Sharing	  –	  Provide	  a	  bike-‐sharing	  program.	  
With	  bike	  sharing,	  individuals	  have	  access	  to	  a	  
shared	  fleet	  of	  bicycles	  on	  an	  as-‐needed	  basis.	  It	  
provides	  a	  good	  alternative	  to	  autos	  and	  because	  
the	  regional	  bus	  fleet	  and	  rail	  systems	  are	  bike	  
accessible,	  it	  provides	  a	  link	  to	  transit	  on	  both	  ends	  
of	  a	  trip.	  An	  added	  benefit	  is	  reduced	  emissions	  due	  
to	  fewer	  vehicle	  trips.	  
Transportation	  Coordinator	  –	  Provide	  a	  
transportation	  coordinator	  (TC),	  which	  is	  a	  
permanent	  on-‐site	  staff	  position	  assigned	  to	  
administer	  the	  requirements	  of	  a	  TDM	  program.	  
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Under	  this	  strategy,	  a	  transportation	  management	  
association	  (TMA)	  shall	  be	  formed	  onsite	  or	  the	  
project	  could	  become	  a	  part	  of	  an	  existing	  TMA	  in	  
the	  area	  that	  would	  help	  in	  promoting	  awareness	  of	  
the	  available	  TDM	  strategies	  and	  creating	  
Transportation	  Management	  Plans	  (TMP)	  for	  the	  
employees	  and	  patrons	  of	  the	  site.	  
Transportation	  Information	  Center	  –	  Provide	  a	  
Transportation	  Information	  Center	  (TIC),	  which	  is	  a	  
centrally	  located	  commuter	  information	  center	  
where	  both	  the	  employees	  and	  visitors	  can	  obtain	  
information	  regarding	  commute	  programs,	  and	  
individuals	  could	  obtain	  real-‐time	  information	  for	  
planning	  travel	  without	  using	  an	  automobile.	  
Strategically	  placed	  kiosks	  can	  provide	  trip	  
planning	  and	  real	  time	  bus	  and	  train	  arrival	  
information	  for	  users.	  Providing	  real-‐time	  transit	  
information	  allows	  users	  to	  know	  exactly	  when	  the	  
next	  bus	  or	  train	  will	  arrive	  and	  is	  an	  important	  tool	  
in	  enhancing	  transit	  system	  connectivity.	  
Transit,	  Bike	  and	  Walk	  Promotions	  and	  
Information	  Materials	  –	  This	  shall	  include	  a	  
commuter	  information	  packet	  (CIP),	  a	  commuter	  
benefits	  brochure	  that	  contains	  complete	  information	  
about	  various	  transportation	  benefits	  available	  to	  
individuals,	  transportation/transit	  options,	  HOV	  
programs	  and	  other	  elements	  that	  may	  be	  available.	  
The	  CIP	  shall	  be	  written	  in	  multiple	  languages	  such	  as	  
English,	  Spanish,	  and	  Chinese.	  The	  CIP	  shall	  be	  
distributed	  to	  tenant	  employees,	  other	  building	  
workers	  and	  occupants	  and	  at	  promotional	  events.	  
Tenant	  Participation	  –	  Under	  this	  strategy,	  the	  
transportation	  coordinator	  shall	  facilitate	  tenant	  
and	  employee	  awareness	  and	  participation	  in	  the	  
TMP	  by	  distributing	  the	  information	  to	  tenants	  at	  
least	  once	  each	  year.	  
Carpooling	  and	  Rideshare	  Matching	  
Opportunities	  –	  This	  strategy	  shall	  coordinate	  
ridesharing	  programs	  among	  various	  building	  
tenants	  and	  their	  employees,	  provide	  ride-‐match	  
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services	  within	  the	  building	  or	  engage	  other	  
ride-‐match	  facilitators	  (such	  as	  its	  tenants)	  to	  
provide	  this	  service.	  It	  could	  be	  applied	  two	  
different	  ways.	  One	  method	  is	  to	  make	  available	  
“on	  the	  spot”	  ridesharing.	  This	  strategy	  maximizes	  
trip	  flexibility	  for	  the	  individual	  because	  they	  do	  
not	  need	  to	  make	  long-‐term	  plans	  and	  
commitments.	  There	  are	  a	  number	  of	  
internet-‐based	  programs	  that	  could	  be	  used	  to	  
match	  the	  mobility	  needs	  of	  travelers	  with	  drivers.	  
The	  more	  traditional	  method	  would	  be	  to	  have	  the	  
TMA	  provide	  an	  online	  daily	  and/or	  long-‐term	  
commute	  ride-‐matching	  service	  to	  match	  
interested	  patrons	  with	  carpools	  and	  vanpools.	  
The	  rideshare	  matching	  services	  could	  also	  be	  
extended	  to	  other	  employers	  in	  close	  proximity	  to	  
the	  project	  site.	  	  
Guaranteed	  Ride	  Home	  Program	  –	  This	  strategy	  
provides	  a	  guaranteed	  ride	  home	  program	  for	  
(occupants/employees)	  who	  use	  a	  commute	  mode	  
other	  than	  driving.	  Employers	  may	  establish	  their	  
own	  program	  or	  contract	  this	  service	  with	  a	  public	  
agency	  or	  private	  contractor.	  	  
Transit	  Pass	  Sales	  –	  Under	  this	  strategy	  employers	  
or	  a	  central	  management	  operator	  can	  contract	  with	  
the	  Metro	  to	  become	  authorized	  to	  directly	  sell	  
transit	  passes	  to	  their	  on-‐site	  employees.	  In	  
addition	  they	  could	  provide	  transportation	  
subsidies	  to	  building	  occupants/employees	  who	  
commute	  via	  non-‐motorized	  or	  non-‐single	  
occupancy	  vehicle	  modes.	  	  
Commuter	  Benefits	  –	  This	  strategy,	  pursuant	  to	  
Internal	  Revenue	  Code	  Section	  132	  (f),	  states	  that	  
employers	  should	  arrange	  pre-‐tax	  dollar	  transit	  
commute	  expense	  accounts	  to	  provide	  
transportation	  fringe	  benefits	  to	  eligible	  employees.	  	  
Flexible/Alternative	  Work	  Schedules	  and	  
Telecommuting	  Programs	  –	  With	  this	  strategy,	  
employers	  allow	  employees	  to	  work	  flexible	  and	  
alternative	  work	  schedules	  so	  that	  their	  arrival	  and	  



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

	  
Chapter	  4.	  Mitigation	  Monitoring	  and	  Reporting	  Program	  

	  

	  
Los	  Angeles	  Street	  Civic	  Building	  Project	  
Final	  Environmental	  Impact	  Report	   4-‐16	   June	  2014	  

BOE/ICF	  00024.10	  
	  

Mitigation	  Measure	  
Responsible	  
Party	  

Implementation	  
Phase	  

Monitoring	  
Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

departure	  to	  the	  site	  varies	  to	  reduce	  trips	  during	  
peak	  periods.	  Telecommuting	  eliminates	  any	  trips	  
to	  the	  site	  since	  the	  employee	  would	  be	  working	  
off-‐site.	  
Expanded	  DASH	  Service	  –	  Provide	  additional	  
service	  and/or	  capacity	  to	  the	  DASH	  downtown	  
system	  via	  new	  routes	  to	  the	  project	  site.	  
Contributions	  could	  be	  in	  the	  form	  of	  the	  purchase	  
of	  new	  DASH	  vehicles	  or	  subsidy	  of	  service	  for	  a	  
fixed	  period	  of	  time.	  
Taxi	  Services	  –	  Provide	  taxi	  services.	  Taxis	  provide	  
on-‐demand	  mobility	  for	  short	  and	  medium	  length	  
trips.	  Expanding	  the	  City’s	  “hail-‐a-‐taxi”	  
demonstration	  program	  to	  the	  project	  site	  and	  
surrounding	  area	  would	  provide	  convenient	  
mobility	  alternatives	  for	  unscheduled	  or	  quick	  trips.	  
In	  addition,	  taxis	  could	  and	  should	  be	  equipped	  to	  
accept	  regional	  transit	  fare	  cards	  such	  as	  Metro	  TAP	  
smart	  card	  technology.	  A	  single	  method	  of	  fare	  
payment	  would	  greatly	  enhance	  non-‐auto	  oriented	  
trip	  choices.	  Taxi	  services	  can	  also	  complement	  the	  
guaranteed	  ride	  home	  program.	  
TRANS-‐2:	  LADOT	  has	  been	  awarded	  grant	  funds	  to	  
implement	  shared-‐vehicle	  stations	  within	  
Downtown	  Los	  Angeles.	  This	  program,	  known	  as	  
the	  Integrated	  Mobility	  Hubs	  project,	  would	  provide	  
secure	  bike	  parking	  and	  a	  fleet	  of	  shared	  bikes	  and	  
cars	  in	  an	  attempt	  to	  enhance	  urban	  mobility	  and	  
serve	  as	  an	  extension	  of	  the	  current	  transportation	  
network.	  The	  program	  can	  provide	  a	  form	  of	  
“on-‐demand”	  transportation	  supplying	  
Downtown-‐area	  users	  with	  a	  convenient	  and	  
reliable	  option	  for	  one	  or	  more	  of	  the	  legs	  of	  their	  
commute	  while	  being	  environmentally	  friendly	  and	  
furthering	  greenhouse	  gas	  emission	  reduction	  goals.	  
For	  many,	  transit	  use	  is	  not	  often	  the	  most	  
convenient	  choice	  because	  station	  endpoints	  are	  
often	  beyond	  desirable	  walking	  distances	  to	  a	  
traveler’s	  final	  destination.	  Integrated	  mobility	  hubs	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Check	  for	  
Mobility	  Hub	  
and	  bicycle	  
facilities	  

Once	   Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation,	  
Metro	  
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Party	  

Monitoring	  
Activity	  

Monitoring	  
Period/	  
Frequency	  

Outside	  Agency	  
Coordination	  

provide	  an	  opportunity	  to	  customize	  the	  first	  and	  
last	  mile	  experience	  by	  providing	  the	  end-‐user	  with	  
vehicle	  options	  that	  would	  meet	  their	  particular	  trip	  
needs	  for	  that	  day.	  Providing	  more	  first	  or	  last	  mile	  
mobility	  choices	  can	  lead	  to	  increased	  use	  of	  public	  
transit	  and	  introduce	  new	  transit	  riders.	  Given	  the	  
project’s	  close	  proximity	  to	  Union	  Station,	  the	  Metro	  
Gold	  Line	  Little	  Tokyo/Arts	  District	  station	  and	  
several	  Metro	  bus	  stops,	  the	  project	  location	  is	  well	  
suited	  for	  increased	  use	  of	  public	  transit	  by	  
occupants	  of	  the	  project.	  To	  support	  the	  goals	  of	  the	  
project’s	  TDM	  plan	  and	  to	  expand	  the	  City’s	  
program,	  the	  project	  shall	  coordinate	  with	  LADOT	  
to	  provide	  space	  for	  a	  Mobility	  Hub	  in	  a	  convenient	  
location	  within	  or	  near	  the	  project	  site.	  The	  project	  
can	  also	  potentially	  provide	  on-‐site	  parking	  spaces	  
for	  the	  shared-‐car	  component	  of	  the	  Mobility	  Hubs	  
program.	  The	  project	  shall	  also	  provide	  space	  that	  
would	  accommodate	  bicycle	  parking,	  bicycle	  
lockers,	  and	  shared	  bicycles.	  LADOT	  is	  currently	  
working	  on	  an	  operating	  plan	  and	  assessment	  study	  
for	  the	  Mobility	  Hubs	  project	  that	  will	  include	  
specific	  sites,	  designs	  and	  blueprints	  for	  Mobility	  
Hub	  stations.	  The	  results	  of	  this	  study	  will	  assist	  in	  
determining	  the	  appropriate	  location	  and	  space	  
needed	  to	  accommodate	  a	  Mobility	  Hub	  at	  the	  
project	  site.	  	  
TRANS-‐3:	  The	  project	  shall	  provide	  a	  pedestrian	  
friendly	  environment	  through	  sidewalk	  pavement	  
reconstruction/improvements,	  and	  improved	  
amenities	  such	  as	  landscaping	  and	  shading,	  
particularly	  along	  the	  sidewalks.	  	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  
Contractor	  

Preconstruction/	  
Construction	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Pedestrian	  
improvements	  

Ongoing	   Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation	  

TRANS-‐4:	  The	  project	  shall	  contribute	  a	  one-‐time	  
mixed-‐fee	  of	  $250,000	  to	  be	  deposited	  into	  the	  
City’s	  Bicycle	  Plan	  Trust	  Fund.	  These	  funds	  would	  
be	  used	  by	  LADOT,	  in	  coordination	  with	  the	  
Department	  of	  City	  Planning	  and	  Council	  District	  14,	  
to	  implement	  bicycle	  improvements	  within	  the	  
Downtown	  area.	  However,	  improvements	  within	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Preconstruction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Contribution	  
of	  fee	  

Once	   Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation	  
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Downtown	  that	  are	  consistent	  with	  the	  City’s	  
complete	  streets	  and	  smart	  growth	  policies	  would	  
also	  be	  eligible	  expenses	  utilizing	  these	  funds.	  
TRANS-‐5:	  	  Upgrade	  traffic	  signals	  at	  seven	  study	  
intersections	  and	  three	  adjacent	  locations.	  	  As	  
described	  in	  Section	  4.8.3.1	  of	  the	  Draft	  EIR,	  
Methodology,	  under	  the	  Traffic	  Signal	  Updates,	  if	  
traffic	  signal	  upgrades	  are	  proposed	  as	  a	  mitigation	  
to	  offset	  the	  significant	  traffic	  impacts	  of	  a	  
development	  project,	  LADOT	  may	  require	  that	  not	  
only	  the	  impacted	  intersections,	  but	  also	  any	  
intersections	  in	  the	  immediate	  vicinity	  as	  
determined	  by	  LADOT,	  be	  upgraded	  by	  the	  project	  
to	  qualify	  for	  the	  intersection	  V/C	  reduction	  of	  0.01.	  	  
In	  order	  to	  mitigate	  the	  significant	  impacts	  at	  the	  
study	  intersections,	  traffic	  signal	  upgrades	  are	  
recommended	  at	  the	  following	  study	  intersections	  
and	  at	  locations	  adjacent	  to	  the	  study	  intersections.	  
Affected	  Study	  Intersections	  
• Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street	  and	  Temple	  Street	  (2070	  

controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  
loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  

• 1st	  Street	  and	  Judge	  John	  Aiso	  Street/San	  Pedro	  
Street	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  and	  installation	  
of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  approaches)	  

Non-‐Affected	  Study	  Intersections	  
• 1st	  Street	  and	  Central	  Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  

upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  
approaches)	  

• 2nd	  Street	  and	  San	  Pedro	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  
upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  
approaches)	  

• 2nd	  Street	  and	  Central	  Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  
upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  
approaches)	  

• 2nd	  Street	  and	  Alameda	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  
upgrade	  and	  installation	  of	  system	  loops	  on	  all	  
approaches)	  

Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Post-‐Construction	   Bureau	  of	  
Engineering	  

Traffic	  signal	  
updates	  

Once	   Los	  Angeles	  
Department	  of	  
Transportation	  
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• 3rd	  Street	  and	  Los	  Angeles	  Street	  (2070	  
controller	  upgrade	  only)	  

Non-‐Study	  Intersections/Locations	  
• 1st	  Street	  and	  Hill	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  

upgrade	  only)	  
• 1st	  Street	  between	  San	  Pedro	  Street	  and	  Central	  

Avenue	  (2070	  controller	  upgrade	  only)	  
• 3rd	  Street	  and	  Alameda	  Street	  (2070	  controller	  

upgrade	  only)	  
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Chapter	  5	  
List	  of	  Preparers	  

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

Mahmood	  Karimzadeh,	  Division	  Head	  

Reza	  Bagherzadeh,	  Senior	  Environmental	  Engineer	  

Paul	  Young,	  Architect	  

Jim	  Doty,	  Environmental	  Affairs	  Officer,	  Environmental	  Management	  Group	  

Maria	  Martin,	  Acting	  Environmental	  Affairs	  Officer,	  Environmental	  Management	  Group	  

ICF	  International	  

Lee	  Lisecki,	  Project	  Director	  

Paulette	  Franco,	  Senior	  Project	  Manager	  

Peter	  Feldman,	  Deputy	  Project	  Manager	  

Carson	  Anderson,	  Aesthetics	  

Keith	  Cooper,	  Air	  Quality	  

Colleen	  Davis,	  Cultural	  Resources	  

Peter	  Hardie,	  Noise	  and	  Vibration	  

Tamseel	  Mir,	  Land	  Use	  and	  Planning;	  Geology	  and	  Soils;	  Utilities,	  Service	  Systems,	  and	  Energy	  

Rick	  Starzak,	  Cultural	  Resources	  

Mark	  Robinson,	  Archaeology	  and	  Paleontology	  

Rusty	  Whisman,	  Hazardous	  Materials,	  Utilities	  

KOA	  Corporation	  

Bruce	  Chow,	  Traffic	  
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Appendix B Traffic Counts 
  



 



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day:

Date:

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
  LANES: 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

7:00 AM 58 132 104 294
7:15 AM 56 150 107 313
7:30 AM 60 157 95 312
7:45 AM 75 181 108 364
8:00 AM 72 170 106 348
8:15 AM 55 170 95 320
8:30 AM 79 162 112 353
8:45 AM 69 177 125 371

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 0 524 0 0 1299 0 0 0 852 0 0 0 2675
APPROACH %'s : 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 800 AM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 0 275 0 0 679 0 0 0 438 0 0 0 1392

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.938

CONTROL : 1-Way Stop (EB)

US-101 SB Off-Ramp

0.000

  WESTBOUND

NS/EW Streets:

  SOUTHBOUND

Los Angeles St Los Angeles St

TuesdayProject ID:

City:

13-5557-001

Los Angeles
AM

US-101 SB Off-Ramp

  NORTHBOUND

10/29/2013

0.870 0.959 0.876

  EASTBOUND



Intersection Turning Movement
Prepared by:

National Data & Surveying Services
Day:

Date:

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
  LANES: 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 2 0 0 0

4:00 PM 207 52 35 294
4:15 PM 199 49 31 279
4:30 PM 239 54 23 316
4:45 PM 248 62 41 351
5:00 PM 295 53 43 391
5:15 PM 333 50 19 402
5:30 PM 329 45 21 395
5:45 PM 302 59 28 389

NL NT NR SL ST SR EL ET ER WL WT WR TOTAL
TOTAL VOLUMES : 0 2152 0 0 424 0 0 0 241 0 0 0 2817
APPROACH %'s : 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 100.00% #DIV/0! #DIV/0! #DIV/0!

nb a nb d sb a sb d eb a eb d wb a nb d
PEAK HR START TIME : 500 PM TOTAL

PEAK HR VOL : 0 1259 0 0 207 0 0 0 111 0 0 0 1577

PEAK HR FACTOR : 0.981

CONTROL :

Project ID: 13-5557-001

City: Los Angeles
PM

10/29/2013

Tuesday

  NORTHBOUND   SOUTHBOUND   EASTBOUND

0.0000.877

1-Way Stop (EB)

US-101 SB Off-RampNS/EW Streets: US-101 SB Off-RampLos Angeles St Los Angeles St

0.6450.945

  WESTBOUND
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HCM 2010 TWSC Existing AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 438 0 275 679 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 466 0 293 722 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 839 361 722 0 - 0
             Stage 1 722 - - - - -
             Stage 2 117 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 337 636 876 - - -
             Stage 1 430 - - - - -
             Stage 2 855 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 337 636 876 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 337 - - - - -
             Stage 1 430 - - - - -
             Stage 2 855 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13.9 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 876 - 636 636 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.366 0.366 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 13.9 13.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.678 1.678 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 111 0 1259 207 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 113 0 1285 211 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 725 106 211 0 - 0
             Stage 1 211 - - - - -
             Stage 2 514 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 391 928 1357 - - -
             Stage 1 774 - - - - -
             Stage 2 532 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 391 928 1357 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 391 - - - - -
             Stage 1 774 - - - - -
             Stage 2 532 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.1 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1357 - 928 928 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.061 0.061 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.1 9.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.195 0.195 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 533 0 292 698 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 567 0 311 743 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 867 371 743 0 - 0
             Stage 1 743 - - - - -
             Stage 2 124 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 325 626 860 - - -
             Stage 1 419 - - - - -
             Stage 2 848 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 325 626 860 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 325 - - - - -
             Stage 1 419 - - - - -
             Stage 2 848 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.4 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 860 - 626 626 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.453 0.453 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.4 15.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.354 2.354 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 154 0 1396 216 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 157 0 1424 220 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 790 110 220 0 - 0
             Stage 1 220 - - - - -
             Stage 2 570 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 359 922 1346 - - -
             Stage 1 766 - - - - -
             Stage 2 497 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 359 922 1346 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 359 - - - - -
             Stage 1 766 - - - - -
             Stage 2 497 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.3 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1346 - 922 922 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.085 0.085 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.3 9.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.279 0.279 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 515 0 289 694 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 548 0 307 738 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 861 369 738 0 - 0
             Stage 1 738 - - - - -
             Stage 2 123 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 327 628 864 - - -
             Stage 1 422 - - - - -
             Stage 2 849 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 327 628 864 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 327 - - - - -
             Stage 1 422 - - - - -
             Stage 2 849 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 864 - 628 628 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.436 0.436 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.1 15.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.211 2.211 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 146 0 1371 214 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 149 0 1399 218 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 778 109 218 0 - 0
             Stage 1 218 - - - - -
             Stage 2 560 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 365 924 1349 - - -
             Stage 1 768 - - - - -
             Stage 2 503 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 365 924 1349 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 365 - - - - -
             Stage 1 768 - - - - -
             Stage 2 503 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.2 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1349 - 924 924 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.081 0.081 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.2 9.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.262 0.262 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 2 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 648 0 313 721 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 689 0 333 767 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 900 384 767 0 - 0
             Stage 1 767 - - - - -
             Stage 2 133 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 311 # 614 842 - - -
             Stage 1 407 - - - - -
             Stage 2 839 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 311 # 614 842 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 311 - - - - -
             Stage 1 407 - - - - -
             Stage 2 839 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 842 - 614 614 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.561 0.561 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 18.1 18.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.48 3.48 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 2 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 209 0 1563 227 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 213 0 1595 232 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 870 116 232 0 - 0
             Stage 1 232 - - - - -
             Stage 2 638 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 324 914 1333 - - -
             Stage 1 756 - - - - -
             Stage 2 457 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 324 914 1333 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 324 - - - - -
             Stage 1 756 - - - - -
             Stage 2 457 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1333 - 914 914 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.117 0.117 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.5 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.395 0.395 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 2 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 613 0 307 714 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 652 0 327 760 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 891 380 760 0 - 0
             Stage 1 760 - - - - -
             Stage 2 131 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 315 # 618 848 - - -
             Stage 1 411 - - - - -
             Stage 2 841 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 315 # 618 848 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 315 - - - - -
             Stage 1 411 - - - - -
             Stage 2 841 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 848 - 618 618 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.528 0.528 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 17.1 17.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.089 3.089 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 2 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 193 0 1513 224 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 197 0 1544 229 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 847 114 229 0 - 0
             Stage 1 229 - - - - -
             Stage 2 618 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 333 917 1336 - - -
             Stage 1 759 - - - - -
             Stage 2 469 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 333 917 1336 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 333 - - - - -
             Stage 1 759 - - - - -
             Stage 2 469 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.4 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1336 - 917 917 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.107 0.107 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.4 9.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.36 0.36 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 3 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 764 0 334 744 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 813 0 355 791 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 933 396 791 0 - 0
             Stage 1 791 - - - - -
             Stage 2 142 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 298 # 603 825 - - -
             Stage 1 396 - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 298 # 603 825 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 298 - - - - -
             Stage 1 396 - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.4 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 825 - 603 603 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.674 0.674 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 22.4 22.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 5.13 5.13 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 3 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 262 0 1730 237 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 267 0 1765 242 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 948 121 242 0 - 0
             Stage 1 242 - - - - -
             Stage 2 706 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 292 908 1322 - - -
             Stage 1 748 - - - - -
             Stage 2 421 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 292 908 1322 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 292 - - - - -
             Stage 1 748 - - - - -
             Stage 2 421 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.6 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1322 - 908 908 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.147 0.147 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.6 9.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.515 0.515 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 3 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 712 0 324 734 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 757 0 345 781 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 919 390 781 0 - 0
             Stage 1 781 - - - - -
             Stage 2 138 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 303 # 609 832 - - -
             Stage 1 401 - - - - -
             Stage 2 834 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 303 # 609 832 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 303 - - - - -
             Stage 1 401 - - - - -
             Stage 2 834 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 832 - 609 609 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.622 0.622 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 20.1 20.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.294 4.294 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 3 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 238 0 1655 232 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 243 0 1689 237 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 913 118 237 0 - 0
             Stage 1 237 - - - - -
             Stage 2 676 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 912 1327 - - -
             Stage 1 752 - - - - -
             Stage 2 437 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 912 1327 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 306 - - - - -
             Stage 1 752 - - - - -
             Stage 2 437 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.6 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1327 - 912 912 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.133 0.133 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.6 9.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.459 0.459 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 without Project AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 575 0 595 739 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 587 0 607 754 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 997 377 754 0 - 0
             Stage 1 754 - - - - -
             Stage 2 243 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 274 621 852 - - -
             Stage 1 414 - - - - -
             Stage 2 737 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 274 621 852 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 274 - - - - -
             Stage 1 414 - - - - -
             Stage 2 737 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 852 - 621 621 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.472 0.472 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.9 15.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.53 2.53 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 without Project PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 294 0 1528 283 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 300 0 1559 289 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 913 144 289 0 - 0
             Stage 1 289 - - - - -
             Stage 2 624 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 877 1270 - - -
             Stage 1 709 - - - - -
             Stage 2 465 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 877 1270 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 306 - - - - -
             Stage 1 709 - - - - -
             Stage 2 465 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1270 - 877 877 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.171 0.171 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10 10 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.615 0.615 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt1 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 670 0 612 758 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 684 0 624 773 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1023 387 773 0 - 0
             Stage 1 773 - - - - -
             Stage 2 250 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 264 # 611 838 - - -
             Stage 1 405 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 264 # 611 838 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 264 - - - - -
             Stage 1 405 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 838 - 611 611 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.559 0.559 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 18.1 18.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.455 3.455 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 1 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 337 0 1665 292 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 344 0 1699 298 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 978 149 298 0 - 0
             Stage 1 298 - - - - -
             Stage 2 680 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 281 871 1260 - - -
             Stage 1 701 - - - - -
             Stage 2 435 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 281 871 1260 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 281 - - - - -
             Stage 1 701 - - - - -
             Stage 2 435 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1260 - 871 871 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.197 0.197 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.1 10.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.732 0.732 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt1 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 652 0 609 754 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 665 0 621 769 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1018 385 769 0 - 0
             Stage 1 769 - - - - -
             Stage 2 249 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 266 # 613 841 - - -
             Stage 1 406 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 266 # 613 841 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 266 - - - - -
             Stage 1 406 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.6 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 841 - 613 613 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.543 0.543 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 17.6 17.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.257 3.257 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 1 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 329 0 1640 290 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 336 0 1673 296 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 965 148 296 0 - 0
             Stage 1 296 - - - - -
             Stage 2 669 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 286 872 1262 - - -
             Stage 1 703 - - - - -
             Stage 2 440 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 286 872 1262 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 286 - - - - -
             Stage 1 703 - - - - -
             Stage 2 440 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1262 - 872 872 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.192 0.192 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.1 10.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.709 0.709 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt2 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 785 0 633 781 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 801 0 646 797 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1055 398 797 0 - 0
             Stage 1 797 - - - - -
             Stage 2 258 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 # 601 821 - - -
             Stage 1 393 - - - - -
             Stage 2 724 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 # 601 821 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 253 - - - - -
             Stage 1 393 - - - - -
             Stage 2 724 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 821 - 601 601 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.666 0.666 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 22.1 22.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.997 4.997 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 2 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 392 0 1832 303 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 400 0 1869 309 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1057 155 309 0 - 0
             Stage 1 309 - - - - -
             Stage 2 748 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 863 1248 - - -
             Stage 1 693 - - - - -
             Stage 2 400 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 863 1248 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 253 - - - - -
             Stage 1 693 - - - - -
             Stage 2 400 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.4 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1248 - 863 863 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.232 0.232 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.4 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.895 0.895 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt2 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 750 0 627 774 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 765 0 640 790 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1046 395 790 0 - 0
             Stage 1 790 - - - - -
             Stage 2 256 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 257 # 604 826 - - -
             Stage 1 397 - - - - -
             Stage 2 725 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 257 # 604 826 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 257 - - - - -
             Stage 1 397 - - - - -
             Stage 2 725 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.7 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 826 - 604 604 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.634 0.634 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 20.7 20.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.466 4.466 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 2 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 376 0 1782 300 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 384 0 1818 306 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1033 153 306 0 - 0
             Stage 1 306 - - - - -
             Stage 2 727 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 261 866 1252 - - -
             Stage 1 695 - - - - -
             Stage 2 410 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 261 866 1252 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 261 - - - - -
             Stage 1 695 - - - - -
             Stage 2 410 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1252 - 866 866 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.222 0.222 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.3 10.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.845 0.845 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 11.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 901 0 654 804 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 919 0 667 820 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1087 410 820 0 - 0
             Stage 1 820 - - - - -
             Stage 2 267 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 243 # 591 805 - - -
             Stage 1 383 - - - - -
             Stage 2 716 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 243 # 591 805 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 243 - - - - -
             Stage 1 383 - - - - -
             Stage 2 716 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 29.2 0 0
HCM LOS D

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 805 - 591 591 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.778 0.778 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 29.2 29.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A D D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 7.277 7.277 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 445 0 1999 313 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 454 0 2040 319 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1135 160 319 0 - 0
             Stage 1 319 - - - - -
             Stage 2 816 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 228 857 1238 - - -
             Stage 1 685 - - - - -
             Stage 2 367 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 228 857 1238 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 228 - - - - -
             Stage 1 685 - - - - -
             Stage 2 367 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.7 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1238 - 857 857 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.265 0.265 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.7 10.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.067 1.067 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 AM TDM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 849 0 644 794 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 866 0 657 810 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1073 405 810 0 - 0
             Stage 1 810 - - - - -
             Stage 2 263 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 247 # 595 812 - - -
             Stage 1 387 - - - - -
             Stage 2 719 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 247 # 595 812 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 247 - - - - -
             Stage 1 387 - - - - -
             Stage 2 719 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 25.5 0 0
HCM LOS D

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 812 - 595 595 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.728 0.728 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 25.5 25.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A D D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 6.156 6.156 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 421 0 1924 308 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 430 0 1963 314 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1099 157 314 0 - 0
             Stage 1 314 - - - - -
             Stage 2 785 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 239 861 1243 - - -
             Stage 1 689 - - - - -
             Stage 2 382 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 239 861 1243 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 239 - - - - -
             Stage 1 689 - - - - -
             Stage 2 382 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.6 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1243 - 861 861 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.249 0.249 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.6 10.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.985 0.985 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



Appendix C Queue Worksheets 
  



 



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 438 0 275 679 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 466 0 293 722 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 839 361 722 0 - 0
             Stage 1 722 - - - - -
             Stage 2 117 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 337 636 876 - - -
             Stage 1 430 - - - - -
             Stage 2 855 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 337 636 876 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 337 - - - - -
             Stage 1 430 - - - - -
             Stage 2 855 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 13.9 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 876 - 636 636 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.366 0.366 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 13.9 13.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.678 1.678 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 111 0 1259 207 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 113 0 1285 211 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 725 106 211 0 - 0
             Stage 1 211 - - - - -
             Stage 2 514 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 391 928 1357 - - -
             Stage 1 774 - - - - -
             Stage 2 532 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 391 928 1357 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 391 - - - - -
             Stage 1 774 - - - - -
             Stage 2 532 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.1 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1357 - 928 928 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.061 0.061 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.1 9.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.195 0.195 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 533 0 292 698 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 567 0 311 743 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 867 371 743 0 - 0
             Stage 1 743 - - - - -
             Stage 2 124 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 325 626 860 - - -
             Stage 1 419 - - - - -
             Stage 2 848 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 325 626 860 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 325 - - - - -
             Stage 1 419 - - - - -
             Stage 2 848 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.4 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 860 - 626 626 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.453 0.453 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.4 15.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.354 2.354 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 154 0 1396 216 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 157 0 1424 220 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 790 110 220 0 - 0
             Stage 1 220 - - - - -
             Stage 2 570 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 359 922 1346 - - -
             Stage 1 766 - - - - -
             Stage 2 497 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 359 922 1346 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 359 - - - - -
             Stage 1 766 - - - - -
             Stage 2 497 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.3 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1346 - 922 922 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.085 0.085 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.3 9.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.279 0.279 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 515 0 289 694 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 548 0 307 738 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 861 369 738 0 - 0
             Stage 1 738 - - - - -
             Stage 2 123 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 327 628 864 - - -
             Stage 1 422 - - - - -
             Stage 2 849 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 327 628 864 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 327 - - - - -
             Stage 1 422 - - - - -
             Stage 2 849 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 864 - 628 628 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.436 0.436 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.1 15.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.211 2.211 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 1 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 146 0 1371 214 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 149 0 1399 218 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 778 109 218 0 - 0
             Stage 1 218 - - - - -
             Stage 2 560 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 365 924 1349 - - -
             Stage 1 768 - - - - -
             Stage 2 503 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 365 924 1349 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 365 - - - - -
             Stage 1 768 - - - - -
             Stage 2 503 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.2 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1349 - 924 924 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.081 0.081 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.2 9.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.262 0.262 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 2 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 648 0 313 721 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 689 0 333 767 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 900 384 767 0 - 0
             Stage 1 767 - - - - -
             Stage 2 133 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 311 # 614 842 - - -
             Stage 1 407 - - - - -
             Stage 2 839 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 311 # 614 842 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 311 - - - - -
             Stage 1 407 - - - - -
             Stage 2 839 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 842 - 614 614 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.561 0.561 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 18.1 18.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.48 3.48 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 2 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 209 0 1563 227 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 213 0 1595 232 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 870 116 232 0 - 0
             Stage 1 232 - - - - -
             Stage 2 638 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 324 914 1333 - - -
             Stage 1 756 - - - - -
             Stage 2 457 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 324 914 1333 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 324 - - - - -
             Stage 1 756 - - - - -
             Stage 2 457 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.5 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1333 - 914 914 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.117 0.117 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.5 9.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.395 0.395 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 2 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 6.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 613 0 307 714 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 652 0 327 760 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 891 380 760 0 - 0
             Stage 1 760 - - - - -
             Stage 2 131 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 315 # 618 848 - - -
             Stage 1 411 - - - - -
             Stage 2 841 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 315 # 618 848 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 315 - - - - -
             Stage 1 411 - - - - -
             Stage 2 841 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 848 - 618 618 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.528 0.528 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 17.1 17.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.089 3.089 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 2 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 0.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 193 0 1513 224 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 197 0 1544 229 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 847 114 229 0 - 0
             Stage 1 229 - - - - -
             Stage 2 618 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 333 917 1336 - - -
             Stage 1 759 - - - - -
             Stage 2 469 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 333 917 1336 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 333 - - - - -
             Stage 1 759 - - - - -
             Stage 2 469 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.4 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1336 - 917 917 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.107 0.107 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.4 9.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.36 0.36 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 3 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.3

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 764 0 334 744 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 813 0 355 791 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 933 396 791 0 - 0
             Stage 1 791 - - - - -
             Stage 2 142 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 298 # 603 825 - - -
             Stage 1 396 - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 298 # 603 825 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 298 - - - - -
             Stage 1 396 - - - - -
             Stage 2 830 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.4 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 825 - 603 603 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.674 0.674 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 22.4 22.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 5.13 5.13 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 3 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 262 0 1730 237 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 267 0 1765 242 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 948 121 242 0 - 0
             Stage 1 242 - - - - -
             Stage 2 706 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 292 908 1322 - - -
             Stage 1 748 - - - - -
             Stage 2 421 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 292 908 1322 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 292 - - - - -
             Stage 1 748 - - - - -
             Stage 2 421 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.6 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1322 - 908 908 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.147 0.147 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.6 9.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.515 0.515 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing with Project Alt 3 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 8.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 712 0 324 734 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 94 94 94 94 94 94
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 757 0 345 781 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 919 390 781 0 - 0
             Stage 1 781 - - - - -
             Stage 2 138 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 303 # 609 832 - - -
             Stage 1 401 - - - - -
             Stage 2 834 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 303 # 609 832 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 303 - - - - -
             Stage 1 401 - - - - -
             Stage 2 834 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 832 - 609 609 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.622 0.622 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 20.1 20.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.294 4.294 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Existing With Project Alt 3 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.1

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 238 0 1655 232 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 243 0 1689 237 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 913 118 237 0 - 0
             Stage 1 237 - - - - -
             Stage 2 676 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 912 1327 - - -
             Stage 1 752 - - - - -
             Stage 2 437 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 912 1327 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 306 - - - - -
             Stage 1 752 - - - - -
             Stage 2 437 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 9.6 0 0
HCM LOS A

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1327 - 912 912 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.133 0.133 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 9.6 9.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A A A
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.459 0.459 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 without Project AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 4.8

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 575 0 595 739 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 587 0 607 754 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 997 377 754 0 - 0
             Stage 1 754 - - - - -
             Stage 2 243 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 274 621 852 - - -
             Stage 1 414 - - - - -
             Stage 2 737 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 274 621 852 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 274 - - - - -
             Stage 1 414 - - - - -
             Stage 2 737 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 15.9 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 852 - 621 621 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.472 0.472 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 15.9 15.9 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 2.53 2.53 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 without Project PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.4

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 294 0 1528 283 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 300 0 1559 289 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 913 144 289 0 - 0
             Stage 1 289 - - - - -
             Stage 2 624 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 877 1270 - - -
             Stage 1 709 - - - - -
             Stage 2 465 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 306 877 1270 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 306 - - - - -
             Stage 1 709 - - - - -
             Stage 2 465 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1270 - 877 877 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.171 0.171 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10 10 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.615 0.615 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt1 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 670 0 612 758 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 684 0 624 773 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1023 387 773 0 - 0
             Stage 1 773 - - - - -
             Stage 2 250 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 264 # 611 838 - - -
             Stage 1 405 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 264 # 611 838 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 264 - - - - -
             Stage 1 405 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 18.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 838 - 611 611 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.559 0.559 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 18.1 18.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.455 3.455 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 1 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 337 0 1665 292 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 344 0 1699 298 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 978 149 298 0 - 0
             Stage 1 298 - - - - -
             Stage 2 680 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 281 871 1260 - - -
             Stage 1 701 - - - - -
             Stage 2 435 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 281 871 1260 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 281 - - - - -
             Stage 1 701 - - - - -
             Stage 2 435 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1260 - 871 871 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.197 0.197 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.1 10.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.732 0.732 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt1 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 5.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 652 0 609 754 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 665 0 621 769 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1018 385 769 0 - 0
             Stage 1 769 - - - - -
             Stage 2 249 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 266 # 613 841 - - -
             Stage 1 406 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 266 # 613 841 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 266 - - - - -
             Stage 1 406 - - - - -
             Stage 2 731 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 17.6 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 841 - 613 613 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.543 0.543 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 17.6 17.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 3.257 3.257 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 1 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 329 0 1640 290 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 336 0 1673 296 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 965 148 296 0 - 0
             Stage 1 296 - - - - -
             Stage 2 669 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 286 872 1262 - - -
             Stage 1 703 - - - - -
             Stage 2 440 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 286 872 1262 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 286 - - - - -
             Stage 1 703 - - - - -
             Stage 2 440 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.1 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1262 - 872 872 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.192 0.192 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.1 10.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.709 0.709 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt2 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.9

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 785 0 633 781 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 801 0 646 797 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1055 398 797 0 - 0
             Stage 1 797 - - - - -
             Stage 2 258 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 # 601 821 - - -
             Stage 1 393 - - - - -
             Stage 2 724 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 # 601 821 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 253 - - - - -
             Stage 1 393 - - - - -
             Stage 2 724 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 22.1 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 821 - 601 601 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.666 0.666 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 22.1 22.1 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.997 4.997 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 2 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 392 0 1832 303 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 400 0 1869 309 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1057 155 309 0 - 0
             Stage 1 309 - - - - -
             Stage 2 748 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 863 1248 - - -
             Stage 1 693 - - - - -
             Stage 2 400 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 253 863 1248 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 253 - - - - -
             Stage 1 693 - - - - -
             Stage 2 400 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.4 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1248 - 863 863 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.232 0.232 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.4 10.4 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.895 0.895 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt2 TDM AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
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Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 7.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 750 0 627 774 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 765 0 640 790 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1046 395 790 0 - 0
             Stage 1 790 - - - - -
             Stage 2 256 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 257 # 604 826 - - -
             Stage 1 397 - - - - -
             Stage 2 725 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 257 # 604 826 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 257 - - - - -
             Stage 1 397 - - - - -
             Stage 2 725 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 20.7 0 0
HCM LOS C

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 826 - 604 604 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.634 0.634 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 20.7 20.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A C C
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 4.466 4.466 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 2 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.6

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 376 0 1782 300 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 384 0 1818 306 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1033 153 306 0 - 0
             Stage 1 306 - - - - -
             Stage 2 727 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 261 866 1252 - - -
             Stage 1 695 - - - - -
             Stage 2 410 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 261 866 1252 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 261 - - - - -
             Stage 1 695 - - - - -
             Stage 2 410 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.3 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1252 - 866 866 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.222 0.222 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.3 10.3 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.845 0.845 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 AM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 11.2

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 901 0 654 804 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 919 0 667 820 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1087 410 820 0 - 0
             Stage 1 820 - - - - -
             Stage 2 267 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 243 # 591 805 - - -
             Stage 1 383 - - - - -
             Stage 2 716 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 243 # 591 805 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 243 - - - - -
             Stage 1 383 - - - - -
             Stage 2 716 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 29.2 0 0
HCM LOS D

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 805 - 591 591 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.778 0.778 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 29.2 29.2 - -
HCM Lane LOS A D D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 7.277 7.277 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 445 0 1999 313 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 454 0 2040 319 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1135 160 319 0 - 0
             Stage 1 319 - - - - -
             Stage 2 816 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 228 857 1238 - - -
             Stage 1 685 - - - - -
             Stage 2 367 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 228 857 1238 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 228 - - - - -
             Stage 1 685 - - - - -
             Stage 2 367 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.7 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1238 - 857 857 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.265 0.265 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.7 10.7 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 1.067 1.067 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 AM TDM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 9.5

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 849 0 644 794 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 866 0 657 810 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1073 405 810 0 - 0
             Stage 1 810 - - - - -
             Stage 2 263 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 247 # 595 812 - - -
             Stage 1 387 - - - - -
             Stage 2 719 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 247 # 595 812 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 247 - - - - -
             Stage 1 387 - - - - -
             Stage 2 719 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 25.5 0 0
HCM LOS D

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 812 - 595 595 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.728 0.728 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 25.5 25.5 - -
HCM Lane LOS A D D
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 6.156 6.156 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined



HCM 2010 TWSC Future 2018 with Project Alt 3 TDM PM Peak Hour
1: Los Angeles St & US 101 SB off-ramp 11/19/2013

Synchro 7 -  Report
Page 1

Intersection
Intersection Delay, s/veh 1.7

Movement EBL EBR NBL NBT SBT SBR
Vol, veh/h 0 421 0 1924 308 0
Conflicting Peds, #/hr 0 0 0 0 0 0
Sign Control Stop Stop Free Free Free Free
RT Channelized - None - None - None
Storage Length - 0 - - - -
Veh in Median Storage, # 0 - - 0 0 -
Grade, % 0 - - 0 0 -
Peak Hour Factor 98 98 98 98 98 98
Heavy Vehicles, % 2 2 2 2 2 2
Mvmt Flow 0 430 0 1963 314 0

Major/Minor Minor2 Major1 Major2
Conflicting Flow All 1099 157 314 0 - 0
             Stage 1 314 - - - - -
             Stage 2 785 - - - - -
Follow-up Headway 3.67 3.32 2.22 - - -
Pot Capacity-1 Maneuver 239 861 1243 - - -
             Stage 1 689 - - - - -
             Stage 2 382 - - - - -
Time blocked-Platoon, % - - -
Mov Capacity-1 Maneuver 239 861 1243 - - -
Mov Capacity-2 Maneuver 239 - - - - -
             Stage 1 689 - - - - -
             Stage 2 382 - - - - -

Approach EB NB SB
HCM Control Delay, s 10.6 0 0
HCM LOS B

Minor Lane / Major Mvmt NBL NBT EBLn1 EBLn2 SBT SBR
Capacity (veh/h) 1243 - 861 861 - -
HCM Lane V/C Ratio - - 0.249 0.249 - -
HCM Control Delay (s) 0 - 10.6 10.6 - -
HCM Lane LOS A B B
HCM 95th %tile Q(veh) 0 - 0.985 0.985 - -

Notes
~ : Volume Exceeds Capacity; $ : Delay Exceeds 300 Seconds; Error : Computation Not Defined




