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METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY BOARD AGENDA RULES
(ALSO APPLIES TO BOARD COMMITTEES)

PUBLIC INPUT

A member of the public may address the Board on agenda items, before or during the Board or
Committee’s consideration of the item for one (1) minute per item, or at the discretion of the Chair. A
request to address the Board must be submitted electronically using the tablets available in the Board
Room lobby. Individuals requesting to speak will be allowed to speak for a total of three (3) minutes per
meeting on agenda items in one minute increments per item. For individuals requiring translation
service, time allowed will be doubled. The Board shall reserve the right to limit redundant or repetitive
comment.

The public may also address the Board on non-agenda items within the subject matter jurisdiction of the
Board during the general public comment period, which will be held at the beginning and /or end of each
meeting. Each person will be allowed to speak for one (1) minute during this General Public Comment
period or at the discretion of the Chair. Speakers will be called according to the order in which their
requests are submitted. Elected officials, not their staff or deputies, may be called out of order and prior
to the Board’s consideration of the relevant item.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, and in accordance with the Brown Act, this agenda does not provide an
opportunity for members of the public to address the Board on any Consent Calendar agenda item that
has already been considered by a Committee, composed exclusively of members of the Board, at a
public meeting wherein all interested members of the public were afforded the opportunity to address the
Committee on the item, before or during the Committee’s consideration of the item, and which has not
been substantially changed since the Committee heard the item.

In accordance with State Law (Brown Act), all matters to be acted on by the MTA Board must be
posted at least 72 hours prior to the Board meeting. In case of emergency, or when a subject matter
arises subsequent to the posting of the agenda, upon making certain findings, the Board may act on an
item that is not on the posted agenda.

CONDUCT IN THE BOARD ROOM - The following rules pertain to conduct at Metropolitan
Transportation Authority meetings:

REMOVAL FROM THE BOARD ROOM - The Chair shall order removed from the Board Room any
person who commits the following acts with respect to any meeting of the MTA Board:

a. Disorderly behavior toward the Board or any member of the staff thereof, tending to interrupt the due

and orderly course of said meeting.

b. A breach of the peace, boisterous conduct or violent disturbance, tending to interrupt the due and
orderly course of said meeting.

c. Disobedience of any lawful order of the Chair, which shall include an order to be seated or to
refrain from addressing the Board; and

d. Any other unlawful interference with the due and orderly course of said meeting.

INFORMATION RELATING TO AGENDAS AND ACTIONS OF THE BOARD

Agendas for the Regular MTA Board meetings are prepared by the Board Clerk and are available prior to
the meeting in the MTA Records Management Department and on the Internet. Every meeting of the
MTA Board of Directors is recorded and is available at https://www.metro.net or on CD’s and as MP3’s
for a nominal charge.




DISCLOSURE OF CONTRIBUTIONS

The State Political Reform Act (Government Code Section 84308) requires that a party to a proceeding
before an agency involving a license, permit, or other entitlement for use, including all contracts (other
than competitively bid, labor, or personal employment contracts), shall disclose on the record of the
proceeding any contributions in an amount of more than $250 made within the preceding 12 months by
the party, or his or her agent, to any officer of the agency, additionally PUC Code Sec. 130051.20
requires that no member accept a contribution of over ten dollars ($10) in value or amount from a
construction company, engineering firm, consultant, legal firm, or any company, vendor, or business
entity that has contracted with the authority in the preceding four years. Persons required to make this
disclosure shall do so by filling out a "Disclosure of Contribution" form which is available at the LACMTA
Board and Committee Meetings. Failure to comply with this requirement may result in the assessment
of civil or criminal penalties.

ADA REQUIREMENTS

Upon request, sign language interpretation, materials in alternative formats and other accommodations
are available to the public for MTA-sponsored meetings and events. All requests for reasonable
accommodations must be made at least three working days (72 working hours) in advance of the
scheduled meeting date. Please telephone (213) 364-2837 or (213) 922-4600 between 8 a.m. and 5
p.m., Monday through Friday. Our TDD line is (800) 252-9040.

Requests can also be sent to boardclerk@metro.net.

LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

A Spanish language interpreter is available at all Committee and Board Meetings. All other languages
must be requested 72 hours in advance of the meeting by calling (213) 364-2837 or (213) 922-4600.
Live Public Comment Instructions can also be translated if requested 72 hours in advance.

Requests can also be sent to boardclerk@metro.net.

323.466.3876
x2 Espariol (Spanish)
x3 XX (Chinese)
x4 ¢+=01 (Korean)
x5 Tiéng Viét (Vietnamese)
x6 HAEE (Japanese)
x7 pycckuii (Russian)
x8 Cwybptu (Armenian)

HELPFUL PHONE NUMBERS AND EMAIL

Copies of Agendas/Record of Board Action/Recordings of Meetings - (213) 922-4880 (Records
Management Department) - https://records.metro.net

General Information/Rules of the Board - (213) 922-4600

Internet Access to Agendas - https://www.metro.net

TDD line (800) 252-9040

Board Clerk Email - boardclerk@metro.net

NOTE: ACTION MAY BE TAKEN ON ANY ITEM IDENTIFIED ON THE AGENDA
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Live Public Comment Instructions:
Live public comment can be given by telephone or in-person.

The Meeting begins at 10:00 AM Pacific Time on October 31, 2024; you may join the call 5
minutes prior to the start of the meeting.

Dial-in: 202-735-3323 and enter
English Access Code: 5647249%#
Spanish Access Code: 7292892#

Public comment will be taken as the Board takes up each item. To give public
comment on an item, enter #2 (pound-two) when prompted. Please note that the live
video feed lags about 30 seconds behind the actual meeting. There is no lag on the
public comment dial-in line.

Instrucciones para comentarios publicos en vivo:

Los comentarios publicos en vivo se pueden dar por telefono o en persona.

La Reunion de la Junta comienza a las 10:00 AM, hora del Pacifico, el 31 de Octubre de 2024.
Puedes unirte a la llamada 5 minutos antes del comienso de la junta.

Marque: 202-735-3323 y ingrese el codigo
Codigo de acceso en ingles: 5647249%#
Codigo de acceso en espanol: 7292892#

Los comentarios del publico se tomaran cuando se toma cada tema. Para dar un
comentario publico sobre una tema ingrese # 2 (Tecla de numero y dos) cuando se le
solicite. Tenga en cuenta que la transmision de video en vivo se retrasa unos 30
segundos con respecto a la reunion real. No hay retraso en la linea de

acceso telefénico para comentarios publicos.

Written Public Comment Instruction:

Written public comments must be received by 5PM the day before the meeting.

Please include the Item # in your comment and your position of “FOR,” “AGAINST,” "GENERAL
COMMENT," or "ITEM NEEDS MORE CONSIDERATION."

Email: BoardClerk@metro.net

Post Office Mail:

Board Administration

One Gateway Plaza

MS: 99-3-1

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Metro Page 4
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CALL TO ORDER
ROLL CALL

1. APPROVE Consent Calendar Items: 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 30, 31, 32,
33, 34, 35, 36, 37, and 38.

Consent Calendar items are approved by one motion unless held by a Director for discussion
and/or separate action.

All Consent Calendar items are listed at the end of the agenda, beginning on page 6.

NON-CONSENT
3. SUBJECT: REMARKS BY THE CHAIR 2024-1024
RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE remarks by the Chair.
4. SUBJECT: REPORT BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 2024-1025

RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE report by the Chief Executive Officer.
42. SUBJECT: COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS 2024-0548

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. EXECUTE successor collective bargaining agreements with the American
Federation of State, County and Municipal Employees Local 3634
(AFSCME) and the Transportation Communications Union/IAM Lodge
1315 (TCU), effective July 1, 2024; and

B. AMEND the FY25 budget in the amount of $15.2 million for the
implementation of the wage and benefit changes for the approval of the
final collective bargaining agreements.

END OF NON-CONSENT

Metro Page 5
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CONSENT CALENDAR - ITEMS 2, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 17, 18, 19, 20, 24, 25, 30, 31, 32, 33,
34, 35, 36, 37, and 38.

2. SUBJECT: MINUTES 2024-1026
RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held September 26, 2024
and the Special Board Meeting/Ad Hoc 2028 Olympic & Paralympic Games
Committee held October 23, 2024.
Attachments: Regular Board Meeting MINUTES - September 26, 2024
September 2024 RBM Public Comments
Special Board Meeting/Ad Hoc 2028 MINUTES - October 23, 2024
October 2024 SBM/Ad Hoc Public Comments

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (5-0):

10. SUBJECT: MEASURE M MULTI-YEAR SUBREGIONAL PROGRAM 2024-0818
UPDATE - WESTSIDE CITIES SUBREGION

RECOMMENDATIONS

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING programming an additional $17,369,862 within the capacity
of Measure M Multi-Year Subregional Program (MSP) - Active
Transportation 1st/Last Mile Connections Program (Expenditure Line 51),
as shown in Attachment A; and

B. AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to negotiate and execute all
necessary agreements for approved projects.

Attachments: Attachment A - Active Transportation 1st/Last Mile Connection Program Project

Presentation

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

11. SUBJECT: K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION PROJECT 2024-0537
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEQO) to negotiate and execute:

A. Modification No. 4 to Contract No. AE64930000 for a Not-to-Exceed (NTE)
amount of $2,300,000 with Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture
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October 31, 2024

(WSP USA Inc. and AECOM Technical Services, Inc.) to prepare
additional technical environmental analysis and conceptual engineering to
respond to public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the K Line Northern Extension Project and support future
community engagement efforts increasing the contract value from
$50,367,851 to a NTE $52,667,851; and

Modification No. 3 to Task Order No. PS44432008-030 for an NTE amount
of $550,000 with Lee Andrews Group (LAG) to prepare additional
community engagement as part of the environmental review process,
increasing the task order value from $903,223 to NTE $1,453,223 and
extend the period of performance from June 30, 2025 through December
31, 2025.

Attachments: Attachment A-1 - Procurement Summary

Attachment A-2 - Procurement Summary

Attachment B-1 - Contract Modification Change Order Log
Attachment B-2 - Task Order Modification Change Order Log
Attachment C-1 - DEOD Summary

Attachment C-2 - DEOD Summary

Presentation

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (5-0):

12. SUBJECT: STREET SAFETY, DATA SHARING AND

COLLABORATION PROGRAM

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a two-year firm, fixed price

Contract No. PS120787000, to Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. for the Street

Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Action Plan in the amount of
$1,108,043, subject to resolution of properly submitted protest(s), if any.

Attachments: Attachment A - Motion 55 - Metro Street Safety Policy

Attachment B - Procurement Summary

Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation

2024-0508

Metro
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (5-0):

13.

SUBJECT: FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN FOR THE EASTSIDE TRANSIT 2024-0156
CORRIDOR PHASE 2 PROJECT

RECOMMENDATION

ADOPT the First/Last Mile Plan for the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2
Project (Attachment A).

Attachments: Attachment A - 1st/Last Mile Plan for Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project

Attachment B - Motion 14.1 - First-Last Mile

Presentation

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (4-0):

14.

SUBJECT: MARIACHI PLAZA JOINT DEVELOPMENT 2024-0377
RECOMMENDATION
CONSIDER:

A. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer, or designee, to execute and
enter into a Joint Development Agreement (JDA), ground lease (Ground
Lease), and other related documents with East Los Angeles Community
Corporation (ELACC) (Developer), for the construction and operation of an
affordable housing project (Project) on two separate parcels, totaling
approximately 33,000 square feet, of Metro-owned property located at the
corner of Pennsylvania Avenue and North Vicente Fernandez Street in
Boyle Heights (Site) in accordance with the Summary of Key Terms and
Conditions attached hereto as Attachment A and upon receipt of
concurrence by the Federal Transit Administration (FTA);

B. AUTHORIZING a 65%, or $2,200,000, discount to the appraised fair
market rental value of the Site under the Ground Lease;

C. FINDING that the Project is exempt from the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA) pursuant to Sections 21080(b)(9) and 21084 of the
California Public Resources Code and Section 15332 (In-Fill Development
Projects) of the CEQA Guidelines, consistent with the environmental
studies and reports set forth in Attachment B and authorizing the Chief
Executive Officer or designee to file the appropriate Notice of Exemption
for the Project in accordance with said finding by the Board; and

D. DECLARING the Site to be exempt surplus land, pursuant to the Surplus
Land Act (SLA), Government Code Section 54220 et seq, based on the

Metro
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qualifying factors and criteria described herein.

Attachments: Attachment A - Summary of Key Terms and Conditions
Attachment B - CEQA Studies and Reports
Attachment C - Motion 12.1

Attachment D - Site Plan and Renderings

Presentation

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):
17. SUBJECT: REGIONAL CONNECTOR PROJECT CLOSE-OUT 2024-0926
RECOMMENDATION

INCREASE the Life-of-Project (LOP) budget for the Regional Connector
Transit Corridor Project (Project) by $39,000,000 from $1,755,840,570 to
$1,794,840,570 to fully resolve claims and complete the close out the Project.

Attachments: Attachment A - Funding/Expenditure Plan

Attachment B - MR & MM Unified Cost Management Policy Analysis

Presentation

CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

18. SUBJECT: DIVISION 20 PORTAL WIDENING TURNBACK FACILITY 2024-0527
LOP INCREASE

RECOMMENDATION

INCREASE the Life-of-Project (LOP) budget by $99,730,000 for the Division
20 Portal Widening Turnback Facility (Project) from $956,749,577 to
$1,056,479,577 using the fund sources as summarized in Attachment A,
consistent with the provisions of the Board-adopted Measure R and Measure
M Unified Cost Management Policy (Attachment B).

Attachments: Attachment A - Funding Expenditure Plan

Attachment B - MR & MM Unified Cost Management Policy Analysis

Attachment C - Projected Breakdown of Cost Allocation

Presentation
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CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

19. SUBJECT: 1-105 EXPRESSLANES CONSTRUCTION 2024-0857
MANAGER/GENERAL CONTRACTOR SEGMENT 1
(IDENTIFIED WORKS PACKAGE 1) LIFE- OF-PROJECT
BUDGET AND ROADSIDE TOLL COLLECTION SYSTEM
LIFE-OF-PROJECT BUDGET

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. ESTABLISH the I-105 ExpressLanes Project 475004 Life-of-Project (LOP)
Budget by increasing the existing Preconstruction Budget and by
establishing funding for the Segment 1 (Identified Work Package 1)
construction, from Sepulveda Blvd. to Central Avenue on the 1-105
Freeway. This action increases the existing Preconstruction Budget of
$119,391,538 by $638,148,678 to a Life-of-Project Budget of
$757,540,216 (Attachment A);

B. NEGOTIATE AND EXECUTE project-related agreements, including
contract modifications, up to the authorized LOP;

C. ESTABLISH an LOP budget of $44,254,826 for the |1-105 Express Lanes
project segments 1, 2, and 3 Roadside Toll Collection System (RTCS)
Project 275004; and

D. AMEND FY25 budget for Project 475004 by $47,234,197 from
$126,112,511 to $173,346,708 and for Project 275004 by $3,824,193
from $2,129,990 to $5,954,183.

Attachments: Attachment A - IWP Funding & Expenditure Table

Attachment B - Procurement Summary

Attachment C - Equity Assessment Prioritized List of Projects

Attachment D - [-105 Express Lanes Segment 1 Equity Assessment Summary

Attachment E - Contract Modification/Change Order Log
Attachment F - DEOD Summary (CM/GC Contract)
Attachment G - RTCS LOP

Presentation
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CONSTRUCTION COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):
20. SUBJECT: GOLD LINE FOOTHILL EXTENSION PHASE 2B2 2024-0993
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE execution of Amendment No. 4 to the Funding Agreement
between the Metro Gold Line Foothill Extension Construction Authority
("Authority") and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
("Metro") to reflect the allocation of $798,000,000 of the California State
Transportation Agency (“CalSTA”) Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program
(“TIRCP”) formula funding authorized by Senate Bill 125 (“SB125 Funds”).

Attachments: Attachment A - Draft Project Funding Agreement Amendment No 4

Attachment B - Project Funding

Attachment C - Expenditure Plan

Attachment D - Scope of Work

Presentation

FINANCE, BUDGET, AND AUDIT COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING
RECOMMENDATION (5-0):

24. SUBJECT: CALIFORNIA SB1 STATE OF GOOD REPAIR PROGRAM 2024-0903
RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE the Resolution in Attachment A to:

A. AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEQ) or designee to claim
$40,211,229 in fiscal year (FY) 2024-25 State of Good Repair Program
(SGR) grant funds as the Regional Entity for Los Angeles County for this
program; and

B. APPROVE the regional SGR Project List for FY24-25; and

C. CERTIFY that Metro will comply with all conditions and requirements set
forth in the SGR Certification and Assurances document and applicable
statutes, regulations and guidelines.

Attachments: Attachment A - Resolution to accept and distribute LA County SGR funds

Attachment B - Submitted project listing from Metro and Municipal Operators

Presentation
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Meeting

October 31, 2024

EXECUTIVE MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE MADE THE FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION

(3-0):

25,

SUBJECT: METRO BRANDED AND SPECIALTY MERCHANDISE
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a two-year, firm-fixed unit
rate Contract No. PS120351000 to Cétera Marketing, LLC to provide
Metro-branded merchandise, in the Not-to-Exceed (NTE) contract amount of
$3,500,000, inclusive of item cost, set-up fee, sales tax and shipping, effective
November 12, 2024, subject to the resolution of any properly submitted
protest(s), if any.

Attachments: Attachment A - External Communications Policy

Attachment B - Procurement Summary

Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation

2024-0518

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

30.

SUBJECT: COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIAL DOOR REPAIR AND
PREVENTIVE MAINTENANCE SERVICES

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute Contract Modification No.
5 to Contract No. OP754160008370 with Steelman Build & Construction Inc.,
to provide commercial and industrial door repair and preventive maintenance
services to exercise option year one in the Not-to-Exceed (NTE) amount of
$560,912, increasing the Total Contract Value from $1,732,736 to

$2,293,648, and extending the period of performance from January 3, 2025, to
January 2, 2026.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - Contract Modification/Change Order Log

Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation

2024-0442
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OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

31.

SUBJECT: BUS BATTERIES 2024-0549
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute Modification No. 2 to
Contract No. MA90333-2000 with Battery Power, Inc., for Bus Batteries 12V,
Group 31. This modification will exercise the one-year option in the
not-to-exceed amount of $1,474,110.90, increasing the total contract value
from $1,474,110.90 to $2,948,221.80 and extending the contract term from
November 9, 2024 to November 8, 2025.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - Contract Modification/Change Order Log
Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

32.

SUBJECT: ENGINE ELECTRICAL WIRING HARNESS KITS 2024-0556
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute Modification No. 2 to
Contract No. SD105427000 with DSM&T Company, Inc., the responsive and
responsible bidder for Electrical Wiring Harness Kits. This modification will
exercise the one-year option in the Not-to-Exceed (NTE) amount of
$543,207.60, increasing the total contract value from $543,207.60 to
$1,086,415.20 and extending the contract term from November 9, 2024 to
November 8, 2025.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - Contract Modification/Change Order Log Option
Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation
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OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

33.

SUBJECT: CALIPER ASSEMBLIES FRONT & REAR 2024-0557
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a two-year, Indefinite
Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Contract No. MA121741000 to American
Moving Parts, the lowest responsive and responsible bidder to supply Caliper
Assemblies Front & Rear in the Not-to-Exceed (NTE) amount of
$1,827,743.78, inclusive of sales tax, subject to the resolution of all properly
submitted protest(s), if any.

Attachments: Attachment A - Procurement Summary

Attachment B - DEOD Summary

Presentation

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

34.

SUBJECT: METRO B AND D LINES AUDIO FREQUENCY TRACK 2024-0642
CIRCUIT AND INTERLOCKING RELAY LOGIC
REPLACEMENT

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD a firm fixed price Contract No. AE117449000 to B & C Transit,
Inc. for the Metro B and D Lines Audio Frequency Track Circuit and
Interlocking Relay Logic Replacement Project in the amount of
$59,858,500, effective November 1, 2024, subject to resolution of any
properly submitted protest(s), if any; and

B. INCREASE the Life of Project (LOP) Budget for the Metro B and D Lines
Audio Frequency Track Circuit and Interlocking Relay Logic Replacement
Project by $20,000,000 from $50,100,000 to $70,100,000.

Attachments: Attachment A - Capital Project 205674 Funding and Expenditure Plan

Attachment B - Procurement Summary

Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Presentation
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OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

35.

SUBJECT: RAIL CROSSING GATE OPTIMIZATION DEMONSTRATION 2024-0799
PROJECT
RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AMEND the Fiscal Year (FY) 2025 budget to add $2,000,000 for the Rail
Crossing Gate Optimization Demonstration Project, federally funded by the
Strengthening Mobility and Revolutionizing Transportation (SMART) Grant
Award; and

B. EXECUTE agreements and any contracts within the grant amount for the
Rail Crossing Gate Optimization Demonstration Project.

Attachments: Presentation

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

36.

SUBJECT: MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING WITH LOS 2024-0520
ANGELES COMMUNITY COLLEGE DISTRICT (LACCD) ON
BEHALF OF LOS ANGELES TRADE TECHNICAL
COLLEGE (LATTC) TO PROVIDE TRAINING SERVICES

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to execute a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) with the Los Angeles Community College District
(LACCD) on behalf of the Los Angeles Trade Technical College (LATTC) to
provide training services in support of the Rail Technical Training and Rail
Apprentice Programs for up to $300,000 each year for a total five years and a
value of $1,500,000, effective January 1, 2025, through December 31, 2029.

Attachments: Attachment A - Access to Career Opportunities Update Motion 21

Presentation
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Meeting_]

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

37. SUBJECT: REVISION OF METRO SERVICE COUNCIL BYLAWS 2024-0175
RECOMMENDATION

ADOPT the revised Service Council Bylaws (Attachment A).

Attachments: Attachment A - Revised Service Council Bylaws

Presentation

OPERATIONS, SAFETY, AND CUSTOMER EXPERIENCE COMMITTEE MADE THE
FOLLOWING RECOMMENDATION (3-0):

38. SUBJECT: APPOINTMENTS TO METRO'S SERVICE COUNCILS 2024-0789
RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE nominees for membership on Metro’s Westside Central Service
Council (Attachment A).

Attachments: Attachment A - Nomination Letters

Attachment B - Nominee Qualifications

Presentation

SUBJECT: GENERAL PUBLIC COMMENT 2024-1027
RECEIVE General Public Comment

Consideration of items not on the posted agenda, including: items to be presented and (if
requested) referred to staff; items to be placed on the agenda for action at a future meeting of the
Committee or Board; and/or items requiring immediate action because of an emergency

situation or where the need to take immediate action came to the attention of the Committee
subsequent to the posting of the agenda.

COMMENTS FROM THE PUBLIC ON ITEMS OF PUBLIC INTEREST WITHIN COMMITTEE’S
SUBJECT MATTER JURISDICTION

Adjournment
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REGULAR BOARD MEETING

OCTOBER 31, 2024
SUBJECT: REPORT BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER

RECOMMENDATION

RECEIVE report by the Chief Executive Officer.
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Weekday Ridership Exceeds 1 Million

September 2024 Ridership

Exceeded 1 million average weekday
riders for first time since pandemic
Weekend bus ridership is 96.3% of pre-
pandemic, while weekend rail ridership is
99.4% of pre-pandemic
A Line ridership up 16.7%
E Line ridership up 18.0%
Special events drove ridership
* 9/15 — East LA Mexican Independence
Parade: 200% increase at East LA
Civic Center
* 9/6 — Barbie at the Santa Monica Pier:
68% increase at Downtown Santa
Monica
* 9/14-15-La La Land in Concert at LA
State Historic Park: 28% increase at
Chinatown Station
e 7,000+ Dodger Stadium Express
boardings for 2 World Series Games

217 — Fairfax/Hollywood

240 — Reseda Bl
152 — Roscoe Bl
754 — Vermont Av Rapid

224 — Lankershim/San
Fernando

117 — Century B

204 — Vermont Av

234 — Sepulveda B

166 — Nordhoff St
35/38 — Washington Bl
761 — Van Nuys Bl Rapid
165 — Van Owen Av

233 — Van Nuys Bl

25.3%

18.8%

14.8%

14.5%

13.7%

13.6%

12.3%

12.1%

11.4%

11.0%

11.0%

10.7%

10.0%
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C & K Line Service Changes

K
Expo/Crenshaw Q E

Martin Luther King Jr
Leimert Park

Hyde Park

Fairview Heights
Downtown Inglewood

Westchester/Veterans Q
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C & K Line
Service Changes
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Free Rides on Election Day

VOTE EARLY AND SAFELY.
Drop off your ballot in a secure drop box at these nine
Metro stations in blue. Get the details at metro.net /govote.

» Free rides on Election Day,
oA Tuesday, November 5th

> Free rides on Metro Bike
(use code 110524)

> Free rides on Metro Micro
(use code Vote24)

Voting Center at Union Station

Nine Early Vote Ballot Drop-Off
Locations on the system

vV VY

> Visit metro.net/govote for more

details
MM




afety and Security

» Retrofit Bus Operator
Barriers now 72% installed.

» Four Video Analytics-Based
Weapons Detection
Systems piloted

» Three additional Concealed
Weapons Screening
Technologies being piloted
on the system through
December

» TAP-to-Exit enforcement
expands to APU/Citrus
College Station and
Downtown Long Beach
Station Monday,

November 4 @
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Recognizing Operator Dennis Contreras and Team




Los Angeles County
M etrO Metropolitan Transportation

Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA
Metro Board Report
File #: 2024-0548, File Type: Contract Agenda Number: 42.
REVISED

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
OCTOBER 31, 2024

SUBJECT: COLLECTIVE BARGAINING AGREEMENTS
ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. EXECUTE successor collective bargaining agreements with the American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employees Local 3634 (AFSCME) and the Transportation Communications
Union/IAM Lodge 1315 (TCU), effective July 1, 2024; and

B. AMEND the FY25 budget in the amount of $15.2 million for the implementation of the wage
and benefit changes for the approval of the final collective bargaining agreements.

ISSUE

The AFSCME and TCU collective bargaining agreements expired on June 30, 2024. Negotiations
with union leadership began in February 2024. As of result of collaboration with union leadership and
Metro management/negotiating teams, the AFSCME and TCU successor agreements were
successfully negotiated within eight months.

BACKGROUND

Staff prepared for contract negotiations beginning over eight months ago. Staff conducted workshops
for labor and management to come together and explore ridership trends, security within the system
and public/private partnerships. These workshops allowed both parties to learn about each other’s
interests and most importantly, joint interests.

The preparation for contract negotiations left all parties with a clear vision of the direction Metro is
heading and a path to making meaningful contributions towards the future. Prior to beginning formal
negotiations, the following principles were identified to guide work at the bargaining tables:

e The users of Metro services and the taxpayers within LA County are the key stakeholders.
It is excellence in service and support that they have come to expect and that they deserve.
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We understand that Metro’s workforce is essential to Metro’s ability to deliver excellence in
service and support.

Metro’s labor agreements provide the framework for commitments to each other. The
agreements include the guidelines, the work rules and the acknowledgement of joint
interests and respective interests.

It is Metro’s intent to negotiate agreements in good faith, to build a stronger organization
and to be financially prudent and good stewards of taxpayer dollars.

We recognize that as we move into the future, we are evolving in the use of technologically
advanced equipment, including electric buses for a cleaner Los Angeles.

We commit to honoring Metro’s agreements and to be transparent in all efforts to lead LA
Metro into the future of the industry.

DISCUSSION

As of September 26, 2024, Metro reached a tentative agreement with TCU on the successor labor
agreement for a term of five years, effective July 1, 2024, to June 30, 2029. This labor union
represents Metro clerks, customer service agents, custodians, and various specialist positions. Non-
economic benefits of the agreement include:

» New lanquage that clarifies external hiring for vacancies when there are no internal qualified
candidates. This will help offset overtime costs.

» Created the new classification “Custodial Specialists” whose primary duties will be to perform
specialized cleaning in the Ancillary Areas using special equipment and Personal Protective

Equipment.

¥
>

Additionally, as of October 14, 2024, Metro reached a tentative agreement with AFSCME on the
successor labor agreement for a term of five years, effective July 1, 2024, to June 30, 2029. This
labor union represents Metro supervisors, transit security sergeants and transit security lieutenants.
Non-economic benefits of the agreement include:

Equipment.

> Agreed to terms that ensure that Rail Transit Operations Supervisors complete hands-on

training to maintain proficiency in operating trains.
> Agreed to terms regarding a Supervisor’s responsibility to operate buses or trains as a result
of workforce staffing shortages for emergencies, such as the pandemic.

TCU members ratified their tentative agreement on October 22, 2024 with a 92% yes vote, and
AFSCME members ratified their tentative agreement on October 23, 2024 with an 87% yes vote.
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These new labor agreements are now being presented to the Board for approval.

The new successor agreements with AFSCME and TCU will commence July 1, 2024 through June
30, 2029.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Approval of the collective bargaining agreements has a positive impact on safety due to the
negotiated work rules directly related to safety. Additionally, the new successor agreements will allow
for the safe delivery of continued and uninterrupted transit service for customers and employees, as
the unionized workforce adds value and is essential to Metro’s mission and goals.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Staff recommends salary and wage increases that average 4.4% annually over 5 years along with a
0.25% quarterly wage adjustment each year. Health and welfare increases are included to follow the
terms of the contracts.

Average

Wages | Numberof |\ cvo5 | ey2e | Fy2z | Fy28 | FY20 | Annual
Employees

Rate

AE%EN%E 1,027 4% 4% 4% 5% 5% | 4.40%

Impact to Budget

At the May 2024 meeting, the Board approved the FY25 budget, with the assumption that
wage/salary increases and health/welfare benefits for represented employees are subject to separate
board actions, due to ongoing negotiations for collective bargaining agreements. Consequently, an
amendment to the FY25 budget totaling $15.2 million is necessary to account for additional expenses
specific to the TCU and AFSCME collective bargaining agreements.

EQUITY PLATFORM

The collective bargaining agreements with TCU and AFSCME effective July 1, 2024, have
considered equity impacts such as the annual wage increases which will help with retention and
recruitment issues to ensure that there is no delay in Metro’s current and future projects, especially
as Metro moves into new technology. Not having to reduce transit service levels would avoid
negatively impacting Metro’s core ridership and the equity seeking communities Metro serves.
Further, the agreements are anticipated to benefit the diverse composition of Metro’s workforce
represented by TCU and AFSCME (see tables below):
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Demographics Summary

TCU & AFSCME Metro
Ethnicity Staff Percentage Staff Percentage |
African American 607 31.50% 3,208 26.39%
America Indian 3 0.16% 35 0.31%
Asian 122 6.33% 1,357 11.17%
Hispanic 981 20 .91% 5,514 45 37%
Mative Hawaiian 8 0.42% 69 057%
Two or More 44 2 28% 326 2 64%
White 132 6 85% 1.052 8 66%
MiA 30 1.56% 590 4. 85%
Total 1,927 100.00% 12,154 100.00%
Demographics and Gender Information

TCU & TCU & Metro Metro
Ethnicity/Gender AFSCME AFSCME
African
American 607 +1.50% 0,208 26.39%
F 281 14 58% 1.511 12 43%
I 326 16.92% 1.697 13.96%
American
Indian o 0.16% o 0.31%
F 0 0.00% 10 0.058%
i 3 0.16% 26 023%
Asian 122 6.33% 1,357 11.17%
F 17 0.88% 280 2.30%
M 105 5.45% 1.077 4. 86%
Hispanic 981 50.91% 5,514 45.37%
F 320 16.61% 1.137 9 35%
M 667 34 30% 4377 36.01%
Native Hawaiian 8 0.42% 69 0.57%
F 1 0.05% 13 011%
% 7 0.36% o6 0.46%
Two or More 44 2.28% o026 2.68%
F 12 062% 110 091%
M 32 1.66% 216 1.76%
White 132 6.85% 1,052 8.66%
F 33 1.71% 234 1.93%
M 99 5.14% 818 6. 73%
N/A ol 1.56% 530 4.85%
F 7 0.36% 169 1.39%
I 23 1.19% 427 3. 46%
Grand Total 1,927 100.00% 12,154 100.00%
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IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

Staff recommendations support LA Metro’s Vision 2028 goals in the following manner:

GOAL: Deliver outstanding trip experiences for all users of the transportation system:
Recruit, retain, and provide updated training to members as the agency brings in new technology and
reduces its carbon footprint.

GOAL: Enhance communities and lives through mobility and access to opportunity:
Provide opportunity for union members to be trained in additional crafts, thereby creating additional
positions (through vacancies) which can be filled by members of the community at large.

GOAL: Provide responsive, accountable, and trustworthy governance within the Metro organization:
During negotiations, staff established a stronger relationship of trust by using the “interest
based/collaborative” negotiation style. This creates a better working relationship with the unions and
reduce tension and friction between labor and management.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may choose not to approve the new agreements. This option is not recommended as it
would be contrary to the tentative agreements reached with TCU and AFSCME labor and
management bargained in good faith. These agreements are the foundation of the commitment
between labor and management for nearly 1,927 represented employees.

NEXT STEPS

Staff will implement the successor collective bargaining agreements.
Prepared by: Cristian Leiva, Deputy Chief People Officer, Labor Negotiations (213) 922-3035

Reviewed by: Dawn Jackson-Perkins, Interim Chief People Officer, (213) 418-3166

Chief Executive Officer
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Collective Bargaining
Agreements with AFSCME
and TCU Effective July 2024 -
June 2029

Regular Board Meeting

October 31, 2024
@ Metro Cristian Leiva, Deputy Chief People Officer
etro Dawn Jackson-Perkins, Interim Chief People Officer



Metro/ATU Tentative Agreement

@ Metro

On September 26, 2024, and October 14, 2024: LACMTA reached tentative
agreements with AFSCME and TCU
On October 22, 2024: 92% of the TCU membership who were present voted to
ratify the tentative agreement
On October 23, 2024: 85% of the AFSCME membership who were present voted
to ratify the tentative agreement

» Five-year term through June 30, 2029

» 4.0% wage increases for FY25, FY26, and FY27

» 5% wage increases for FY28 and FY29

» 0.25% annual Quarterly Wage Adjustments

» Health and welfare increases are included to follow the terms of the

contracts



Staff Recommendation

e Staff recommends the LACMTA Board approve the 2024-29 CBA
tentative agreements with AFSCME and TCU

 Upon Board approval, the terms of the tentative agreements will be
implemented effective July 1, 2024

@ Metro



Los Angeles County
M etrO Metropolitan Transportation

Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA
Metro Board Report
File #: 2024-1026, File Type: Minutes Agenda Number: 2.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
OCTOBER 31, 2024

SUBJECT: MINUTES

RECOMMENDATION

APPROVE Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held September 26, 2024 and the Special Board
Meeting/Ad Hoc 2028 Olympic & Paralympic Games Committee held October 23, 2024.
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October 18, 2024

To Adhoc Committee For LA28,

Founded in 2008, WeTap is a 501©3 nonprofit committed to increasing awareness, access and use of
public water and drinking fountains/hydration stations to help improve public health, minimize the
severe social and economic disparities, and reduce our dependence on single-use plastic to protect the
environment and public health.

Over the years, WeTap.org has partnered with dozens of public agencies and community groups,
including Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), the Los Angeles Unified School
District (LAUSD), and the California State Water Resources Control Board, to further the goals of
increasing awareness and confidence in our public drinking water supply. WeTap developed the
‘WeTap App’ to map and help residents and visitors locate community drinking fountains and
hydration stations. WeTap pioneered the Los Angeles and CA State legislated “Tap Water Day”
campaigns to celebrate publicly provided drinking water. We robustly support the placement and
maintenance of drinking fountains and filling stations in schools, parks, and public spaces as normal for
everyone. WeTap partnered with the City of Los Angeles in the 2019 LA Sustainability pLAnN
(http://plan.lamayor.org/partner). Mayor Garcetti gave the City of LA 200 new fountains and now we
are aiming for 2028 fountains and hydration stations for the 2028 Olympics #2028for2028. We can
outshine Paris!

WeTap.org received funding from the Annenberg Foundation, LADWP Community Partnership Grants,
and a few others but mostly we have survived with our grit. Now we are in a fast lane to the 2028
Olympics, and we are respectfully requesting your financial support, partnerships and collaboration.


https://www.wetap.org/
https://apps.apple.com/us/app/wetap-drinking-fountain-finder/id903424762
https://legiscan.com/CA/text/SCR55/id/2823031
http://plan.lamayor.org/partner

THE WETAP APP

apping in
7 ToClean
~Prinking Water
V' ‘Everywhere

The WeTap-drinking fountain finder
App puts the lecationsioficlean drinking

waterand water quality information at
the fingertips of residents and visitors
wherever we are,

The WeTap Drinking Fountain Finder App puts the locations of clean drinking water into the hands of
everyone and can provide water quality information at the fingertips of residents and visitors with
customization. With site specific data and information about water access, the WeTap App makes
drinking water more accessible to all of our communities and bridges the gaps with communication.
The WeTap App helps build public confidence in our water supplies and demonstrates the generosity of
spirit from public utilities. When more people have better access to hydration stations, where they can
refill reusable water canteens for free, and our dependence on single use plastic waste is reduced!



https://apps.apple.com/gb/app/wetap-drinking-fountain-finder/id903424762

#2028FOR2028

In LAS 2019-505tamabulny pLAN,

Mayor Eric Garcettii‘historically'gave us 200

new-public drinking fountains. We now have
_oursights set.on.2028 néw fountains across
"7 La3 Angeles for the 2028 Olympics.
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WeTap.org - Investing in the Future of Los Angeles

Looking towards the future and with the 2028 Los Angeles Olympics fast approaching, WeTap is
helping to systematically organize our publicly supplied drinking water success. We can outshine Paris
with publicly provided services that are easy for the public and visitors to find - #2028for2028.

WeTap addresses the social, environmental, economic, public health and education necessary to support
the appreciation and use of our PUBLIC DRINKING WATER which helps residence of disadvantaged
communities grow and thrive by eliminating the costly burden of single use plastic water bottles while
improving public health and protecting our environment for everyone.

We seek your collaboration and support for WeTap’s existing programs including the WeTap App, Tap
Water Day, and #2028for2028 so that California will emerge as a leader on the world stage for the
upcoming World Cup and 2028 Olympics.



CALIFORNIA CELEBRATES TAP WATER DAY!

" C_élebrating

ithat Tap'Water Day has been
iblished for the City of LA
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On May 7, 2015, the City of Los Angeles, under the leadership of Mayor Eric Garcetti, celebrated the
nation’s first Tap Water Day to promote public drinking water and the promotion and installation of
hydration stations/drinking fountains across California to reduce single use plastic waste and improve

pubic health and wellbeing.

In 2023, the California Legislature unanimously passed the Resolution for the State (Senate Concurrent
Resolution 55) which establishes the first Thursday in May as “Tap Water Day” in the State of

California. As stated by Senator Anthony J. Portantino, “Clean drinking water is a basic human right
and it’s important to make it more accessible for our communities...Organizations like WeTap are
doing the critical advocacy work to expand access to clean tap water and | appreciate their support on

this resolution.”


https://www.ladwpnews.com/mayor-garcetti-and-ladwp-celebrate-tap-water-day-with-tours-of-los-angeles-aqueduct-filtration-plant/
https://sd25.senate.ca.gov/news/2023-05-08/senator-portantino-introduces-resolution-establish-tap-water-day-california
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ACCURATE AND DYNAMIC WATER QUALITY
INFORMATION NEEDS TO
ALWAYS BE ACCESSIBLE TO EVERYONE

- Water: Quality
. _Inférmation
IS_Always
\Ecessible

has partnered with the
f Resources Control Board and

~

Nater Quality Monitoring'Council

for MyWaterQuality.ca.gov - to improve
blic drinking water narrative. Water
/ reports are always available online.

WeTap.org is partnered with the CA Resources Control Boards’ CA Water Quality Monitoring Council
(CAWQMC) for the Safe to Drink Workgroup to help improve our drinking water narrative. This is the
only drinking water website for the State of California. MyWaterQuality.ca.gov could be a more vital
source of coordinated and relevant information for the public throughout the state, including in Los

Angeles, particularly when the world descends on our state for these world class athletic games.

Under the CAWQMC, this is a legislated mandate, in the Governor’s Resiliency Plan, and yet
underfunded. Data and information sharing has evolved since the inception of this requirement and yet
WeTap.org has been rising to the challenge to help this very important drinking water website.


https://mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/index2.html
https://mywaterquality.ca.gov/monitoring_council/drinking_water_workgroup/
https://mywaterquality.ca.gov/safe_to_drink/

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

A\
Drinking Water
Conversations
With Students

WeTap is developing a drinking
waller curriculum to focus educators
on positive and practical solutions
for public drinking water.
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Expanding community outreach in positive, unique and creative ways, is essential. \We need to:

CONNECT with the residents citywide and statewide.

ENGAGE with targeted communities.

FOCUS messaging to reach specific communities.

SHARE water quality expertise and context.

EMPOWER communities and individuals to solve challenges.
PROMOTE city wide goals and visions.

INFORM everyone about publicly suppled drinking water and its benefits.
EDUCATE students with information that matters.

WeTap successfully advocated for LAUSD’s public fountains which are now maintained at very high
standards, with their $50,000,000+ investments in their units. WeTap collaborated with some schools
to educate youth about the quality of public drinking water and to “SAY NO” to disposable plastic
water bottles, increasing funding for filling stations in schools, parks and other public places. WeTap is
now seeking to increase the messaging to students across California with new educational curriculum
and inspiring programs including WeTap’s “Waterfall of Art”



https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=DwmAJOI1MDg

EDUCATION IS POWER:
CREATIVE PROJECTS COMMUNICATE
MESSAGES MOST EFFECTIVELY
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October 2024 Special Board Meeting/Olympics Public Comments - Iltem 7

Sent: Tuesday, October 22, 2024 3:10 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: ITEM NEEDS MORE CONSIDERATION for Agenda ltem #7 of Special Board Meeting/Ad Hoc 2028
Olympic & Paralympic Games Committee

Dear Chair Hahn and Committee Members,

I'm a transit advocate from Chino Hills. | am writing today on Agenda ltem #7. | believe the
item needs more consideration. | use Metro personally for appointments and events in Los
Angeles (e.g., L.A. Pride in the Park, Dodgers Pride Night). | promote Metro use on social
media as a viable alternate to driving. Metrolink and local transit outside L.A. County are
impractical for me. | wish that was not the case. TAP and its technology are ahead of what
my county offers for local transit. | regularly advocate to my local transportation authority
(SBCTA), local transit provider (Omnitrans), and Metrolink to integrate into the TAP system.
| advocate the committee to work with nearby county transportation authorities to extend
the TAP system for local transit outside Los Angeles County. | also recommend
coordinating with fellow board members on Metrolink to simplify, update, and expand the
transfer policy. Most local transit and Metrolink riders in the region experience inconsistent
transfer policies (see below for examples). Except for Metro Bus and Rail, Metrolink passes
and tickets are generally not useful for local transit except to and from a Metrolink station
(see below).

| also put forward transforming the Countywide and Freight TDM and Universal Basic
Mobility programs into regional projects with nearby county transportation authorities.
Many local transit riders outside L.A. County miss out on the benefits that TAP offer: stored
value to pay-per-ride, fare capping (on Metro), the flexibility of using an app or a physical
card and eventually a contactless debit or credit card, and multiple locations to buy
passes and refill store value accounts for TAP cards. TAP has the potential to serve local
transit in neighboring counties and Metrolink, according to SCAG (see below). The
Olympics and Paralympics are excellent opportunities for state and federal funding on
that. It's disappointing our region lacks something like Clipper Card in the San Francisco
Bay Area and OMNY in the New York City Area.

Let's expand TAP to local transit in Southern California and make it easier to ride across the
region!

Sincerely,

Sources and Examples
SCAG Universal Fare System - https://scagitsarchitecture.org/projdetail.htm?id=75



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fscagitsarchitecture.org%2Fprojdetail.htm%3Fid%3D75&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706364798%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pd2nHnTkIJmufjyrPdOc0ZcX6bzh8zzXPGxwvAQXKLc%3D&reserved=0

OCBus Transfer Policy - https://www.octa.net/getting-around/bus/oc-bus/routes-and-
schedules/connections-and-transfers/

Omnitrans transfer policy - https://omnitrans.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/05/Accepted-
Fare-Media.pdf

Riverside Transit Agency (RTA) transfer policy -
https://www.riversidetransit.com/index.php/fares-a-passes/fares-a-
passes?highlight=WyJOcmFuc2ZlciJd

Foothill Transit transfers- https://www.foothilltransit.org/transfers

Metrolink transit connections - https://metrolinktrains.com/rider-info/general-info/transit-
connections/



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.octa.net%2Fgetting-around%2Fbus%2Foc-bus%2Froutes-and-schedules%2Fconnections-and-transfers%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706387562%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=koUw%2Fulp8NykspxrP5tPk96EICMB08dg8%2FFnYv7smPI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.octa.net%2Fgetting-around%2Fbus%2Foc-bus%2Froutes-and-schedules%2Fconnections-and-transfers%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706387562%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=koUw%2Fulp8NykspxrP5tPk96EICMB08dg8%2FFnYv7smPI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fomnitrans.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2020%2F05%2FAccepted-Fare-Media.pdf&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706399787%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BiSS1NAwGAR3fsLZnjwCgs2hp7RiBoiX0vPIJxsu8rY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fomnitrans.org%2Fwp-content%2Fuploads%2F2020%2F05%2FAccepted-Fare-Media.pdf&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706399787%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=BiSS1NAwGAR3fsLZnjwCgs2hp7RiBoiX0vPIJxsu8rY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.riversidetransit.com%2Findex.php%2Ffares-a-passes%2Ffares-a-passes%3Fhighlight%3DWyJ0cmFuc2ZlciJd&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706412626%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2xsifjxmJntONzjpwz4lygkeihJQxY51LaJUXCGcxfk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.riversidetransit.com%2Findex.php%2Ffares-a-passes%2Ffares-a-passes%3Fhighlight%3DWyJ0cmFuc2ZlciJd&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706412626%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=2xsifjxmJntONzjpwz4lygkeihJQxY51LaJUXCGcxfk%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.foothilltransit.org%2Ftransfers&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706424784%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ImiptLfbqt0PGUBuktL9xp3UyodBtfeuO0ghW61shQY%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmetrolinktrains.com%2Frider-info%2Fgeneral-info%2Ftransit-connections%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706441115%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mcwzSwIA9ZW006MOAtJN71HgR0Wk40KuwyLWzcZjEas%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fmetrolinktrains.com%2Frider-info%2Fgeneral-info%2Ftransit-connections%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7Ceb334b61054341ab69fd08dcf2e64d8b%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638652319706441115%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=mcwzSwIA9ZW006MOAtJN71HgR0Wk40KuwyLWzcZjEas%3D&reserved=0

@ Metro

MINUTES

Thursday, September 26, 2024

10:00 AM

Board of Directors - Reqular Board Meeting

DIRECTORS PRESENT:
Janice Hahn, Chair
Fernando Dutra, 1st Vice Chair
Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker, 2nd Vice Chair
Kathryn Barger
Karen Bass
James Butts
Lindsey Horvath
Paul Krekorian
Holly J. Mitchell
Ara J. Najarian
Tim Sandoval
Hilda Solis
Katy Yaroslavsky
Gloria Roberts, non-voting member

Stephanie Wiggins, Chief Executive Officer

CALLED TO ORDER: 10:11 A.M.



ROLL CALL

1. APPROVED Consent Calendar Items: 2, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25,

26, 27

and 32.

Consent Calendar items were approved by one motion unless held by a Director for discussion
and/or separate action.

FD

JDW | KB

KRB |JB |LH

PK

HJM | AJN | TS

HS |KY | JH

Y

Y Y

Y Y|Y

Y

X Y | Y

*Voting Deviations:
Item 9 — the following Directors were conflicted: KB, KRB, LH, and JH

Item 16 — the following Directors were conflicted: KB, KRB, LH, HIM, KY, and JH
Item 23 — the following Directors were conflicted: KB and KRB

Item 24 — the following Director was conflicted: KY
Item 32 — the following Directors were conflicted: KB, KRB, LH, HS, KY, and JH

2. SUBJECT: MINUTES

2024-0937

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR Minutes of the Regular Board Meeting held July
25, 2024.

3. SUBJECT: REMARKS BY THE CHAIR

RECEIVED remarks by the Chair.

2024-0938

FD |JDW | KB | KRB [ JB | LH |[PK| HJM [AJN[ TS [HS | KY | JH
Pl P |P| P |P|P|P|[ P |P|lPT]P]P P
4. SUBJECT: REPORT BY THE CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 2024-0939

RECEIVED report by the Chief Executive Officer.
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5. SUBJECT: MEASURE M MULTI-YEAR SUBREGIONAL PROGRAM 2024-0506
AND MEASURE R TRANSIT INVESTMENTS PROGRAM
UPDATE - SOUTH BAY SUBREGION

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:
A. APPROVING:

1. Programming of an additional $11,164,810 within the capacity of
Measure M Multi-Year Subregional Program (MSP) - Transportation
System and Mobility Improvements Program (Expenditure Line 50);

2. Programming of an additional $11,586,591 within the capacity of
Measure M MSP - South Bay Highway Operational Improvements
Program (Expenditure Line 63);

3. Programming of an additional $600,000 within the capacity of Measure
M MSP - Transportation System and Mobility Improvements Program
(Expenditure Line 66);

4. Programming of an additional $16,300,000 within the capacity of
Measure R South Bay Transit Investments Program; and

B. AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to negotiate and execute all
necessary agreements and/or amendments for approved projects.

6. SUBJECT: NORTH SAN FERNANDO VALLEY TRANSIT CORRIDOR 2024-0473

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to
execute Modification No. 14 to Contract No. AE49337000 with Arcadis, A California
Partnership (formerly 1Bl Group) in the amount of $3,158,761 for the optional task for
preliminary engineering and to advance the design of curb extensions (bus bulbs) or
boarding islands as part of the North San Fernando Valley (NSFV) Bus Rapid
Transit (BRT) Corridor Project, increasing the contract value from $5,683,973

to $8,842,734, and extend the period of performance from October 31, 2024

through December 31, 2026.

7. SUBJECT: PROGRAM FUNDS FOR ARROYO VERDUGO 2024-0779
OPERATIONAL IMPROVEMENTS

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A. $5,000,000 in additional programming for two City of
Glendale projects within the Arroyo Verdugo subregion; and

(continued on next page)



(ltem 7 — continued from previous page)

B.

AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to negotiate and execute all
necessary agreements for the Board-approved projects.

8. SUBJECT: COUNTYWIDE CALL FOR PROJECTS 2024-0510

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A

DEOBLIGATING $5.94 million of previously approved Call for Projects
(Call) funding, and hold in RESERVE;

changes to the scope of work for:

1. City of Los Angeles - Last Mile Folding Bike Incentive Program (Call
#F7707);

2. City of Los Angeles - Building Connectivity with Bicycle Friendly
Business District (Call #F9803);

AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) or their designee to
negotiate and execute all necessary agreements/or amendments for
previously awarded projects; and

RECEIVING AND FILING time extensions for 49 projects.

SUBJECT: NORTH HOLLYWOOD JOINT DEVELOPMENT 2024-0468

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A

AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer (CEQO) or designee to execute
and enter into a Joint Development Agreement (JDA) with NOHO
Development Associates, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company
(Developer), an affiliate of Trammell Crow Company, and associated
Ground Leases (Ground Leases) and other related documents with
Developer or its affiliates or qualified transferees, for the construction and
operation of a mixed-use project on up to 11.8 acres of Metro-owned
property located at the North Hollywood Metro Station (District NoHo or
Project) in accordance with the Joint Development Summary of Key Terms
and Conditions upon receipt of concurrence by the Federal

Transit Administration (FTA) and the California Transportation
Commission (CTC);

(continued on next page)



(Item 9 — continued from previous page)

B. DETERMINING that the Board, acting as the governing body of the
responsible agency under the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), after consideration of the whole of the administrative record,

10.

adopts the Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations
setting forth the reasons and benefits with full knowledge that significant

impacts may remain, and the Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program of the City of Los Angeles
Environmental Impact Report No. ENV-2019-7241-EIR which was certified
on August 22, 2023; and

SUBJECT: CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT SUPPORT SERVICES

(CMSS) FOR BATTERY ELECTRIC BUS CHARGER

INFRASTRUCTURE

AUTHORIZED the Chief Executive Officer to award a cost plus fixed fee

Contract No. AE120406MCO083, to Anser Advisory, to provide Construction

Management Support Services for Battery Electric Bus (BEB) Charging

Infrastructure Projects located at our bus operation divisions, transit centers,

as well as opportunity chargers along current BEB routes for a term of 3 years
at a not to exceed total contract value of $6,012,319, subject to the resolution
of any properly submitted protest(s), if any.

AUTHORIZING the CEO or designee to file a Notice of Determination with the Los
Angeles County Clerk and the State of California Clearinghouse.

2024-0397
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11. SUBJECT: METRO TRAINING & INNOVATION CENTER (MTIC) 2024-0541

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A. INCREASING the Life of Project Budget for the Metro Training & Innovation

Center (Project) by $1,409,000, from $19,900,000 to $21,309,000; and

B. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer to amend the FY25 Budget in
the amount of $1,091,000 to fund operational costs for the Metro Training &
Innovation Center.




13.

16.

17.

18.

SUBJECT: G LINE IMPROVEMENTS PROJECT 2024-0512
APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A. ESTABLISHING a Life-of-Project (LOP) budget for the G Line
Improvements Project in the amount of $668,450,000; and

B. AUTHORIZING the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and execute
project-related agreements, including Early Works Packages (EWPs), the
Phase 2 Supplement and contract modifications, up to the authorized
Life-of-Project budget.

SUBJECT: GROUP INSURANCE PLANS 2024-0523

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to renew
existing group insurance policies covering Non-Contract and AFSCME employees,
including long-term disability coverage for Teamster employees, and life insurance for
all full-time Metro employees, for the one-year period beginning January 1,

2025.

SUBJECT: PRE-QUALIFICATION PROGRAM 2024-0355
APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:
A. ADOPTING an amendment to Metro’s Administrative Code Chapter 4-05
to replace the existing contractor pre-qualification language with of this Board Report;
effective January 1, 2025; and
B. RECEIVING AND FILING streamlining initiatives, including electronic

signature deployment for procurement contracts and purchase orders.

SUBJECT: MEASURE R BONDS 2024-0434
APPROVED:

A. ADOPTING a Resolution, (“Resolution”), that authorizes the
issuance and sale of up to $500 million in aggregate principal amount of
Measure R Senior Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds in one or more
series and taking all other actions necessary in connection with the
issuance of the refunding bonds (“Refunding Bonds"); and

B. ESTABLISHING an underwriter pool that will be used to select underwriters for all
future negotiated debt issues through June 30, 2029.
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20.

21.

22,

23.

24,

SUBJECT: CIRCUIT BREAKER RETROFIT KIT 2024-0471

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to award a
two-year, Indefinite Delivery / Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Contract No. MA111914(2)000 to
Gillig LLC, the lowest responsive and responsible bidder to supply Circuit Breaker
Retrofit Kits in the not-to-exceed (NTE) amount of $1,339,042.21 inclusive of

sales tax, subject to the resolution of any properly submitted protest(s), if any.

SUBJECT: ALTERNATOR ASSEMBLY 2024-0472

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to award a
two-year, Indefinite Delivery / Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Contract No. MA113336000 to TK
Services, Inc., the lowest responsive and responsible bidder to supply

alternator assemblies in the not-to-exceed (NTE) amount of $2,805,153.48,

inclusive of sales tax, subject to the resolution of any properly submitted

protest(s), if any.

SUBJECT: BRAKE CALIPER ASSEMBLIES 2024-0474

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to award a
two-year, Indefinite Delivery/Indefinite Quantity (IDIQ) Contract No. MA113925000 to Zen
Industrial Services, Inc., the lowest responsive and responsible bidder to supply Brake
Caliper Assemblies in the not-to-exceed (NTE) amount of $3,015,693.07,

inclusive of sales tax, subject to the resolution of any properly submitted

protest(s), if any.

SUBJECT: VANPOOL VEHICLE SUPPLIER BENCH CONTRACT 2024-0481

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to execute
Contract Modification No. 7 to the Vanpool Vehicle Supplier Bench Contract Nos.
PS1074300051491, PS1074400051491, and PS1074500051491 with Green Commuter,
Airport Van Rental, and Enterprise Rideshare (a division of Enterprise Holdings)
respectively, to increase the total not-to-exceed (NTE) contract amount by $3.7

million from $36,000,000 to $39,700,000 and extend the period of

performance from December 31, 2024 to June 30, 2025.

SUBJECT: P3010 LIGHT RAIL VEHICLE INTEGRATED DATA AND 2024-0505
COMMUNICATION SYSTEM (IDCS)

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to execute
Contract Modification No. 2, and exercise Option 1, install and commission the Integrated
Data and Communication System (IDCS) on the P3010 Light Rail Vehicle under
Contract No. TS83056-2000 to Siemens Mobility, Inc. in the firm fixed amount

of $18,051,025, increasing the total Contract amount from $5,043,855 to

$23,094,880. This action does not change the board-approved LOP for this

project of $44,436,129.
7



25. SUBJECT: A LINE TRAIN CONTROL NON-VITAL AND VITAL RELAY 2024-0496

26.

27.

32.

REPLACEMENT
AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. AWARD a 39-month firm fixed price Contract No. AE117510000 to B&C
Transit, Inc. for the Metro A Line Train Control Non-Vital and Vital Relay
Replacement Project in the amount of $14,838,050 effective October 1,
2024, subject to resolution of any properly submitted protest(s), if any; and

B. INCREASE the Life of Project (LOP) Budget for the A Line Train Control
Non-Vital and Vital Relay Replacement by $9,355,855 from $11,100,000
to $20,455,855.

SUBJECT: SENATE BILL 125 (SB 125) ZERO-EMISSION TRANSIT 2024-0172
CAPITAL PROGRAM

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR:

A. ADOPTING a Los Angeles County Regional Zero Emission Bus
Procurement Policy;

B. the Los Angeles County Regional Zero Emission Transit
Capital Program (ZETCP)-Equivalent Fund Allocation Framework and the
resulting Included and Eligible Transit Operator fund amounts totaling
$49.84 million in Proposition C 40% funding; and

C. AMENDING the FY25 Budget to implement the ZETCP-Equivalent Fund
Allocations and authorize the Chief Executive Officer to negotiate and
execute all necessary agreements.

SUBJECT: APPOINTMENTS TO METRO'S SERVICE COUNCILS 2024-0431

APPROVED ON CONSENT CALENDAR nominees for membership on Metro’s San
Fernando Valley, San Gabriel Valley, South Bay Cities, and Westside Central Service
Councils.

SUBJECT: EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 PROJECT 2024-0526

AUTHORIZED ON CONSENT CALENDAR the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to execute
Modification No. 8 to Contract No. AE51242000 with Cordoba HNTB Design Partners, a
Joint Venture, in the amount of $74,869,029 to advance to 30% Preliminary
Engineering (PE) for the Initial Operating Segment (I0S), increasing the

contract value from $35,514,357 to $110,383,386 and extending the period of
performance from December 31, 2024, to August 30, 2026.



33. SUBJECT: STATE AND FEDERAL REPORT 2024-0550

RECEIVED AND FILED the September 2024 State and Federal Legislative
Report.
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34. SUBJECT: A TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2028 OLYMPIC AND 2024-0959
PARALYMPIC GAMES VENUES MOTION

FORWARDED TO THE OCTOBER 2024 BOARD CYCLE:

35. SUBJECT: PUBLIC HEARING ON RESOLUTION OF NECESSITY FOR 2024-0173
WESTSIDE PURPLE LINE EXTENSION SECTION 1

ADOPTED BY TWO-THIRDS VOTE OF THE BOARD the Resolution of Necessity
authorizing the commencement of an eminent domain action to acquire a 10-month and 7
days Temporary Construction Easement (“Property Interest”) from the property known as
5318 Wilshire Bivd, Los Angeles, CA 90036 APN: 5089-001-028 (formerly
5089-001-026) identified in.
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36. SUBJECT: CLOSED SESSION 2024-0956

A. Conference with Legal Counsel - Existing Litigation - G.C.
54956.9(d)(1)

1. Saul Salamanca v. LACMTA, Case No. 22STCV00221

APPROVED settlement in the amount of $400,000.
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2. Mervin Shannon v. LACMTA, Case No. 22STCV03752

APPROVED settlement in the amount of $700,000.
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3. Jobs To Move America v. LACMTA, Case No. 24STCP02977

No report.

B. Public Employee Performance Evaluations - Government Code
Section 54957

Title: CEO, General Counsel, Board Clerk, Inspector General, Chief
Ethics Officer

No report.

C. Conference with Labor Negotiator - Government Code Section
54957.6

TCU, AFSCME, Teamsters

No report.

D. Conference with Real Estate Neqgotiator - Government Code
54956.8

1. Property: 1801 Avenue of the Stars, Los Angeles, CA 90067 and
1930 Century Park West, Los Angeles, CA 90067

Agency Negotiator: Craig Justesen, EO Real Estate

Negotiating Party: Century City Mall, LLC, a Delaware limited
liability company

Under Negotiations: Price and Terms

No report.

(continued on next page)
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(item 36 — continued from previous page)

2. Property: 13949 Stage Road and 16934 Rosecrans Avenue, Santa Fe
Springs, CA 90670

Agency Negotiator: Craig Justesen, EO Real Estate
Negotiating Parties: RRM Properties, LTD
Under Negotiations: Price and Terms

No report.

ADJOURNED AT 1:51 P.M. IN MEMORY OF ILYSSA DECASPERIS AND RICHARD
ALATORRE.

Prepared by: Jennifer Avelar
Sr. Administrative Analyst, Board Administration

-

Collette Langéfo‘, Board Clerk
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August 14, 2024
Dear Metro Board Members,

We have been residents of Lafayette Square since 2015 and of Los Angeles since 2003. Metro
recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files on
Metro's website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically
preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not have
thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s

plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and
then west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that
Metro would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online
and talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes
from the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies

on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress

how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity
of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our

community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used
in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,

exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues.



The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not
clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given

the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that

must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the

value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the

best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,

Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.



We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances

Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,
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8/28/24

Board Chair, Supervisor Janice Hahn

Los Angeles Metro Board of Directors

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1 Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: EB SR-91 Atlantic Av to Cherry Av Auxiliary Lane Improvement
Project

Dear Board Chair Hahn,

| am writing on behalf of the Associated General Contractors (AGC) of
California to express our support for LA Metro’s EB SR-91 Atlantic Av to
Cherry Av Auxiliary Lane Improvement Project.

We have recently learned that this project is at risk of being terminated
following a local community town hall. We strongly oppose suspending this
project as it could set an unjust precedent for future approved projects. The
EB SR-91 freeway project and many others like it have gone through several
channels of approval procedures and have been approved for bid
solicitation and execution by the construction industry. How the project
faces suspension puts other critical projects that have been funded at the
same risk.

In March 2018, the LA Metro Board voted unanimously in favor of the
project after environmental studies and presentations. Community input
was considered, and the opportunity to provide formal comments was
offered. Suspending the project outside the proper channels of government
prevented all affected parties from participating.

This project is just part of a larger highway safety infrastructure project that
aims to provide the community with safer roads and create hundreds of
thousands of labor hours, benefiting Long Beach and the greater Los
Angeles area. AGC and its members are dedicated to supporting the success

-
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of all communities impacted by construction and would like to collaborate
with Metro and other agencies to support the affected community directly.

We hope for a positive resolution to ensure the continuation of this
important project.

Sincerely,




September 4, 2024

Metro Board of Directors

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza

Los Angeles, CA 90012-2952

RE: METRO K LINE EXTENTION NORTH CONCERNS
CRENSHAW/ADAMS TO MIDTOWN CROSSING

Dear Metro Board of Directors,

| write this letter as a supporter of public transit. | am deeply concerned about the impacts of
potential tunneling under any residential community, and in particular the historic neighborhoods
of Lafayette Square (incl. the adjacent Lafayette Road) and Wellington Square as described in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR). While the majority of the planned route stays along
public rights-of-way and commercial corridors, these are two of the few residential communities
that would be affected by potential tunneling. Metro must place the underground route between
the Crenshaw/Adams station and the Midtown Crossing Station on the public rights-of-way
along Crenshaw Boulevard and Venice or Pico Boulevard. Unfortunately, there is no
discussion of either of these neighborhoods in the Communities, Population, and Housing analysis.

One of the goals of the DEIR is to ... “minimize Environmental Impacts to displacement of
residents, businesses, and existing communities.” Lafayette Square and Wellington Square are
historic, culturally rich, largely African-American communities with long-time homeowners and
former residents who have invested their lives in their city and their homes, having made major
contributions to the cultural tapestry, history, and ethnic and economic diversity that is the City of
Los Angeles. The unknown impacts of potential tunneling could include irreparable harm to
identified and documented cultural resources such as the Lafayette Park HPOZ, the pending
Wellington Square HPOZ, and City approved Historic Cultural Monuments in these
neighborhoods, as well as ground subsidence and infrastructure issues; values that are the
antithesis of equitable planning and transportation. The Cultural and Paleontological Resources
analysis does not discuss any of these issues in any meaningful manner as required by an EIR.
These impacts are significant and they are avoidable by moving the route to the public rights-of-
way.

The high-water tables of these communities have also not been considered, and potential tunneling
will likely create severe impacts that will lead to ground subsidence and infrastructure issues,
creating reductions in home values and make it difficult to sell one’s residential property in the
future. Lack of supporting structural details in the DEIR does not allow the public to understand



the potential impacts of noise, ground settlement, and vibration damage that could impact the
properties and residents in these communities. The Hydrology and Water Quality analysis is
woefully incomplete and does not adequately address the tunneling impacts to these communities.

The Base Alignment should be rejected for a design option that puts the tunneling and underground
train directly under the public rights-of-way along Crenshaw Boulevard and Venice or Pico
Boulevard. There are minimal costs and minimal delays to operations with this design option.

I highly encourage the Metro Board of Directors to support the communities’ concerns and
move the train to the public rights-of-way under Crenshaw Boulevard and Venice or Pico
Boulevard. Let’s connect the dots by not impacting the historic communities of Lafayette Square
and Wellington Square. If you have any questions, please contact Andrew Westall of my staff at
213-473-7010. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely,




September 20, 2024

Metro Board of Directors
1 Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Re: Comments on the K-line Northern Extension EIR,
In Support of a Re-route

To The Metro Board:

| am Mark J. Robertson, Sr., also writing on behalf of my wife, Donna D. Robertson. We are
supportive of Metro expansion throughout the region. We were born and raised in Los Angeles,
and both were raised by single, widowed mothers.

My mother was Rita, mother of 5, a union administrator who never made more than $35,000 in
working for 32 years on the same job. Donna’s mother was Barbara, who spent her working life
as a telephone operator at Cedars Sinai Hospital. While our parents did very well to provide for
us, neither was in a financial position to leave any semblance of wealth for future generations.

They were, however, diligent to make sure that Donna and | were both well educated, at USC and
UCLA respectively. Our mothers’ commitment to our education has served us well in raising our
three sons and building the beginnings of an estate to leave behind for them, and now our
grandchildren. We see providing for our family’s future as an obligation and generational
responsibility, with whatever resources we can accumulate.

For the last 25 years, the plan to provide a major portion of those resources has included our
home at 1744 Virginia Road, in the predominantly Black neighborhood of La Fayette Square, in
Los Angeles. This is a 108-year-old structure that has truly been our home in every sense of the
word. Itis where our sons grew up, where we have been healed from iliness, where we celebrated
holidays, birthdays and graduations, and where we can relax and feel safe — HOME.

Our plans for HOME, however, are now threatened by the planned route of the Metro K-line
northern extension, under the La Fayette Square community. We attended the Metro
informational meeting at the Nate Holden Theater, and we listened to Metro professionals explain
the engineering of the project, and their thoughts on how homes in the area would not be
impacted. We also listened as the Metro team showed a video of the construction of the 10
Freeway, and the destruction, disruption, and financial devastation of the communities along the
route, including the historic Sugar Hill neighborhood of Black Los Angeles. The comment made
by Metro staff after the video was “we get it, we understand”. Those comments, after that video
left one with the thought of “how patronizing, they get it, but this K-line plan is doing the same
thing all over again”.

Yes, the K-line will be up to 110 feet below ground, and yes, the engineers give their opinions on
soil stability and vibrations, but the financial impact on property values, and thus Black family
wealth cannot be quantified. Due to this uncertainty, the route of the K-line extension must be
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August 21, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Robert Brkich Jr. and | have been a resident of La Fayette Square since 2000. |
have seen this neighborhood in a severely rundown state and turn into an absolutely beautiful
neighborhood. The residents of this community, both old and new, have spent countless hours
of hard work and money restoring these historical homes, and the neighborhood is now one of
the most desired neighborhoods to live in.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans
and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the
midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of
our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction
between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our
fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by seismic and historic
preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used
in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns
We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the



project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that
must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the
preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would
be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly
Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances
Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



August 29, 2024

Dear Members of the Los Angeles Metro Board,

The League of Women Voters of Los Angeles County strongly supports extending the K line from the
current northern terminus at Expo/Crenshaw to connect with the D and B lines.

LWV California Transportation Policy supports transit that lowers VMT, is efficient, convenient, and cost-
effective; is safe and secure; serves all segments of the population and diverse geographic needs;
minimizes harmful effects on the environment; and is integrated with land use. Additionally, LWV
California Climate Change Action Policy supports a clean, sustainable low-carbon energy economy that
includes all forms of transportation infrastructure and land use policies that reduce automobile
dependence.

Global atmospheric CO2 is approaching 420 ppm and global temperatures have reached 1.2°C above pre-
industrial times. In California and the Los Angeles Area, VMT continues to rise. CO2 emissions due to
private vehicles have not decreased, even with the adoption of EVs, because vehicles are larger, heavier,
and equipped with more powerful engines which require more fuel.

Connecting the K line with the D and B lines will unlock the potential for more catfree travel between the
mid-city area and other regions served by rail lines. We cannot risk extending the project from 2 to 3 phases
of 8- 12 years each. Such a delay would likely result in exceeding our carbon budget by 1.5°C or even 2.0°C.

The County must not take an extra decade to achieve the CO 2 emissions reductions that would result from

connecting these rail lines.

The League recognizes that the La Brea alignment is expected to reduce CO2 the most while the Fairfax
alignment will serve the most users per station. Both options will save transit users more time than the

longer, roundabout San Vicente alignment. We acknowledge that the Fairfax alignment is about a mile

east of Cedars-Sinai, but this is not sufficient justification for further delay.

Connections to Cedars-Sinai would be greatly improved with the addition of wide and protected bike
lanes on Beverly and/or 3rd, and San Vicente and/or La Cienega. Protected bike lanes are suitable for
mobility scooters and bicycles/tricycles alike. The Wilshire/La Cienega D line station, only 1 mile from
Cedars-Sinai, is scheduled to open in 2025. One mile of protected bike lanes and dedicated bus lanes,
including a direct DASH route, can be installed quickly and at a much lower cost than $4 Billion.
Alternatively, shared bus, bike and first responder lanes can be installed even faster.

The League urges Metro to consider only the Fairfax and La Brea alternatives going forward.

Thank you,



https://lwvc.org/position/transportation
https://lwvc.org/position/climate-change/
https://lwvc.org/position/climate-change/
https://dot.ca.gov/programs/esta/sb-743/ca-vmt




klinenorth@metro.net, boardclerk@metro.net, FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov,

ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov,councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org, kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov,

HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov, firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov, Councilmember.Yaroslavsky @lacity.org,

suki.gershenhorn@Iacity.org, info@mincla.org

August 14, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

| have lived in Lafayette Square since 1985 and have added to the continuing upgrading of this special
neighborhood, including involvement with the installation of gates and obtaining our HPOZ designation. |
am also old enough to have witnessed the destruction of the historic West Adams and Berkeley Square
neighborhoods for the construction of the 10 Freeway. | am appalled by the Metro K line northern
expansion, with the potential impact on the 100 year-old structures and the degrading of our property
values. My home is one of the English Tudor Brick veneer structures on Virginia Rd and | doubt that the
constant motion and bombardment from tunneling and, eventually, trains will allow my home to survive.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files on
Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically preserved
neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not have thought to go on Metro’s
website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that they received a
certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north on Crenshaw Blvd and then west on Venice
Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public hearings
this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more neighbors. While there is
extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no
discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of the
potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro has not
clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community is
feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe risks, including soil
settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of our historic properties.
These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction between tunneling activities and
seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission
an independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and
ensure our community’s safety

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our historic
structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their construction.
Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing weaknesses and
leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks,
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especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our community,
particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project is still in its draft
stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling beneath our
neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed
due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises
significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be required
to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value of our homes
and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of rigorous
environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas like ours. We
request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those that
may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that does not
endanger our historic neighborhood.

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line Northern
Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the exploration of
alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the preservation of our
community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be offered to other residential
communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the specific
measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds. We believe
that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals with the protection
of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.
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September 3, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Obdulio Carreras. | grew up in Lafayette of Square and have been a resident of
the neighborhood for over 30 years. | wish to address concerns that were recently brought
to my attention by my fellow neighbors.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within
extensive files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly
under the historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square.
We would not have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not
for neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding
something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and
then west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that
Metro would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look
online and talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential
routes from the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue
or studies on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique
understanding of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are
several concerns that Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please
consider working with us to stress how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the
structural integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during
earthquakes, where the interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could
result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an
independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess
these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement



Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat
to our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the
materials used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative
damage, exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The
proposed mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not
clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially
given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with
our community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims
that the project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that
would avoid tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which
runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may
impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant
procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived
effect and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified
letter will be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will
negatively impact the value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have
worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance
of rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in
sensitive areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL
POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to
ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic
neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K
Line Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for
the exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and
ensures the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same



consideration that would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas,
such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and
the specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the
project proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found

that balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Date: September 20, 2024

Opposition to the Metro K Line Northern Extension and its Impact on LaFayette Square
Members of the Metro Board of Directors,

As concerned residents of LaFayette Square, this writing is to express both mine and
my wife’s strong opposition to the proposed plan of the Metro K Line Northern Extension.

Itis well known that our neighborhood and others are preserved under “Historical
Preservation.” Most, if not all the homes are well beyond 100 years of age. One (still
standing) belonged to Mr. Charles Crenshaw, in whose honor Crenshaw boulevard
was named! Drilling underground to any extent poses a severe threat. While we are
not technical experts, our deep connection to this neighborhood provides a unique
understanding of the potential dangers that this project could bring.

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the
structural integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during
earthquakes, where the interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could
result in concentrated damage to our already fragile buildings.

At our last meeting, we were told by an “invited engineer,” the method used in determining
depth to avoid “surface” damage dwelling, urged Metro to commission an independent
review by seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and
ensure our community’s safety. The engineer also indicated the depth of drilling had been
as far as “96” feet!

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant
threat to our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the
materials used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause
cumulative damage, exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural
issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR)
may not be sufficient to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the
unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Has there been an independent HEALTH AND SAFETY review or study what the extent
of the EMF (Electro Magnetic Frequencies) that will permeate from underground
trains, and cells towers into homes of the residents?

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with
our community, particularly in Lafayette and Wellington Square. Despite recent meetings
with claims of this project being still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of



alternatives that would avoid tunneling beneath our neighborhoods. The only other route
discussed, which runs along Pico to Crenshaw, or Labrea have been dismissed due to
cost concerns, yet while very possibly impact fewer homes and pose less risk to “historic
structures”. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance
of rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in
sensitive areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL
POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed,
Labrea Ave, Pico Bl, and Crenshaw Bl

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K
Line Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate
for the exploration of alternative routes that do not endanger our century-old homes,
ensuring the preservation of our community’s unique character.

We strongly oppose to the Metro K line routing through our historical predominately
black neighborhood destroying our home values and our generational wealth.




h

September 19, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Kim Foley and | have been a long time resident of Wellington Square. My parents purchased this
home in 1964. It has always been a lovely, peaceful and quiet neighborhood.

| am in favor of a rail to bridge the divides. However, | am NOT in favor of the K Line Northern Extension coming
through Wellington Square or La Fayette Square. It has always been a peaceful HPOZ neighborhood. The house
was builtin 1923. Many of the homes in this area are older and disrupting the underground could cause SEVERE
damage to the existing foundations of these older homes. | worked with Kiewit, the construction company, on
the 405 freeway Carmageddon project at Wilshire & Sepulveda in 2012. There were numerous complaints from
residents in the area and adjacent to the area, of foundation cracks, wall cracks and overall damage to their
homes. Itisincredibly sad to think that hard-working middle-class people, like my parents, try to secure a legacy
and provide a home for their families only to have them majorly disrupted. | was excited about having the Kline go
down Crenshaw Blvd. We used to ride the bus to Hollywood when we were teenagers. Having it disrupt the
“sanctuary” of your home is unacceptable. It saddens me to see a thriving, peaceful, safe neighborhood
destroyed when other options can be taken like going down Crenshaw which was the original plan.

We take pride in our homes. You buy or inherit a house, have increasing property taxes and then someone wants
to disrupt your peace and your investment? When you make such a large purchase, you expect your property
value to increase in value, not decrease in value like our homes will with the Kline running underneath. It’s like
building a sink hole under someone’s home. With earthquakes and changes in weather, it’s too risky. Plus, all of
the chemicals that will be released and leached into to soil and air for daily contact and even while you are
sleeping. |just finished a profoundly serious health challenge in 2023 and would not want to be subjected to
carcinogenic or other health threatening gases, etc. going forward. You are actually unaware of the gases and
toxins that will be released into the environment that could put the lives of humans at risk. Would you want your

family to be exposed to unknown dangers and potential health challenges caused by the residence and area they
live in?

Please, please, please reconsider and put the rail down Crenshaw Blvd, then briefly under Rossmore, which
turns into Vine and would let us off in Hollywood just as the bus use to do. | know there must be a better way.

Regards,

I
e



September 19, 2024
Dear Metro,

In addition to the outstanding, unanswered questions and concerns of myself and
fellow Lafayette Square, Wellington Square, Victoria Park and Lafayette Road
neighbors, please let it be in the public letter that | received a letter of notice on
September 18, 2024 (pictured below) stating that the Metro website had updated its
FAQs page based on feedback from the September 4" meeting at the Nate Holden
Performing Arts Center. That leaves 1 day for me to write and state my public concerns
before this DEIR closes on September 20, 2024.
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If Metro was so concerned about collaborating with the residents of these historical
neighborhoods, why was there no public outreach and consultation prior to offering up
our land for tunneling between two proposed stations in Mid City, Los Angeles? The
way in which the current draft EIR proposes 3 routes and 1 alternative to residents for
public comment completely covers up the fact that Metro altered and then buried the
shift away from Crenshaw Blvd north of the I-10 freeway from the public discourse.

Here is what currently shows on the Metro’s K LINE FAQ's page as of 9/19/2024. The
text on the first line indicates that the K Line heads “north from Exposition/Crenshaw
Station along Crenshaw Blvd and then continues as follows: (goes on to list alignments

proposed to Hollywood).
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What alignments (routes) is Metro studying for the Project?
All alignments being studied (https:/bit.ly/comparealternatives) head north from Exposition/Crenshaw Station along Crenshaw Boulevard and then continue as follows:

« San Vicente-Fairfax Alignment (approx. 10 miles with 9 stations): heads northwest on San Vicente BI, then north on Fairfax Av, connecting to the future Metro D Li
station at Wilshire/Fairfax. The alignment continues north on Fairfax Av, west on Beverly Bl, north on San Vicente Bl, east on Santa Monica Bl, and then turns north
Highland Av to connect to the Metro B Line.

- Fairfax Alignment (approx. 8 miles with 7 stations): heads northwest on San Vicente Bl and north on Fairfax Av, connecting to the future Metro D Line station at
Wilshire/Fairfax. It continues north on Fairfax Ave, east on Santa Monica Bl, and turns north on Highland Av to connect to the Metro B Line.

- La Brea Alignment (approx. 6 miles with 6 stations): heads northwest on San Vicente Bl and north on La Brea Av, connecting to the future Metro D Line station at
Wilshire/La Brea. It then continues north on La Brea Av to connect with the Metro B Line.

North along Crenshaw Blvd? That implies public right-of-way. Please go back to the
drawing board and do better. Give residents a voice in what happens under their

homes.

Additionally, there are no specifics in this draft EIR on Metro’s plan for accessibility in
the design. ADA compliance is the bare minimum. As the great Judy Huemann once
shared, “Nothing for us, without us.” What are the specifics beyond the brief mention
below on the FAQ's?

SU UM I G TN B U IS WU IRy M oU IR oL T IV TS U WU GG T DU LU TG § I T A 10 MY G I W L e i Sy o st

How would the project ensure station areas are safe and accessible for all, including people with disabilities and seniors?
All Metro rail projects are designed in compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and will be able to accommodate those with limited mobility
through various elements like elevators and escalators to ensure access, as well as level boarding between station platforms and rail vehicles.

What ic Matrn dnino tn addrace cafaty and cocnrity at rail ctatinne?

Thank you for your time and effort to address these comments before the Metro Board

reviews the draft EIR.



September 17, 2024

Dear Metro Board Members,

Thank you for your time and effort to make public transportation a reality in Los
Angeles. We support thoughtful design with community input and collaboration.

Following the one, and only, community meeting with Metro - at the urging of Mid-City
residents — on September 4, 2024, at the Nate Holden Performing Arts Center, there
are many unanswered questions and concerns surrounding the DEIR plan released to
the public in July 2024. Most importantly, the KNE DEIR focused on 3 potential routes

in their proposal to connect a Midtown Crossing station with Hollywood.

There was no intention to seek public comment or provide environmental studies
related to a new element in the plan...the significant shift to tunnel west under
residents in Wellington Square, Lafayette Square and Lafayette Road from what was
previously presented as going north along a public right-of-way, Crenshaw Blvd, in
order to connect a station at Adams/Crenshaw with a newly proposed station at
Midtown Crossing, where a Ralph’s Grocery Store and Planet Fitness currently serves

large demographic.

Let the following concerns be added to the public record and addressed before a vote
on the current DEIR:

1. When did Metro decide that Midtown crossing would be a new station on the
KNE line?

2. There was no formal outreach, included mailers, emails, and local meetings with
residents of the historical neighborhoods most impacted, until neighbors started
talking to one another and making noise with local officials. How do you explain

this oversight?



. How much did the land under the Ralphs Grocery Store and Planet Fitness cost
the City of Los Angeles?

4. From whom did the City of Los Angeles purchase or lease this land from?

. Why does the current DEIR show no mitigation plan for how residents will access
groceries and other necessities during the construction phase were Midtown
Crossing to become a station?
. Why did Metro fail to consult or notify Los Angeles’ HPOZ officers regarding
plans to tunnel under historically significant neighborhoods, Wellington Square,
Lafayette Square and Victoria Park?
. Has any effort been made to consult with HPOZ since the only community
meeting in Mid City on September 4, 20247
. At the meeting on September 4, 2024, Metro experts attempted to reassure
residents that vibration, noise and other environmental impacts would be
minimal. We formally request the input from additional experts and stakeholders
before this DEIR is approved, including but not limited to:
a. Residents currently living over or near recent Metro excavations
b. Neuroscientists, therapists, and the Neurodivergent community, who can
speak to the lower threshold tolerances for sensory input, such as sound
and vibration, on health and wellbeing.
c. Metro has made no effort to consult with these valuable experts and at-
risk populations to date. Why?
. Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker is a member of the Metro Board. She also lives in
Lafayette Square; one block west of Crenshaw Blvd. Crenshaw Blvd is the most
obvious commercial corridor between the Crenshaw/Adams station and
proposed Midtown station. Ms. Dupont-Walker has an obligation to recuse
herself from the board due to this clear conflict of interest. While previous drafts
indicated Crenshaw Blvd would be the route for the Metro to follow, the most
recent plan released in July 2024 shows an abrupt change. From [-10 freeway,
the Metro proposes to veer west from Crenshaw Blvd and under Wellington

Square and Lafayette Square historical homes.



10.Metro did not inform Wellington Square, Lafayette Square and Victoria Park
homeowners about this draft change. It was only by chance that some
homeowners, who had received official letters notifying them their property
would be impacted by the KNE line, spoke with their neighbors and began
asking questions.

11. While Metro claims tunneling west of Crenshaw after the 1-10 freeway saves
money, | ask: is Metro failing to disclose the mitigation costs required to turn
west from Crenshaw at Venice Blvd? We know that an elusive developer
purchased the apartment complex at 1625 Crenshaw Blvd.,
(https://www.lafayetteplacela.com/), displaced many Section 8 residents, raised
rents and leased vertical real estate to multiple telecom companies beginning in
2018-2019. The potential fire and electrical risks to run a Metro line under this
property makes the alternative — going under historical homes — a far less
expensive option.

12.Metro’s light rail crossover lengths on the KNE extension seem wildly out of
proportion with underground light rail crossovers around the world and even by
LA Metro’s own standards. For comparison, the most recent LA Metro light rail
crossover built is under 300 feet in length. Save billions of dollars with shorter

boxes and stay away from historical neighborhoods.

Thank you for your time and addressing my concerns and the concerns of my fellow
neighbors and public officials, like Heather Hutt, that are now on the public record.

Sincerely,



Thursday, September 19, 2024

Los Angeles Metro
C/0: Roger Martin

One Gateway Plaza, MS 99-22-5
Los Angeles, CA. 90012

This letter is in response to your proposal to tunnel under houses in Lafayette Square for the
Metro K-Line Northern Extension Project.

My response is “Absolutely Not !!!”

AS you have already learned, Lafayette Square is a historic, predominantly African
American/Black, culturally diverse community which actually developed as a result of racism

and segregation in the real estate and housing market in Los Angeles and surrounding cities.
Many homes were built over 100 years ago with unique architectural qualities and designs

unaerstanding this, the only plausible reason for drilling under this historic neighborhood is to
Save money tor Metro. However, what Metro is proposing would actually just shift the
financial burden on to the 236 homeowners in Lafayette Square. The property values wil

immediately drop for every house in the Square simply because of the anticipated problems
anad issues deriving from a myriad of inevitable negative effects resulting from living above or

N close proximity to (anywhere in Lafayette Square) an underground railway. While Metro
would reportedly save $131M, the collective homeowners would easily lose upwards of

$236M in property value. Ask any reputable real estate agent and they will tell you that our
properties are already “undervalued’ because of our homes being historically Black owned.

Additionally, financial institutions, that already undervalue our properties, could and would
use the underground rail as clear “justification” to further lower our property values and
appraisals, particularly as homeowners attempt to refinance properties. This only further
impedes our ability to create generational wealth in our community.

L astly, but certainly not least, at all levels of our government, there are currently active
attempts being made to rectify many past discriminatory practices, abuses and financial
travesties suffered by Blacks and other minorities. Now, Metro is contemplating the same
Kind of travesties in this modern day and time. Have we not learned anything?

T A

e K-l ine gn the alreadyv public right-of-wav _and leave | afavette Sauare as is!!




September 2024 RBM General Public Comment

Sent: Wednesday, August 14, 2024 10:54 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: K line extension - please avoid tunneling under Lafayette square

To Whom It May Concern,

| live in Lafayette Square and | am deeply concerned and vehemently opposed to the proposed

extension of the K line going under my neighborhood.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files on
Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically preserved
neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not have thought to go on
Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that
they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then west
on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public hearings this
month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more neighbors. While there is
extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is
no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of the
potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro has not

clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community is
feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area intfroduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of our
historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction between
tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings.
We urge Metro to commission an independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to
thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our
historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their
construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing
weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood
from these risks, especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.



Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project is
still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling
beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has
been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic
structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be
required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value of
our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of rigorous
environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas like ours. We
request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those
that may have been previously dismissed, fo ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that
does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K

Line Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the
preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be
offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills,
Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds.
We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals
with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2024 11:34 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Cc: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; councilmember.Krekorian@Iacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org; Joseph
Brooke <johnburkeesq@gmail.com>

Subject: Metro K Line - Lafayette Square Impact

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Jennifer Brooke and | am a homeowner in Lafayette Square. My husband and | recently
purchased a historical property here in the square- we own a 1922 Mediterranean Revival that we
cherish deeply. We are also long time residents of Mid-City — we moved here from just a couple of
blocks north of here where we still own a 1914 Craftsman bungalow on Lucerne Blvd. We love our
community and feel invested here.

We are aware that Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried
within extensive files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods of Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for a few neighbors
who happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans
and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then west
on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3
public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic
neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of the
potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro has not

clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community is
feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area intfroduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of our
historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction between
tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings. It
seems inconceivable that Metro would want to risk the destabilization of a historic

neighborhood. Furthermore, according to the blueprints that we were able to view, the tunnelling will
take place directly at the back end of our lot. A lot that houses our historic, Mills Act contracted and
protected property. When we bought this home, we knew that this specific designation meant we had
to preserve and honor the structure at all costs, and are gravely concerned by Metro’s lack of



research and thoughtfulness towards this beloved and historic community. We urge Metro to
commission an independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess
these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our
historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their
construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing
weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood
from these risks, especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project is
still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling
beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has
been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic
structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be
required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value of
our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of rigorous
environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas like ours. We
request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those
that may have been previously dismissed, fo ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that
does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the exploration
of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the preservation of
our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be offered to other
residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or
Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds.
We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals
with the protection of our historic properties.



Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

Initially Proposed Pathway:

Recent notice in the mail:

Jennifer Brooke
Associate Broker DRE #01464481

Berkshire Hathaway HomeServices CA Properties

881 Alma Real Dr, Suite 100
Pacific Palisades, CA 90272

0: 310-230-3797 c: 310-562-7589
jenmorgen@gmail.com



mailto:jenmorgen@gmail.com

Sent: Thursday, August 15, 2024 1:47 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@Ilacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn®@lacity.org; info@mincla.org

Cc: Carol Cundiff <carolkcundiff@gmail.com>; ICE Jimmy Cundiff <jimmyocundiff@gmail.com>
Subject: Metro K Line Northern Expansion Concerns

August 15, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

| am a homeowner in the Historical Lafayette Square area of Los Angeles. | love my historical home
that was built in1922, and it's longevity is very important to me.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files on
Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically preserved
neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not have thought to go on
Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that
they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then west
on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3
public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic
neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of the
potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro has not

clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community is
feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area intfroduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of our
historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction between
tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings.
We urge Metro to commission an independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to
thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our
historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their
construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing



weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood
from these risks, especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project is
still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling
beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has
been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic
structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be
required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value of
our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of rigorous
environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas like ours. We
request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those
that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that
does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the exploration
of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the preservation of
our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be offered to other
residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or
Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds.
We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals
with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.



Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 11:51 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials,

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension project
beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply worried about
the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a neighborhood
designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique architectural and
cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and Prairie
Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant contributions
of African American residents during a period of societal change. The neighborhood’s HPOZ status
underscores the need to protect its unique character and historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams designed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project

The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic and
architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:

Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and more fragile foundations, are
particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-world examples, such as
London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with advanced tunneling techniques, there
is still a risk of structural damage, including cracks and foundational shifts in historic structures.

Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially destabilizing
the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting damage, as seen in other
historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use of advanced engineering methods is
essential, yet not foolproof, in completely eliminating these risks.

Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in traffic patterns
can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its historic identity. The San
Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate initial assessments and lack of robust
mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm to historic neighborhoods.



Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation Act
(NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and
implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to these
protections:

Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere to a design
review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character. Comprehensive environmental
impact assessments are critical to evaluate and mitigate potential damage.

Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of Los Angeles,
demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight the need for projects to
comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic resources, ensuring that infrastructure
projects do not compromise the integrity of historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of irreplaceable
historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative routes that do not
jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples from cities like
Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without compromising heritage
when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and cultural
significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future generations. | strongly

urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route through LaFayette Square and

to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of
LaFayette Square.

Sincerely,



Sincerely,
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Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 3:08 PM

To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; CCO <cco@southpasadenaca.gov>;
online@dominguezfirm.com

Subject: Oaklawn Bridge Notice -- mailed copy to follow

August 20, 2024

Board of Directors

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
1 Gateway Plaza, Mail Stop 99-3-1

Los Angeles, CA 90012

Metro Directors:

The Oaklawn Bridge is a reinforced concrete pedestrian bridge in South Pasadena, California, located just
to the south of the building at 435 Fair Oaks Avenue. It was built in 1906. This 118 year-old structure
runs over a pair of light rail tracks owned and operated by the Metropolitan Transportation Authority,
with frequent light rail traffic passing underneath it.

In March of 2023, the City of South Pasadena acknowledged that the Oaklawn Bridge is in a state of
apparently severe structural disrepair, and closed the bridge to pedestrians, barricading the entrances to
prevent people from walking on an unmaintained and structurally unsafe bridge. A year and a half
later, the Oaklawn Bridge has not been repaired. Deep cracks run through the concrete, exposing the
underlying iron structure to rust and corrosion. See video footage of rain running through the deep cracks
in the bridge here:

https://www.youtube.com/shorts/JGKThSYIdK4

The barricades and warning signs remain at both entrances to the bridge, acknowledging the danger of
using the structure. Your trains continue to run under a structurally unsafe bridge, exposing light rail
passengers and crew to injury or death from full or partial collapse of a structurally dangerous and wholly
unmaintained concrete bridge.

The City of South Pasadena will not repair the Oaklawn Bridge in the foreseeable future. Indeed, the City
of South Pasadena appears to have entirely abandoned all forms of infrastructure maintenance, and I now
regard it as a city in name only, persistently unable and unwilling to perform the most basic functions of
city government.

But you are now provably aware that the Metropolitan Transportation Authority is dangerously
operating light rail trains under an old, unmaintained, structurally questionable concrete bridge that was

closed for safety purposes. Take action to address this dangerous condition.

Sincerely,



https://www.youtube.com/shorts/JGKThSYIdK4

Sent: Tuesday, August 20, 2024 7:20 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@Ilacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: NO To Metro K Line Thru Lafayette Square

August 20, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

| have been a resident of Lafayette Square since October 2019. | truly respect its rich historical
background which includes an ongoing defense against discrimination, racism, and abuse of power
specifically pertaining to the Black community. Lafayette Square's communal ambiance and
environmental landscape are top notch. Any develpmental add ons which would jeapordize these
effects would be a travesty, unjust, and definitely a financial setback.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files
on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically
preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not have thought to
go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who happened to share
that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.
Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public hearings
this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more neighbors. While
there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing station to
Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic
neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of
the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro
has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the
community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of
our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction
between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile
buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by seismic and historic
preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement
Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our
historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their



construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing
weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our
neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project
is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling
beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice,
has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to
historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be
required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value
of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas
like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the best
possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the
preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be
offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills,
Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds.
We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals
with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely,



Sent: Wednesday, August 21, 2024 8:56 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: Metro K Line Extension

August 21, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive files on
Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the historically preserved
neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not have thought to go on
Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that
they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then west
on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3
public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and historic
neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding of the
potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that Metro has not

clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community is
feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe risks,
including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural integrity of our
historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the interaction between
tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated damage to our fragile buildings.
We urge Metro to commission an independent review by seismic and historic preservation experts to
thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our
historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials used in their
construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage, exacerbating existing
weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood
from these risks, especially given the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the project is
still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid tunneling
beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along Crenshaw and Venice, has



been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer homes and pose less risk to historic
structures. This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect and
potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will be
required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the value of
our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of rigorous
environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive areas like ours. We
request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE ALTERNATIVES, including those
that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that
does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the exploration
of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures the preservation of
our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would be offered to other
residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or
Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds.
We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals
with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

1



To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Cc: Heather.Hutt@lacity.org; b.croil-snell@mincala.org

Subject: Metro K Line expansion

August 24, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Jaleesa Hazzard and | reside at 1722 Virginia Rd, Los Angeles, CA 90019. Our
neighborhood has been identified as an Historic Overlay Zone in Los Angeles. | have been a
resident in this neighborhood for 48 years, having raised 4 sons in this home and having
maintained the home as required by the rules of the Association and requirements of our
designation as an Historic buliding. This is no small feat when you live in a home thatis 100
years old. My husband Walt Hazzard and | bought this home to insure that our children would
inherit the property and continue to maintain it and pass it down through our family insuring
that they and future generations would reap the benefits of the stability of owning property. |
personally am a community member involved in city government as a member of the
Workforce Development Board as well as a consultant to non profits that involved in helping to
erase the racial wealth gap by training underserved youth in our community to help erase the
racial wealth gaps that continue to exist in our community by helping them to find career
pathways to good paying careers which will help them afford to be homeowners in Los
Angeles. | have been alarmed to see our community come under seige by the threat of
tunneling under these neighborhoods, threatening their stability of Lafayette and Wellington
Squares which hold homes that are 100 years old like mine and no known research and or
dialogue regarding the impact this type of work could have on our homes in these historic
neighborhoods.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public
hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown
crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our
residents and historic neighborhood.



While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.
Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request
We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the



exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

Jaleesa Hazzard



Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 8:41 AM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: K Line EIR concerns and public comment

To Whom It May Concern,

Hello, I’'m a newer resident of Lafeyette Square. | moved in with my family in April of

2023. After almost 20 years as a Los Angeles resident, living on the west side for the first 18
years, | can inequivalently say that Lafeyette Square is an absolute gem of a historical
community that should be protected for the enjoyment of all Los Angeles citizens. This
neighborhood in one way is a step back in time, where neighbors care about and watch out for
each other and make a concerted effort to build community. In another way it is a step
forward, where people of all races, ages, and demographics are embraced as part of the
whole.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public
hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown
crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to
our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,



exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes. Many LFS residents commonly find water in our basements,
and have suspicions that there is a water table underneath this neighborhood that should be
explored further by Metro prior to the approval of this plan.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.
Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,

_



Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 12:11 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.kerkorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
hollyjmitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Nortnern Extension

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials:

| am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension
project beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply
worried about the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a
neighborhood designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique
architectural and cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and
Prairie Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant
contributions of African American residents during a period of societal change. The
neighborhood’s HPOZ status underscores the need to protect its unique character and
historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams designed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project

The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic
and architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:

Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and mor fragile foundations,
are particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-world examples, such
as London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with advanced tunneling
techniques, there is still a risk of structural damage, including cracks and foundational shifts in
historic structures.

Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially
destabilizing the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting damage,
as seen in other historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use of advanced
engineering methods is essential, yet not foolproof, in completely eliminating these risks.
Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in traffic
patterns can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its historic identity. The
San Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate initial assessments and lack
of robust mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm to historic neighborhoods.
Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and



implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to
these protections:

Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere to a
design review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character. Comprehensive
environmental impact assessments are critical to evaluate and mitigate potential damage.
Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of Los
Angeles, demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight the need
for projects to comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic resources, ensuring
that infrastructure projects do not compromise the integrity of historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of
irreplaceable historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative
routes that do not jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples
from cities like Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without
compromising heritage when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are
prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and
cultural significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future
generations. | strongly urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route
through LaFayette Square and to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic
community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of
LaFayette Square.



Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 4:30 PM
To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials,
| am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension
project beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply
worried about the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a
neighborhood designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique
architectural and cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and
Prairie Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant
contributions of African American residents during a period of societal change. The
neighborhood’s HPOZ status underscores the need to protect its unique character and
historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams designed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project

The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic
and architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:

Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and more fragile foundations,
are particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-world examples, such
as London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with advanced tunneling
techniques, there is still a risk of structural damage, including cracks and foundational shifts in
historic structures.

Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially
destabilizing the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting damage,
as seen in other historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use of advanced
engineering methods is essential, yet not foolproof, in completely eliminating these risks.

Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in traffic
patterns can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its historic identity. The
San Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate initial assessments and lack
of robust mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm to historic neighborhoods.

Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements
Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.paulrwilliamsproject.org%2Findex.html.1.156.html&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Cd591732faf504c41ebe608dcc7b96970%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638604847156912275%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=qGee33zHaOt%2Fa05o%2BhuCe5njpjrymRAq4DEFaMXXjdg%3D&reserved=0

implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to
these protections:

Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere to a
design review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character. Comprehensive
environmental impact assessments are critical to evaluate and mitigate potential damage.

Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of Los
Angeles, demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight the need
for projects to comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic resources, ensuring
that infrastructure projects do not compromise the integrity of historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of
irreplaceable historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative
routes that do not jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples
from cities like Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without
compromising heritage when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are
prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and
cultural significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future
generations. | strongly urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route
through LaFayette Square and to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic
community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of
LaFayette Square.

Sincerely,




Sent: Wednesday, August 28, 2024 9:03 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org;
Customer Relations <CustomerRelations@metro.net>; cd10constituentservices@lacity.org;
mayor.helpdesk@lacity.org

Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials,

| am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension
project beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply
worried about the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a
neighborhood designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique
architectural and cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and
Prairie Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant
contributions of African American residents during a period of societal change. The
neighborhood’s HPOZ status underscores the need to protect its unique character and
historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams desighed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project

The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic
and architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:

Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and more fragile foundations,
are particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-world examples, such
as London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with advanced tunneling
techniques, there is still a risk of structural damage, including cracks and foundational shifts in
historic structures.

Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially
destabilizing the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting damage,
as seen in other historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use of advanced
engineering methods is essential, yet not foolproof, in completely eliminating these risks.



Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in traffic
patterns can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its historic identity. The
San Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate initial assessments and lack
of robust mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm to historic neighborhoods.

Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and
implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to
these protections:

Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere to a
design review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character. Comprehensive
environmental impact assessments are critical to evaluate and mitigate potential damage.

Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of Los
Angeles, demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight the need
for projects to comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic resources, ensuring
that infrastructure projects do not compromise the integrity of historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of
irreplaceable historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative
routes that do not jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples
from cities like Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without
compromising heritage when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are
prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and
cultural significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future
generations. | strongly urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route
through LaFayette Square and to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic
community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of
LaFayette Square.




Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2024 10:50 AM

To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org;
kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov; HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky®@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org;
klinenortg@metro.net

Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials,

I am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension
project beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply
worried about the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a
neighborhood designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique
architectural and cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and
Prairie Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant
contributions of African American residents during a period of societal change. The
neighborhood’s HPOZ status underscores the need to protect its unique character and
historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams designed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project

The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic
and architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:

Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and more fragile foundations,
are particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-world examples, such
as London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with advanced tunneling
techniques, there is still a risk of structural damage, including cracks and foundational shifts in
historic structures.

Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially
destabilizing the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting damage,
as seen in other historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use of advanced
engineering methods is essential, yet not foolproof, in completely eliminating these risks.



Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in traffic
patterns can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its historic identity. The
San Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate initial assessments and lack
of robust mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm to historic neighborhoods.

Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and
implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to
these protections:

Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere to a
design review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character. Comprehensive
environmental impact assessments are critical to evaluate and mitigate potential damage.

Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of Los
Angeles, demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight the need
for projects to comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic resources, ensuring
that infrastructure projects do not compromise the integrity of historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of
irreplaceable historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative
routes that do not jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples
from cities like Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without
compromising heritage when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are
prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and
cultural significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future
generations. | strongly urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route
through LaFayette Square and to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic
community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of
LaFayette Square.



Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2024 4:47 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension Route Underneath
LaFayette Square Due to Historical Preservation and Legal Concerns

Matthew Valenti

1651 S. Victoria Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90019
323.730.1162

Aug 29, 2024

Metro Board of Directors
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Opposition to the Proposed Metro K Line Northern Extension Route Underneath
LaFayette Square Due to Historical Preservation and Legal Concerns

Dear Members of the Metro Board of Directors, City Council, and elected County officials,

| am writing to strongly oppose the proposed route of the Metro K Line Northern Extension
project beneath LaFayette Square. As a homeowner and concerned resident, | am deeply
worried about the potential adverse impacts on the historic integrity of LaFayette Square, a
neighborhood designated as a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone (HPOZ) due to its unique
architectural and cultural significance.

The Historical and Architectural Significance of LaFayette Square

LaFayette Square, established in 1913, is a vital part of Los Angeles’s historical and cultural
landscape. It features a diverse range of early 20th-century architectural styles, including
Craftsman, Spanish Colonial Revival, Mediterranean Revival, American Colonial Revival, and
Prairie Style homes. These styles reflect the city’s historical development and the significant
contributions of African American residents during a period of societal change. The
neighborhood’s HPOZ status underscores the need to protect its unique character and
historical value.

The renowned African American architect Paul Williams designed several of the homes in the
Square, including his very own home where he lived from 1952 until his death.

Risks Posed by the Proposed Underground Rail Project
The construction of the Metro K Line Northern Extension poses significant risks to the historic
and architectural fabric of LaFayette Square:
e Structural Vibration Damage: Historic buildings, often with older and more fragile
foundations, are particularly vulnerable to vibrations from tunneling operations. Real-
world examples, such as London’s Jubilee Line Extension, demonstrate that even with



advanced tunneling techniques, there is still a risk of structural damage, including
cracks and foundational shifts in historic structures.

¢ Ground Settlement: Excavation activities could lead to ground settlement, potentially
destabilizing the foundations of historic buildings. Uneven settling can cause lasting
damage, as seen in other historic neighborhoods affected by similar projects. The use
of advanced engineering methods is essential, yet not foolproof, in completely
eliminating these risks.

¢ Impact on Community Character: Noise, construction disruptions, and changes in
traffic patterns can undermine the neighborhood’s ambiance, a key aspect of its
historic identity. The San Francisco Central Subway Project illustrates how inadequate
initial assessments and lack of robust mitigation strategies can lead to significant harm
to historic neighborhoods.

Enforcement of HPOZ Protections and Legal Requirements

Under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Historic Preservation
Act (NHPA), any project that may affect historic resources must undergo rigorous review and
implement appropriate mitigation measures. As an HPOZ, LaFayette Square is entitled to
these protections:

¢ Design Review and Compliance: Any alterations within the neighborhood must adhere
to a design review process, ensuring consistency with its historical character.
Comprehensive environmental impact assessments are critical to evaluate and
mitigate potential damage.

e Legal Precedents: Previous cases, such as West Adams Heritage Association v. City of
Los Angeles, demonstrate the enforceability of these protections. These cases highlight
the need for projects to comply with established guidelines to safeguard historic
resources, ensuring that infrastructure projects do not compromise the integrity of
historic neighborhoods.

Call for Preservation and Alternative Solutions

While | support the expansion of public transit, it should not come at the expense of
irreplaceable historic resources. | urge the Metro Board of Directors to explore alternative
routes that do not jeopardize the historical integrity of LaFayette Square. Successful examples
from cities like Barcelona and Vienna show that infrastructure can be developed without
compromising heritage when proper planning, mitigation, and community engagement are
prioritized.

Conclusion

The preservation of LaFayette Square is a legal and ethical responsibility. Its historical and
cultural significance must be protected, not only for current residents but for future
generations. | strongly urge the Metro Board of Directors to reconsider the proposed route
through LaFayette Square and to adopt measures that respect and preserve this historic
community.

| look forward to your response and the adoption of measures that prioritize the preservation of




Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2024 4:51 PM

To: firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov;
thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>

Subject: Dodger Gondola

Quick and brief,

We have all heard the news stories of fights involving drunk fans at, during and after the
sporting events nation wide. Here at Dodger Stadium there have been several fights that have
resulted in very serious injuries. Especially with rival fans of San Fransisco Giants and San
Diego Padres.

Imagine such a fight breaking out between rival fans while riding in the proposed gondola.
Imagine someone getting killed in a gondola several hundred feet above someone's back yard.
Imagine the ruckus of drunk fans trying to rock the gondola back and forth while in flight.
Imagine some idiot shooting up at the gondola just for the thrill? It wouldn’t have to a local
resident, but someone just coming to the area to do such a thing.

If any such incident ever happens, (| hope not), you will forever remember this email.

Who will be responsible for safety, and who will be liable, (Law suits), for any incidents
onboard the gondola? LA City, LA County, LA Dodgers? Metro Board of Directors? Frank
McCourt?

I hope you will not approve this project going forward.




Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2024 10:25 AM

To: Customer Relations <CustomerRelations@metro.net>; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; fdutra@cityofwhittier.org; Board Clerk
<BoardClerk@metro.net>; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; tim.sandoval@pomonaca.gov
Subject: Concerned Rider

Hi,

As a frequentrider, I've noticed the efforts that Metro and its partner agencies are expending to
create a safer and more comfortable riding experience.

My experience is related to Metro Rail (I ride almost daily from Azusa to Pasadena).
My concerns are many but a few priority ones are as follows:

1. Fare Enforcement- Who is conducting fare enforcement and will that ever be a priority for
Metro?? This "honor system" that Metro has been operating is no longer suitable for today's
environment. You have so many different entities roaming around at stations and on trains and
based on the amount of downtime they seem to have, surely one of these entities can perform
this simple task....

| saw Metro is piloting "Tap to Exit" at Santa Monica, but that's not enough. Metro has
rules/laws against loitering but that's not being enforced. If you don't want to/can't enforce
your own loitering rules, ENFORCE FARES. Take a look around- nearly every major city with a
serious transit system enforces fares- either upon boarding, upon exit, or has roaming spot
checks. During my 10+ years of riding Metro (on and off), I've seen fare enforcement less than
10 times. Unacceptable.

2. Metro Outreach- This morning (9/5) on my ride into Pasadena, | saw Metro Outreach staff
giving out brown bag lunches to those loitering on the train. | understandit's hotand it's
probably the right thing to do. But again, what is Metro's goal? If it's truly providing a safer and
more comfortable riding experience, please tell me how giving out food and drink discourages
loitering. This practice is also in direct contradiction to all the audio messages playing on board
that say, "please don't eat or drink on board."

Fortunately, | take Metro because | want to, not out of necessity. Regardless of the reason, all
that ride should be able to do so in safety and comfort.

A response to these concerns would be appreciated.

Thank you,



Sent: Friday, September 6, 2024 11:15 AM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: Keep L.A. Metro Safe: Prioritize Care-First Approaches

Dear L.A. Metro Board of Directors:
| support ACT-LA's call for care-first safety approaches on the Metro: End our unnecessary
and harmful reliance on police in public transit and continue to fund more effective and

proven safety initiatives such as our transit ambassador program and better infrastructure
like improved lighting and more reliable and timely service.

Sincerely,



Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2024 1:58 PM

To: Communications <communications@bchd.org>; Eleanor Manzano
<cityclerk@redondo.org>; cityclerk@hermosabeach.gov; cityclerk@manhattanbeach.gov;
executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov; info <info@lalafco.org>; Holly J. Mitchell
<HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>; MHSOAC <MHSOAC®@mhsoac.ca.gov>; Board Clerk
<BoardClerk@metro.net>

Cc: Kevin Cody <kevin@easyreadernews.com>

Subject: Public Comment all agencies - BCHD misrepresentation and hidden terms of allcove
building

In order to gain funding for allcove, BCHD claimed that it would service LA County SPA8 and
provide geographic and other diversity. That creates a 30-year minimum, $175M taxpayer risk
and unfunded obligation with a 30-year tail to allcove for a 91% non-resident service area
(SPA8). BCHD current strategy is to spend the allcove funding on 50% District residents, 25%
Torrance residents and 15% non-residents from disadvantaged communities and mental
healthcare professional shortage areas. This is a $175M material risk to Taxpayers of the
District only - in return for BCHD's meager $6.3M grant for building construction.

Further, as BCHD demonstrated, it has no cost controls expertise in construction. BCHD spent
$1.6M on 400-feet of bike path in the Diamond alley. That is the single most expensive per
foot bike path on record per Google search.

Permanent allcove Location: We have selected the preferred designer/builder for the permanent
allcove location at Flagler and Beryl. We will provide updates as we proceed. Costs for the base facility
are coming in high due to increased modular building costs, retaining wall costs, and the site costs
related to it being a stand-alone building. We will return as part of the mid-year budget process in
November with scenarios related to the construction of allcove. We also discussed this issue with the
Property Committee on September 10, 2024.



Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2024 11:06 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: No Cutting Corners on K Line Extension!

To Whom It May Concern:

| am a resident of La Fayette Square and while |, and many other residents of my community,
am very much in favor of a Metro system in Los Angeles, including the stop at Mid-City, | am
very much AGAINST the new plan to have the K Line Extension run underneath the
neighborhoods of Wellington Square and La Fayette Square which are historically and
culturally significant to a diverse group of Angelenos, and in particular, Black Angelenos. We
are a part of the larger West Adams community, a community with a long history of having
unfortunate urban planning thrust upon it. And let’s be clear, regardless of everything being
said by Metro, this is once again a case of a diverse, Los Angeles community having a
problematic plan forced upon it.

And let me be clear. | do not think | have a NIMBY gripe about this. | would love to have a train
station near my home. And that station would make plenty of sense on the corner of Crenshaw
and major thoroughfares like Venice Blvd or Washington. And those routes of travel would
make lots of sense for area residents and commuters alike. That would allow people to travel
up to Wilshire Blvd, Korea Town and down Crenshaw to the Expo Line and numerous
neighboring communities. But that’s not what’s on the table. The problem is that Metro is
literally and metaphorically cutting corners on this plan. And how many great plans in history
involve cutting corners?

By cutting a corner under LFS and Welling Squares, Metro is alienating thousands of residents
in our communities and north of us. And then Metro is not just cutting a corner by tunneling
under multiple historic communities, but has figured out a terrifying way to cut corners in three
dimensions—by tunneling under LFS at a depth way less than the standards listed on Metro’s
own website. This is a deeply concerning fact and one that has been waved off by Metro
anytime residents have asked questions or expressed concerns. Thatis not an acceptable
response to issues of safety and home ownership.

And while personal safety is the biggest concern, there are also very real concerns for property
too. California already has huge problems with more and more homes and communities
becoming uninsurable. Can Metro tell us with 100% certainty that the corners it’s cutting
beneath our homes, will not present problems down the road? It amazes me that Metro, and
the politicians and organizations supporting these plans, is so comfortable alienating and
possibly harming so many people, families and communities, and is doubling down on what
is—at best—extremely lazy and poor urban planning that history will not look kindly on in many
ways.



Metro said that they were going to be candid during the recent Nate Holden meeting, but then
would only say that they "chose" not to bring the K line to Wilshire for “a number of reasons”.
We all know the reason the K Line isn't going up to Wilshire, and the reason why

there is no stop at Crenshaw and Wilshire, is because Hancock Park sued Metro to stop it.
They didn’t want people from South LA coming even adjacent to their neighborhood. And the
fact that it wasn't said, was very upsetting to everyone in the room.

The K line that goes up to West Hollywood is meandering and doesn't make a lot of sense in the
long term - and it's not our concern - but the reason why it will most likely go that way is the
same reason that the K Line isn't joining the Wilshire Line at Crenshaw: Cedars and West
Hollywood are using their money, power, and influence to make it go the way that most
benefits them. It's normal that they should advocate for their needs. But the people in East
Hollywood, one of the poorest communities in LA, will have no line from Fairfax to Vermont to
serve them. Metro touted how many hundreds of thousand people will be traveling into LA on
these lines - but those are people coming to LA from outside of it, and while that serves a
purpose, one has to wonder, who are you making this metro system for? The people who need
it the most or those with the most money and influence? Either way, Wellington and La Fayette
Squares are the collateral damage.

Communities like Hancock Park and Carthay Circle and West Hollywood had the ability to
advocate for their needs because they were included and made to be part of the conversation.
They are also historically moneyed, affluent and white neighborhoods. And while Metro might
say thatis a coincidence and a simple oversight, given the history that Metro itself
acknowledged in that recent meeting, it feels more like we were ighored because our diverse--
but still majority black--neighborhood was not given the respect and dignity of those others.
When Metro decided to change the K Line route from going up Crenshaw and turning on Pico
(two rite of passage streets, that are populated with businesses), to instead going directly
under our residential, over-one-hundred-year-old HPOZ homes without including us in the
conversation, that hit very differently from an oversight.

One neighbor made an excellent point. Metro established an Equality policy in 2018. Why
didn’t they follow it now? Another neighbor said why you don’t do all the tests and then come
back to us with the answers. But I’d ask: why don't you go back to the drawing board and come
up with another route, a better route--like the previously planned route--and then come back
tous?

As | said at the outset, we are in strong support of Metro and having a stops in our area. | would
welcome thoughtful, well-planned lines either up Crenshaw or—and this makes way more
sense in terms of access to businesses and resources--at La Brea/Mid-City. Having a metro
line that serves this community and actually goes up La Brea actually feels like a smart and
genuinely useful line for thousands of residents and visitors. (It also feels like the kind of path
most functioning global cities would choose, but of course, Los Angeles never seems to do
something logical or useful the way a modern metropolis functions and tries to serve needs
and existing people and needs.) Our intent is not to slow the process but to have our concerns
acted on by Metro as much as they did for the

residents of Carthay Circle or Hancock Park. West Hollywood is trying to paint us as NIMBYs
but they are an area with newer,



earthquake-retrofitted buildings with mostly businesses, and not homes. And they have deep
pockets. If it is a question of money and a desire to accelerate the project, it seems like West
Hollywood has a lot of both.

We truly hope that an alternate plan from going under Wellington Square and La Fayette
Square can be created soon so that we can all come together in support of this momentous
effort to bring transportation to all Angelenos and create a positive impact on the environment.

Sincerely,




Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2024 11:07 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: NO K LINE EXTENSION UNDER LA FAYETTE SQUARE/WELLINGTON SQUARE

To Whom It May Concern:

| am a resident of La Fayette Square and while | and the other residents of the community are
very much in favor of a Metro system in Los Angeles, including the stop at Mid-City, we are very
much AGAINST the new plan to have the K Line Extension run underneath the

neighborhoods of Wellington Square and La Fayette Square which are historically and
culturally significant to Los Angeles, and in particular, Black Angelenos.

| attended the Metro Meeting at The Nate Holden Theatre and | was very proud of how my
community spoke out and advocated for us. There were a few things that really struck me.

The meeting started with a long YouTube video about the history of Sugar Hill. The fact that
Metro felt the need to show us a video that took away from our time to ask questions and about
a history that *we* ourselves had pointed out to Metro at the Public Comment Meetings, as
having strong parallels to the current plan for the K Line Extension Plan, was both strangely
performative and also struck us as deeply hypocritical. Because had it not been for the outcry
from our communities about this, Metro, just like those who removed Sugar Hill for the 10
freeway, would have never given our communities a second thought. And therein lies the
problem; the thoughtlessness.

At all of the Public Comment Meetings, Georgia went to great lengths to talk about how a Paul
Williams building had been "saved" by Metro. And yet, the very neighborhood where he built
three original homes, including one that was his own home, was completely disregarded. This
is especially galling to the community because Paul Williams, a renowned architect to this day,
who could have easily afforded to live in Hancock Park - was not allowed to do so, because of
the Covenant Laws. So he chose La Fayette Square to call his home. And the residents - of
every race - take great pride that he chose our community to build and live in. So when a big
dealis made by Metro that they saved a building that he was hired to build in another area but
you ignore the importance of the ones that he built for himself and his neighbors, then your
care for his work and his legacy don't ring true.

Metro said that they were going to be candid during the Nate Holden meeting, but then would
only say that they "chose" not to bring the K line to Wilshire for “a number of reasons”. In that
moment, the idea that this was going to be a candid and transparent conversation
evaporated for everyone in the room. Because what we all knew, is that the reason the K Line
isn't going up to Wilshire, and the reason why there is no stop at Crenshaw and Wilshire, is
because Hancock Park sued Metro to stop it. They didn’t want people from South LA coming
even adjacent to their neighborhood. And the fact that it wasn't said, was very upsetting to



everyone in the room.

West Hollywood is trying to paint us as NIMBYs but they are an area with newer, earthquake-
retrofitted buildings with mostly businesses and they have the deep pockets. West Hollywood
and Cedars are using their money, power, and influence to make it go the way that most
benefits them. It's normal that they should advocate for their needs. But the people in East
Hollywood, one of the poorest communities in LA, will have no line from Fairfax to Vermont to
serve them. Metro touted how many hundreds of thousand people will be traveling into LA on
these lines - but those are people coming to LA from outside of it, and while that serves a
purpose, one has to wonder, who are you making this metro system for? The people who need
it the most, or those with the most money and influence? Either way, Wellington and La Fayette
Squares are the collateral damage.

Communities like Hancock Park and Carthay Circle and West Hollywood had the ability to
advocate for their needs because they were included and made to be part of the conversation
from the beginning. They are also historically moneyed, affluent and white neighborhoods. And
while Metro might say that is a coincidence and a simple oversight, given the history that Metro
itself acknowledged, it feels more like we were ignored because our diverse, but still majority
black neighborhood, was not given the respect and dignity of those others. When Metro
decided to change the K Line route from going up Crenshaw and turning on Pico (two rite of
passage streets, that are populated with businesses), to instead going directly under our
residential, over-one-hundred-year-old HPOZ homes without including us in the conversation,
that struck us as more than just an oversight.

The proposed map doesn't provide the people who most need it with mass transportation
within Los Angeles and it leaves little room for Metro to grow in the future and access more
areas. The proposed K line that goes up to West Hollywood is a meandering and poor urban
planning. Our community strongly supports the idea of a stop at Mid-City (albeit deeply
concerned about the impact on Ralph’s), but La Brea has vastly more businesses and foot
traffic than Crenshaw above Exposition all the way up to Hollywood and makes much more
sense as a route. The argument Metro used against creating a stop at Crenshaw and Wilshire
was that there weren’t enough local business or foot traffic there, so why did Metro choose
Crenshaw when it's actually La Brea that fulfills all of those criteria?

One neighbor made an excellent comment, Metro established an Equality policy in 2018, why
didn’t they follow it? Another neighbor said why don't you do all the tests and then come back
to us with the answers, but | want to go further and ask - why don't you go back, and come up
with another route, and then come back to us?

Just to make it clear, La Fayette Square and Wellington Square are strong supporters of Metro
and of having a stop close by. Our intent is not to block or slow the process but to have our
concerns acted on by Metro as much as they did for the residents of Carthay Circle or Hancock
Park or West Hollywood.

We truly hope that an alternate route that doesn’t go under our communities can be created
soon so that we can all come together in support of this momentous effort to bring
transportation to all Angelenos and create a positive impact on the environment.






Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 9:10 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: K-Line extension - public comment

September 15, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

OUR REQUEST IS THAT THE K-LINE BYPASS WELLINGTON SQUARE AND LAFAYETTE
SQUARE. OUR REQUEST IS THAT YOU REVERT TO YOUR INITIAL PLAN TO TUNNEL
FURTHER UP CRENSHAW (North of the 10) AND STICK TO MAIN THOROUGHFARES. THE K-
LINE ISTHE ONLY LINE PROPOSING TO TUNNEL UNDER TWO HISTORIC
NEIGHBORHOODS.

While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our
residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes. Nor does it address Methane gas that would come up through
the soil.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the



interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice/Pico, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

IN ADDITION:

Let the following concerns be added to the public record and addressed before a vote on
the current DEIR:

1. Why did Metro fail to consult or notify Los Angeles’ HPOZ officers regarding

plans to tunnel under historically significant neighborhoods, Wellington Square,

Lafayette Square and Victoria Park?



2. Has any effort been made to consult with HPOZ since the only community
meeting in Mid City on September 4, 20247

3. At the meeting on September 4, 2024, Metro experts attempted to reassure
residents that vibration, noise and other environmental impacts would be
minimal. We formally request the input from additional experts and stakeholders
before this DEIR is approved, including but not limited to:

a. Residents currently living over or near recent Metro excavations

b. Neuroscientists, therapists, and the Neurodivergent community, who can
speak to the lower threshold tolerances for sensory input, such as sound

and vibration, on health and wellbeing.

c. Metro has made no effort to consult with these valuable experts and at-risk
populations to date. Why?

d. geologists to study the large water masses and oil fields under Lafayette square.
e. impacts of Methane gas released from the soil.

4. When did Metro decide that Midtown crossing would be a station on the KNE
line?

5. There was no formal outreach to residents and homeowners north of the
proposed Crenshaw-Adams Blvd. station —why?

6. Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker is a member of the Metro Board. She also lives in
Lafayette Square; one block west of Crenshaw Blvd. Crenshaw Blvd is the most
obvious commercial corridor between the Crenshaw/Adams station and
proposed Midtown station. Ms. Dupont-Walker has an obligation to recuse herself
from the board due to this clear conflict of interest. While previous drafts
indicated Crenshaw Blvd would be the route for the Metro to follow, the most
recent plan released in July 2024 shows an abrupt change. From I-10 freeway,

the Metro proposes to veer west from Crenshaw Blvd and under Wellington
Square and Lafayette Square historical homes.

7. Metro did not inform Wellington Square, Lafayette Square and Victoria Park
homeowners about this draft change. It was only by chance that some
homeowners, who had received official letters notifying them their property would
be impacted by the KNE line, spoke with their neighbors and began asking
questions.

8. Metro’s light rail crossover lengths on the KNE extension seem wildly out of
proportion with underground light rail crossovers around the world and even by

LA Metro’s own standards. For comparison, the most recent LA Metro light rail
crossover built is under 300 feet in length. Save billions of dollars with shorter
boxes and stay away from historical neighborhoods.

9. How much did the land under the Ralphs Grocery Store and Planet Fitness cost
the City of Los Angeles?

10. From whom did the City of Los Angeles purchase or lease this land from?

11. Why does the current DEIR show no mitigation plan for how residents will access
groceries and other necessities during the construction phase were Midtown
Crossing to become a station?

12. Please include this article as part of the public record regarding the Saban theater
lawsuit: https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-claims-subway-
damage/?fbclid=lwY2xjawFWgMpleHRUA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLYETOugmMHg4CvlpkxrJwTGr36Ex
escJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUdONw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hbONPOtQ



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce85098d4b71d4024f63208dcd7332d10%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621862030878719%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ymApRi9dnh63K0r%2B135BMIYpDqLZ44CZHv%2Fe3CS8go8%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce85098d4b71d4024f63208dcd7332d10%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621862030878719%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ymApRi9dnh63K0r%2B135BMIYpDqLZ44CZHv%2Fe3CS8go8%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce85098d4b71d4024f63208dcd7332d10%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621862030878719%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=ymApRi9dnh63K0r%2B135BMIYpDqLZ44CZHv%2Fe3CS8go8%3D&reserved=0

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 9:49 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: K-Line extension - public comment

September 17, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

OUR REQUEST IS THAT THE K-LINE BYPASS WELLINGTON SQUARE AND LAFAYETTE
SQUARE. OUR REQUEST IS THAT YOU REVERT TO YOUR INITIAL PLAN TO TUNNEL
FURTHER UP CRENSHAW (North of the 10) AND STICK TO MAIN THOROUGHFARES. THE K-
LINE ISTHE ONLY LINE PROPOSING TO TUNNEL UNDER TWO HISTORIC
NEIGHBORHOODS.

While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our
residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes. Nor does it address Methane gas that would come up through
the soil.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability
Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural



integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice/Pico, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

IN ADDITION:

Let the following concerns be added to the public record and addressed before a vote on
the current DEIR:



1. Why did Metro fail to consult or notify Los Angeles’ HPOZ officers regarding
plans to tunnel under historically significant neighborhoods, Wellington Square,
Lafayette Square and Victoria Park?

2. Has any effort been made to consult with HPOZ since the only community
meeting in Mid City on September 4, 20247

3. At the meeting on September 4, 2024, Metro experts attempted to reassure
residents that vibration, noise and other environmental impacts would be
minimal. We formally request the input from additional experts and stakeholders
before this DEIR is approved, including but not limited to:

a. Residents currently living over or near recent Metro excavations

b. Neuroscientists, therapists, and the Neurodivergent community, who can
speak to the lower threshold tolerances for sensory input, such as sound

and vibration, on health and wellbeing.

c. Metro has made no effort to consult with these valuable experts and at-risk
populations to date. Why?

d. geologists to study the large water masses and oil fields under Lafayette square.
e. impacts of Methane gas released from the soil.

4. When did Metro decide that Midtown crossing would be a station on the KNE
line?

5. There was no formal outreach to residents and homeowners north of the
proposed Crenshaw-Adams Blvd. station — why?

6. Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker is a member of the Metro Board. She also lives in
Lafayette Square; one block west of Crenshaw Blvd. Crenshaw Blvd is the most
obvious commercial corridor between the Crenshaw/Adams station and
proposed Midtown station. Ms. Dupont-Walker has an obligation to recuse herself
from the board due to this clear conflict of interest. While previous drafts
indicated Crenshaw Blvd would be the route for the Metro to follow, the most
recent plan released in July 2024 shows an abrupt change. From |-10 freeway,

the Metro proposes to veer west from Crenshaw Blvd and under Wellington
Square and Lafayette Square historical homes.

7. Metro did not inform Wellington Square, Lafayette Square and Victoria Park
homeowners about this draft change. It was only by chance that some
homeowners, who had received official letters notifying them their property would
be impacted by the KNE line, spoke with their neighbors and began asking
questions.

8. Metro’s light rail crossover lengths on the KNE extension seem wildly out of
proportion with underground light rail crossovers around the world and even by
LA Metro’s own standards. For comparison, the most recent LA Metro light rail
crossover built is under 300 feet in length. Save billions of dollars with shorter
boxes and stay away from historical neighborhoods.

9. How much did the land under the Ralphs Grocery Store and Planet Fitness cost
the City of Los Angeles?

10. From whom did the City of Los Angeles purchase or lease this land from?

11. Why does the current DEIR show no mitigation plan for how residents will access
groceries and other necessities during the construction phase were Midtown
Crossing to become a station?



12. Please include this article as part of the public record regarding the Saban theater

lawsuit: https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-claims-subway-
damage/?fbclid=lwY2xjawFWgMpleHRUA2FIbQIXMQABHaVLYyETOugmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36Ex
escJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUdONw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hbONPOtQ

Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely,


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce3d7c09a3c2246eb287108dcd738b4a2%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621885776182792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KgyFekK%2FnmvMoFzsZvkk3IfY4jyPnT7xTFTsg8uE5AI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce3d7c09a3c2246eb287108dcd738b4a2%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621885776182792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KgyFekK%2FnmvMoFzsZvkk3IfY4jyPnT7xTFTsg8uE5AI%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7Ce3d7c09a3c2246eb287108dcd738b4a2%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638621885776182792%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=KgyFekK%2FnmvMoFzsZvkk3IfY4jyPnT7xTFTsg8uE5AI%3D&reserved=0

Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2024 3:20 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: Fwd: K-Line extension - public comment

September 15, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Washington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

OUR REQUEST IS THAT THE K-LINE BYPASS WELLINGTON SQUARE AND LAFAYETTE
SQUARE. OUR REQUEST IS THAT YOU REVERT TO YOUR INITIAL PLAN TO TUNNEL
FURTHER UP CRENSHAW (North of the 10) AND STICK TO MAIN THOROUGHFARES. THE K-
LINE ISTHE ONLY LINE PROPOSING TO TUNNEL UNDER TWO HISTORIC
NEIGHBORHOODS.

While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown crossing
station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to our
residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes. Nor does it address Methane gas that would come up through
the soil.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability
Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural



integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice/Pico, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

IN ADDITION:

Let the following concerns be added to the public record and addressed before a vote on
the current DEIR:

1. Why did Metro fail to consult or notify Los Angeles’ HPOZ officers regarding

plans to tunnel under historically significant neighborhoods, Wellington Square,



Lafayette Square and Victoria Park?

2. Has any effort been made to consult with HPOZ since the only community
meeting in Mid City on September 4, 20247

3. At the meeting on September 4, 2024, Metro experts attempted to reassure
residents that vibration, noise and other environmental impacts would be
minimal. We formally request the input from additional experts and stakeholders
before this DEIR is approved, including but not limited to:

a. Residents currently living over or near recent Metro excavations

b. Neuroscientists, therapists, and the Neurodivergent community, who can
speak to the lower threshold tolerances for sensory input, such as sound

and vibration, on health and wellbeing.

c. Metro has made no effort to consult with these valuable experts and at-risk
populations to date. Why?

d. geologists to study the large water masses and oil fields under Lafayette square.
e. impacts of Methane gas released from the soil.

4. When did Metro decide that Midtown crossing would be a station on the KNE
line?

5. There was no formal outreach to residents and homeowners north of the
proposed Crenshaw-Adams Blvd. station — why?

6. Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker is a member of the Metro Board. She also lives in
Lafayette Square; one block west of Crenshaw Blvd. Crenshaw Blvd is the most
obvious commercial corridor between the Crenshaw/Adams station and
proposed Midtown station. Ms. Dupont-Walker has an obligation to recuse herself
from the board due to this clear conflict of interest. While previous drafts
indicated Crenshaw Blvd would be the route for the Metro to follow, the most
recent plan released in July 2024 shows an abrupt change. From |-10 freeway,

the Metro proposes to veer west from Crenshaw Blvd and under Wellington
Square and Lafayette Square historical homes.

7. Metro did not inform Wellington Square, Lafayette Square and Victoria Park
homeowners about this draft change. It was only by chance that some
homeowners, who had received official letters notifying them their property would
be impacted by the KNE line, spoke with their neighbors and began asking
questions.

8. Metro’s light rail crossover lengths on the KNE extension seem wildly out of
proportion with underground light rail crossovers around the world and even by
LA Metro’s own standards. For comparison, the most recent LA Metro light rail
crossover built is under 300 feet in length. Save billions of dollars with shorter
boxes and stay away from historical neighborhoods.

9. How much did the land under the Ralphs Grocery Store and Planet Fitness cost
the City of Los Angeles?

10. From whom did the City of Los Angeles purchase or lease this land from?

11. Why does the current DEIR show no mitigation plan for how residents will access
groceries and other necessities during the construction phase were Midtown
Crossing to become a station?



12. Please include this article as part of the public record regarding the Saban theater

lawsuit: https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-claims-subway-
damage/?fbclid=lwY2xjawFWgMpleHRUA2FIbQIXxXMQABHaVLYyETOugmMHg4CvlpkxrJwTGr36Ex
escJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUdONw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hbONPOtQ

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3bb431b23a12497096a208dcd766eef7%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638622084334833760%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kpW2N42nd%2BIsIuUcvjYdpgH1baZaxxxqT7mjncs5m1o%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3bb431b23a12497096a208dcd766eef7%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638622084334833760%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kpW2N42nd%2BIsIuUcvjYdpgH1baZaxxxqT7mjncs5m1o%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFWgMpleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHaVLyET0uqmMHg4CvIpkxrJwTGr36ExescJ2VFj5T-m-vACjvcisyUd0Nw_aem_C2QDwcf6NrULM3hb0NPOtQ&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3bb431b23a12497096a208dcd766eef7%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638622084334833760%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kpW2N42nd%2BIsIuUcvjYdpgH1baZaxxxqT7mjncs5m1o%3D&reserved=0

Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2024 11:40 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov;
firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org;
sukki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org; councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org;
kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov

Subject: Metro K Line Northern Extension Project

To: Metro Board, Metro Staff, Elected Officials and others

From: Bruce and Marlene Larson
1757 Buckingham Rd (La Fayette Square)

Re: Metro K Line Northern Extension Project

STOP: Residents of the historic neighborhoods of La Fayette Square and Wellington
Square do not want the subway detailed in Metro North Expansion plan to run under their
HPOZ neighborhoods and homes.

We strongly oppose the current draft EIR Metro K Line Northern Extension that runs directly
underneath these historic neighborhoods (and directly across the street from our home) and
urge the LA Metro to identify other alighments that do not threaten so many historically
significant communities.

We are dismayed that the planning process did not adequately involve the residents of these
neighborhoods as well as the HPOZ. In May 2021 Metro had public hearings on the 3 proposed
routes as well as a proposed optional alignment route. OnJune 9, 2021, we emailed Metro
requesting detailed information about the optional alignment route and never received a
response. We heard nothing from Metro until we received a post card in July announcing 3
public hearing about the now preferred (no longer optional) route.

We request Metro to explore alternatives to its current plan, not use the same reports as
presented at the September 4, 2024, community meeting to justify its current proposed route,
and then proposed a new route that bypasses La Fayette and Wellington Squares.



Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 8:35 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Cc: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org;
kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov; HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org;
mayor.helpdesk®@lacity.org

Subject: CONCERNS about the K-LINE PROJECT

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA90012

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing again to express my strong opposition to the proposal of building a new subway
tunnel under historic 100-year-old homes in LaFayette Square and Wellington Square, as part
of Metro’s upcoming K-line transit project. The recent lawsuit filed by the Beverly Hills Temple
of the Arts regarding damage caused to the Saban Theatre during the Purple Line Extension
construction highlights the serious risks posed to historic buildings in our city. These risks
must be taken into account before moving forward with any further tunneling under areas
rich in cultural and architectural heritage.

According to the lawsuit (as noted here: https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-
claims-subway-damage), five years of construction have caused significant damage to the
Saban Theatre, including cracks, subsidence, and crumbling of art deco features. This is
particularly alarming given that the Saban Theatre is on both the Federal and State Registries of
Historic Places and serves as an irreplaceable landmark of Los Angeles’ history. The damage
to this building, as described by Rabbi David Baron, includes not only physical harm but also
financial and reputational losses, making it clear that current mitigation measures have failed
to protect this important structure.

The potential for similar damage to historic homes, many of which have stood for over a
century, is deeply concerning. These buildings are not only architecturally significant but also
integral to the character and identity of Los Angeles neighborhoods. Once damaged, the
restoration of such structures is both challenging and expensive, often failing to restore the
original beauty and craftsmanship. In addition, the subsidence caused by vibrational drilling
can lead to long-term structural instability that may not be immediately evident but can
degrade the integrity of these homes over time.

Metro has stated that it employs a "robust construction mitigation program," but the ongoing
damages to the Saban Theatre, coupled with tenant disruptions and lost business revenue,
demonstrate that these measures are insufficient. The community deserves stronger
assurances that historic buildings will not suffer the same fate if new subway tunnels are
constructed under their foundations. We must preserve our city's history and ensure that
homes and landmarks are not sacrificed for the sake of urban development.


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C97a3e9d7879b4e1129b908dcd8c0a840%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623569193911964%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=t8X5Ezrv362l%2Bb38zv%2B9OnC%2FRCsAtH73%2FGnHo1q7LAM%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C97a3e9d7879b4e1129b908dcd8c0a840%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623569193911964%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=t8X5Ezrv362l%2Bb38zv%2B9OnC%2FRCsAtH73%2FGnHo1q7LAM%3D&reserved=0

| respectfully urge Metro to reconsider this proposal and explore alternative routes or
construction techniques that would protect the homes and cultural assets of our city. In cases
where tunneling is deemed essential, a more rigorous set of protective measures must be
implemented, and compensation for any damage caused must be readily available and
substantial enough to cover actual repair costs. Failure to do so risks irreparable harm to our
historic neighborhoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | hope that Metro will prioritize the preservation of
Los Angeles' historic homes and landmarks in all future planning.
Sincerely,




Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 10:40 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing again to express my strong opposition to the proposal of building a new subway
tunnel under historic 100-year-old homes in LaFayette Square and Wellington Square, as part
of Metro’s upcoming K-line transit project. The recent lawsuit filed by the Beverly Hills Temple
of the Arts regarding damage caused to the Saban Theatre during the Purple Line Extension
construction highlights the serious risks posed to historic buildings in our city. These risks
must be taken into account before moving forward with any further tunneling under areas
rich in cultural and architectural heritage.

According to the lawsuit (as noted here: https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-
claims-subway-damage), five years of construction have caused significant damage to the
Saban Theatre, including cracks, subsidence, and crumbling of art deco features. This is
particularly alarming given that the Saban Theatre is on both the Federal and State Registries of
Historic Places and serves as an irreplaceable landmark of Los Angeles’ history. The damage
to this building, as described by Rabbi David Baron, includes not only physical harm but also
financial and reputational losses, making it clear that current mitigation measures have failed
to protect this important structure.

The potential for similar damage to historic homes, many of which have stood for over a
century, is deeply concerning. These buildings are not only architecturally significant but also
integral to the character and identity of Los Angeles neighborhoods. Once damaged, the
restoration of such structures is both challenging and expensive, often failing to restore the
original beauty and craftsmanship. In addition, the subsidence caused by vibrational drilling
can lead to long-term structural instability that may not be immediately evident but can
degrade the integrity of these homes over time.

Metro has stated that it employs a "robust construction mitigation program," but the ongoing
damages to the Saban Theatre, coupled with tenant disruptions and lost business revenue,
demonstrate that these measures are insufficient. The community deserves stronger
assurances that historic buildings will not suffer the same fate if new subway tunnels are
constructed under their foundations. We must preserve our city's history and ensure that
homes and landmarks are not sacrificed for the sake of urban development.

| respectfully urge Metro to reconsider this proposal and explore alternative routes or
construction techniques that would protect the homes and cultural assets of our city. In cases
where tunneling is deemed essential, a more rigorous set of protective measures must be
implemented, and compensation for any damage caused must be readily available and


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3aa5e03139864829946808dcd8d21152%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623644009288665%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xfVkbGpw9VkSHr07BBtFKsr4C3TjCb2iKc3CwKaHR94%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3aa5e03139864829946808dcd8d21152%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623644009288665%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=xfVkbGpw9VkSHr07BBtFKsr4C3TjCb2iKc3CwKaHR94%3D&reserved=0

substantial enough to cover actual repair costs. Failure to do so risks irreparable harm to our
historic neighborhoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | hope that Metro will prioritize the preservation of
Los Angeles' historic homes and landmarks in all future planning.
Sincerely,



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fjonathonjonathonjonathon.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3aa5e03139864829946808dcd8d21152%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623644009438316%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=WOSvwRH8yfbUr4o5gpw1TMWdpOMoje1UzWAf36r%2B8Ws%3D&reserved=0

Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 1:17 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Subject: Additional Opposing the Metro K Line Northern Extension: Safeguarding LaFayette
Square's Historical Legacy Amid Uncertainty

Aug 27", 2024

Metro Board of Directors
One Gateway Plaza
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Subject: Additional Opposing the Metro K Line Northern Extension: Safeguarding
LaFayette Square's Historical Legacy Amid Uncertainty

| am writing again to express my strong opposition to the proposed Metro K Line Northern
Extension under the historic LaFayette Square neighborhood. While | support public transit
improvements, this project raises significant concerns regarding the long-term preservation of
a historically important area. The future of this infrastructure and its broader implications for
LaFayette Square are highly uncertain, and | urge Metro to reconsider the route to avoid risking
the integrity of this culturally significant neighborhood.

1. Uncertainty and the Precautionary Principle

No one can predict with certainty how well this underground tunnel will be maintained or what
other infrastructure projects might follow once this precedent is set. Even the most well-
intentioned projects can suffer from unforeseen circumstances—such as future expansions,
economic downturns, or political shifts—leading to unintended negative impacts. LaFayette
Square is a one-of-a-kind neighborhood with historic architectural significance. Why take an
irreversible gamble by introducing such major infrastructure beneath it, when the long-term
effects on the neighborhood and its preservation are unknowable? History is not something we
can afford to gamble with.

2. Future Expansions and Urban Intensification

Approving this underground tunnel sets a dangerous precedent. Once the tunnelisin place, it
opens the door for further expansions or additional transit infrastructure under and around
LaFayette Square. Cities around the world, such as Barcelona and Tokyo, have seen significant
intensification after initial infrastructure projects were approved. These expansions could lead
to increased development pressure, pushing for higher-density developments that undermine
the historical and architectural integrity of the neighborhood. What starts as one tunnel could
eventually lead to more urbanization, eroding the community’s historic character.

3. Economic and Funding Instability Threatens Maintenance and Safety



There is no guarantee that sufficient funding will be available in the future to maintain the
tunnel and rail infrastructure to the highest standards. Economic recessions and shifting
political priorities often lead to cuts in infrastructure funding. During such times, critical
maintenance is deferred, leading to accelerated degradation of tunnels and increased risks of
noise, vibration, and structural issues. We have seen this happen in cities like Washington,
D.C., where delayed maintenance on aging infrastructure led to safety incidents and service
disruptions. LaFayette Square could face similar challenges if funding for maintenance falls
short in the future.

4. Long-Term Infrastructure Degradation

Tunnels, no matter how well-constructed, are subject to wear and tear over time. This
degradation, if not carefully managed, can pose significant risks to nearby historic structures.
Water seepage, soil settlement, and vibrations from daily train operations could lead to cracks
and structural weakening in the historic homes that LaFayette Square is known for. In New
York and London, aging tunnels have required costly, disruptive maintenance efforts to prevent
further damage to surrounding areas. While modern technology may mitigate these risks
initially, the long-term degradation of infrastructure remains a serious concern.

5. Historical Precedents Show Long-Term Risks to Historic Neighborhoods

Cities around the world have seen the negative long-term impacts of infrastructure projects in
historic areas. The Boston Big Dig and New York’s Second Avenue Subway both faced
unforeseen delays, cost overruns, and lasting disruptions to historic neighborhoods. More
concerning, in both cases, long-term degradation of the infrastructure has required continuous
maintenance and led to ongoing disruptions for the surrounding communities. These examples
demonstrate that even the most carefully planned projects can encounter unforeseen
challenges and cause lasting harm to historic areas.

In conclusion, while improving public transit is essential, the risks to LaFayette Square are too
high. The neighborhood’s historic and architectural value must be protected, and the uncertain
future of the infrastructure—combined with the lessons learned from similar projects—should
give Metro serious pause. | strongly urge you to reconsider the proposed route and to explore
alternative options that do not place LaFayette Square at risk of long-term harm.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter. | hope that Metro will take these concerns
seriously and choose a route that preserves the integrity of this irreplaceable historic
neighborhood.




Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 2:49 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368
August 14, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Max Wheeler and my family and | residents of Lafayette Square in Mid-City. | am
very concerned about the planned K line northern expansion and the detrimental effects it will
have on our historic neighborhood if allowed to proceed in tunneling under our many
vulnerable structures. While we have only lived in Layfayette Square for five years, we are all
too aware of the profound history of trauma and displacement long term residents of this area
of the city have experienced in the city’s ongoing development of transportation infrastructure.
It would be great injustice to visit that trauma anew. Our family is all too aware of the
desperate need of public transportation in the city of Los Angeles, but it needs to be donein a
thoughtful and transparent manner that has the least destructive impact, especially on
communities that have historically born the brunt. Up to now the process has been anything
but transparent. That needs to change.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. It would never
have occurred to us to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for
neighbors who shared the certified letter they received regarding Metro’s plans, which include
the threat of eminent domain.

Previously, we were only aware of the proposed line running north along on Crenshaw Blvd and
then west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold 3 public
hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the midtown
crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its impact to
our residents of this historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated



damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.



Thank you for your time and effort.



Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 4:55 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: OPPOSITION TO K LINE EXTENSION UNDER LA FAYETTE SQUARE/WELLINGTON
SQUARE

To Whom It May Concern:

| am reiterating my support of Metro but my strong opposition to the K LIne Northern Extension
from running directly under La Fayette Square and Wellington Square.

| received the Metro K LIne Northern Expansion Project Updated Notice by mail yesterday
(September 18) and while | commend Metro on *finally* communicating with our community,
where was that communication years ago when you changed the route to going directly under
our historically black and culturally significant neighborhood of historically fragile homes??

The letter informed residents that the FAQs on the website had been updated. | truly hope that
Metro doesn't feel that these updates adequately address our concerns.

| would also like to make a point that hasn't been brought up yet about insurance - especially in
light of the Saban lawsuit (https://beverlypress.com/2019/07/saban-theatre-claims-subway-
damage/) as well as to the many residents that we have now personally heard from along the
Wilshire corridor that have cited vibrations and damage to their homes.

Insurance companies have been refusing to insure homes in the state of California and no
information has been shared about the impact having tunnels running directly under our
homes would have on their insurability. Nor has there been any guarantee from Metro that our
homes will continue to be insurable (or that our rates won't go up) as a result of this route
under our communities.

Additionally, two important structures under your route have not been addressed; namely the
retaining wall that runs along the south side of Venice between La Fayette Road and Vineyard
and the West Boulevard Bridge, built in 1933 and designated Los Angeles Historic Cultural
Monument No. 1023. Even without a tunnel under them, these structures are vulnerable to
damage in an earthquake, so it begs the question if studies have been performed to assess the
impact of the tunnels, which at that point on the route would be nearing the surface, would
have on them? Should either of these be damaged, or worse, this would result in dozens of
homes falling from the hilltop onto Venice and homes on either side of the bridge being
damaged as well. | eagerly await a thorough reporting regarding the impact on these fragile,
historic structures.


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3397efa26686467c65a108dcd9067720%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623869058742545%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JtvxYzGktVSULB0nr%2FGZcM7SkwinPPNiAsAzM1fH2%2Bw%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C3397efa26686467c65a108dcd9067720%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638623869058742545%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JtvxYzGktVSULB0nr%2FGZcM7SkwinPPNiAsAzM1fH2%2Bw%3D&reserved=0

| eagerly await your responses to the many concerns that | and my community members have
regarding the current plan to run the K Line Extension under La Fayette and Wellington
Squares. And together finding an alternative route that works for all involved!




Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 7:51 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Cc: hollyjmitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; suki.genshenhorn@lacity.org; kathryn@lacity.org;
councilmember.krekorian@lacity.org; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; Mincla Info
<info@mincla.org>; fourthdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
thirddistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; councilmember.hutt@lacity.org

Subject: KNE-draft EIR

To All It May Concern:

As a 38 year resident of LaFayette Square, | was not reassured by the Nate Holden Theatre
presentation, nor by the additional information learned about the damage to the Historic
Saban Theatre on Wilshire Blvd.,( beverlypress.com and Park LaBrea News),with the constant
disruptions from the noise,the interruptions to business and forcing out of tenants. My
concerns intensified after reading about the experiences of others during the Purple Line
construction - especially the homeowners, renters and businesses around Ogden Drive.

Our 1929 brick English Tudor will not survive the assaults from your tunneling construction
process nor the continuing sound and motion of subway trains in the future. | certainly am
expecting a detailed report on the homeowners compensation for lost of property values, for
the impact on my home-based business, for the ongoing expected damages and the mental
anguish this project is already inflicting.

We are totally opposed to any subway project in this geological fragile area and do not believe
you have reassured us that our concerns have been truly addressed. Also, please see the
September 4,2024 letter from our 10th District Councilwoman which elaborates in detail our
issues, concerns and proposed solutions.

Sincerely.




Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 9:19 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: K Line Extension

September 19, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,
My name is Jeff O'Keefe and I'm a 13 year resident of the city. I've lived in the Wellington Square
neighborhood of mid-city for 11 of those years.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from
the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed



mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.
Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely,

_

Initially Proposed Pathway:
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Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 10:26 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: Metro K Line Expansion

To Whom It May Concern,

| am writing again to express my strong opposition to the proposal of building a new subway
tunnel under historic 100-year-old homes in LaFayette Square and Wellington Square, as part
of Metro’s upcoming K-line transit project. The recent lawsuit filed by the Beverly Hills Temple
of the Arts regarding damage caused to the Saban Theatre during the Purple Line Extension
construction highlights the serious risks posed to historic buildings in our city. These risks
must be taken into account before moving forward with any further tunneling under areas rich
in cultural and architectural heritage.

According to the lawsuit (as noted here:
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F
2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-
damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C00434a45dc2849af715708dcd934
cb19%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624068348361739%7CU
nknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAWMDAILCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTil6lkThaWwilL CJXV
Cl16Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kmLR1NjSS5KuNP3Q79hAvb590JJ30bR1IwISIeW
BH%2BTc%3D&reserved=0), five years of construction have caused significant damage to the
Saban Theatre, including cracks, subsidence, and crumbling of art deco features. This is
particularly alarming given that the Saban Theatre is on both the Federal and State Registries of
Historic Places and serves as an irreplaceable landmark of Los Angeles’ history. The damage
to this building, as described by Rabbi David Baron, includes not only physical harm but also
financial and reputational losses, making it clear that current mitigation measures have failed
to protect this important structure.

The potential for similar damage to historic homes, many of which have stood for over a
century, is deeply concerning. These buildings are not only architecturally significant but also
integral to the character and identity of Los Angeles neighborhoods. Once damaged, the
restoration of such structures is both challenging and expensive, often failing to restore the
original beauty and craftsmanship. In addition, the subsidence caused by vibrational drilling
can lead to long-term structural instability that may not be immediately evident but can
degrade the integrity of these homes over time.

Metro has stated that it employs a "robust construction mitigation program," but the ongoing
damages to the Saban Theatre, coupled with tenant disruptions and lost business revenue,
demonstrate that these measures are insufficient. The community deserves stronger
assurances that historic buildings will not suffer the same fate if new subway tunnels are
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https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C00434a45dc2849af715708dcd934cb19%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624068348361739%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kmLR1NjS5KuNP3Q79hAvb590JJ30bR1IwISIeWBH%2BTc%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C00434a45dc2849af715708dcd934cb19%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624068348361739%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C60000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=kmLR1NjS5KuNP3Q79hAvb590JJ30bR1IwISIeWBH%2BTc%3D&reserved=0

constructed under their foundations. We must preserve our city's history and ensure that
homes and landmarks are not sacrificed for the sake of urban development.

| respectfully urge Metro to reconsider this proposal and explore alternative routes or
construction techniques that would protect the homes and cultural assets of our city. In cases
where tunneling is deemed essential, a more rigorous set of protective measures must be
implemented, and compensation for any damage caused must be readily available and
substantial enough to cover actual repair costs. Failure to do so risks irreparable harm to our
historic neighborhoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter. | hope that Metro will prioritize the preservation of
Los Angeles' historic homes and landmarks in all future planning.

_



Sent: Thursday, September 19, 2024 10:32 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org

Subject: LaFayette Square and Metro K Line Extension

To Whom It May Concern,

Although a proponent of the K-Line Extension, | am against the plan to tunnel under our historic
neighborhood, LaFayette Square for multiple reasons. First, we as homeowners were shocked
to suddenly be told that a draft EIR had already been completed, and that our neighborhood
would be impacted. The inital public comment period was extremely short, and even with the
deadline extension to 9/20, the length does not seem to be in line with discussions held for
years with other neighborhoods, such as Carthay Circle, before the draft EIR was even

written. Neighborhoods further north and west (Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Carthay Circle)
were able to affect route changes, and it seems the same attention has not been granted to
those of us living further south.

Secondly, living in a Historic Protection Overlay Zone, we are greatly restricted by changes we
can make to the property we own. This area has been deemed by the city worthy of
preservation, yet a public entity is able to come in and tunnel under 100+ year historic homes
feels very much out of line with protection. Los Angeles is a series of neighborhoods, and the
character of these individual areas is what gives the city its overall character. Running a
subway tunnel under this uniquely diverse neighborhood surely cannot be beneficial to
preservation of the culture of this unique city.

Thirdly, the messages being shared by Metro regarding this expansion have been inconsistent
and nebulous. At the in-person meeting previously held at Pan Pacific Park, residents were
given different answers about potential impact by different Metro representatives. Also, the
letter sent to homeowners being directly affected was extremely vague, and it was not clear to
what extent the impact would reach including potential tear down of homes for the

extension. Surely a more specific letter could have been mailed given the draft EIR is already
complete. The manner in which we were informed does not demonstrate that we as residents
can feel secure in our level of trust in Metro's planning going forward.

At that same meeting, one Metro representative was keen to discuss the care (and surely huge
expense) being taken to rebuild a Paul Williams building in Westwood. | am not clear as to they
the station has to be built on the corner, but it seems an extreme plan. Our neighborhood
houses an actual Paul Williams home, but no mention was made of that by Metro at the
meeting. Apparently cost is a major factor in running the line under out mid-city historic
neighborhood, but the cost involved to place the Westwood station on a particular corner does
not seem to be of concern to Metro.

| do not understand why discussions were not implemented with residents in LaFayette Square
and surrounding neighborhoods years ago, when the extension was first envisioned. It feels



our beloved neighborhood has not been given the same courtesies and options as other
neighborhoods discussed above. Surely alternate routes along major thoroughfares exist for

this extension.




Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 12:12 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org;
cd10@lacity.org; heather.hutt@lacity.org

Subject: Opposition to the Metro KLine

To All Parties,

| am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed routing of the Metro K Line
beneath the LaFayette Square neighborhood. This historic community, predominantly African
American, stands to experience significant negative impacts, including the potential decline in
property values, which would disproportionately affect long-standing residents.

Additionally, | would like to raise serious concerns regarding the health and safety implications
of electromagnetic fields (EMFs) generated by underground trains and related infrastructure
such as cell towers. Has there been an independent study conducted to assess the extent of
EMF exposure in residential areas and its potential effects on public health? The community
deserves a transparent review of the risks, supported by thorough scientific analysis, before
moving forward with such a project.

We strongly urge the authorities to reconsider this routing, as it may compromise the well-
being and heritage of our community.

Respectfully,

exp

REALTY



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 10:17 AM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org; Erik
Flexner <flexterra@gmail.com>; Jenna Flexner <jennaflex@gmail.com>

Subject: PLEASE reroute the Metro K Line and SAVE Lafayette Square

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Erik Flexner and | am one of the top Realtors in Mid City. | have lived for 18 years in
Lafayette Square, Mid-City Los Angeles. | have 4 kids and a wife and a little dog. We are
longtime community members. | am deeply troubled by the re routing of the Metro K Line under
my home of 18 years.

As a 22 year veteran of home sales in the area, | am intimately aware of the issues facing
historic homes in Mid City, LA.

| recently received a certified letter stating that a subway line has been proposed directly under
our home. Our home is a 101 year old Mills Act treasure that has stood the test of time.
However the routing of the Metro K Line could destroy my home through rattling, vibrations,
digging, sink holes, and countless other dangers.

We have spent 18 years here, rebuilding the community since the Rodney King riots destroyed
large sections of our area and sent many wonderful people running from LA. We are now a
model community with VERY CLOSE CONNECTIONS because we work together to REBUILD
this community EVERY day.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro

would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors.

While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the

midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.



1. Reduction in Home Values

AS A VETERAN REALTOR here in Lafayette Square, | can tell you from vast experience that
regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively
ABSOLUTELY impact the value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have
worked so hard to build.

2. Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used

in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

3. Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that

must be addressed.

4. Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

5. Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

6. Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the



preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would
be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly
Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances

Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,




Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 12:08 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Subject: Alternative Route Needed for K Line Northern Extension Section 1 - Preserve Historic
Black Neighborhoods

September 20, 2024

K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368
Los Angeles Metro, c/o Roger Martin

Metro One Gateway Plaza

Mail Stop 99-22-5

Los Angeles, CA90012

Re: Opposition to Draft EIR K Line Northern Extension Section 1 Crenshaw ROW and DEIR
alignment

Distinguished LA Metro Board and Staff:

| am writing to express my opposition to the Draft EIR K Line Northern Extension Section 1
Crenshaw ROW and DEIR alignment that are currently drawn to tunnel directly under
Wellington Square and LaFayette Square. Prior to the release of this Draft EIR, the residents in
these historic African-American communities had no notice of the now proposed DEIR
alignment.

The Draft EIR release date

I must mention that releasing a Draft EIR on 7/22 in the middle of summer, when residents are
on school vacation or otherwise occupied with their children, appears very intentional. Is
Metro hoping people are out of town, not looking at their mail or too busy to get organized to
protest?

The Draft EIR notice

| received a certified letter from Metro notifying me of the possible acquisition of my home. The
letter is dated 7/25. How is it possible that Metro failed to mail my letter on 7/22 the day the
Draft EIR was sent to public libraries or at least on 7/23 the Draft EIR public release date?

| also find it shocking that my next door neighbors did not receive a letter. Although the
proposed train tunnels will miss their property line by mere feet, they should have received
notice of the Draft EIR release. FilmLA is required to give notice to homeowners within 300 feet
of a production. Metro should at least be required to do the same. | would argue everyone
within a mile radius of the proposed tunneling should have been given notice. Especially since
Metro has labeled the area around my home as an “Equity Focused Community.”

The Draft EIR documents



After | picked up my letter from the post office on 8/15, | went to the Washington Irving Public
Library to see the Draft EIR binder that was mentioned in my letter. The cover sheet addressed
to the librarians was dated 7/22. It listed an original public comment closing date of 8/22. 30
days. 30 days to read 2000+ pages at the public library if | didn’t have access to a phone or a
computer or a printer. The 3000+ pages of appendices were on a thumb drive completely
inaccessible if computers at the library weren’t working that day. Metro should be required to
provide a printed binder(s) of all appendix pages at each of the library sites. Especially since
Metro has labeled the area around my home as an “Equity Focused Community.”

The Draft EIR Public Comment Period

Metro initially offered two in-person and one zoom meeting for public comment. However the
communities of Wellington Square, LaFayette Square, LaFayette Road, 16th Street and Victoria
Park, who were directly affected by the proposed alighment change in Section 1, were only
offered a community meeting after leaders requested it. Metro should have been required to
reach out to these residents and set a meeting before 9/4.

Metro extended the public comment period to 9/5 (44 days). However, they only provided
notice of this change online. They failed to update the binders at the public libraries.

After requests from concerned residents, Metro extended the deadline to 9/20 (60 days).
However, Metro once again failed to update the binders at the public libraries.

The Draft EIR Issues

The Draft EIR for the K Line Northern Extension Section 1 Crenshaw ROW and DEIR alignment
affect two significant African-American historic communities: LaFayette Square and
Wellington Square. Why is Metro proposing to tunnel under black single family homes in a
historic district when the train tunnels can follow street right of ways like LaBrea to Venice or
Crenshaw to Pico? If the Metro tunnel went under the 10 to LaBrea they could actually putin
another station at Washington Blvd, providing more access for our Equity Focused Community
instead of using our communities as a thoroughfare to get to the Purple line.

The Draft EIR fails to provide:

e Details on alternative routes considered for Section 1 to avoid tunneling under these
historic neighborhoods

e Arealistic assessment of potential damages from vibrations to 100+ year old homes
that are currently protected under the LA City Historic Preservation Overlay Zone
(HPOZ)

e Investigation of potential damage to historic homes from methane pockets or
explosions

e Investigation of potential health risks associated with methane gas exposure if release
procedures are required

e Investigation of potential damage to historic homes from underground water
disturbances

e Anplan for funding for potential damage to historic properties in these communities

e Investigation of potential damage to the West Bridge (a Los Angeles City Historic
Cultural Monument)



¢ Investigation of potential damage to canopy cover including the Canary Island Palms
that line the streets
e Investigation of potential damage to homes on 16th Street which sit above a retaining
wall along Venice Blvd
¢ Investigation of potential health risks associated with constant exposure to vibration
and noise
¢ And finally although possibly not relevant for a CEQA review, Metro has failed to follow
its own 2018 Equity Platform Framework by proposing the highest percentage of
tunneling for the K Line Northern Extension under single family homes in black
neighborhoods
Conclusion
Although | support the concept of public transportation, modernization in LA must not be at the
expense of black communities. Metro must find an alternative route for Section 1 of the K Line
Northern Extension that does not create the potential for catastrophic loss in the historic black
neighborhoods of Wellington Square and Lafayette Square.

Sincerely,

Bcc:

Metro Board <boardclerk@metro.net>,

Stephanie Wiggins <swiggins@metro.net>,

KeAndra Cylear Dodds <cyleardoddsk@metro.net>,
Hilda L. Solis <FirstDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>,

Holly J. Mitchell <HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>,
Lindsey P. Horvath <ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>,
Janice Hahn <FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov>,
Kathryn Barger <kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov>,

Karen Bass <mayor.scheduling@lacity.org>,

Paul Krekorian <Councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org>,
Katy Yaroslavsky <Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org>,
Suki Gershenhorn <suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org>,
Heather Hutt <heather.hutt@lacity.org>,

Mid City Neighborhood Council <info@mincla.org>,
Gloria Roberts <gloria_roberts@dot.ca.gov>,

Tim Sandoval <tim.sandoval@pomonaca.gov>,

Ara J. Najarian <anajarian@glendaleca.gov>,

James Butts <mayor@cityofinglewood.org>,

Fernando Dutra <fdutra@cityofwhittier.org>,

Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker <jdupontw@ward-edc.org>,
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Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 1:54 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org

Cc: info@mincla.org

Subject: KNE-Draft EIR

Dear METRO Board, and LA elected officials,

| am a resident of La Fayette Square. | join my neighbors in objecting to any further
consideration of the planned subterranean route for the K-Line extension. The project
negatively impacts our community, a culturally significant neighborhood in Los Angeles with
homes over 100 years old and has a significant place in the history of black families in LA. Our
properties, by being featured as one of the only subterranean routes on the current map, have
already been placed in a negative light impacting property values. As shown by the turnout at
the Nate Holden Center, METRO seemed to downplay the impacts on the community, the
threat to the ability of families who fought to live in the neighborhood to enjoy the benefits

of passing down such a treasured asset to future generations.

The proposal ignores concerns about the impacts of the water tables under our neighborhood
and how there are already significant challenges regarding substructure flooding that could be
exacerbated by construction; there are mineral and oil reserves under the neighborhood which
have been seemingly overlooked by the current EIR. We ask Metro to fully disclose reasons for
abandoning any plans for a route that stays on commercial routes such as a turn on Venice or
Pico Boulevard and has minimal, if any, impact on single family homes. Such routes were
featured in presentations regarding the K-Line extension for several years before this current
presentation which suddenly looks to tunnel under our homes.

We also ask that METRO reconcile its plans and decisions in light of the city encouraging large
development on Crenshaw that specifically lacks adequate parking in anticipation of
increased use of public transportation. On one hand, developers are encouraged to build
immense apartment buildings lacking in parking in an already densely packed corridor lacking
in street and public parking alternatives, and on the other METRO scraps plans for a hub at
Wilshire/Crenshaw, close to these structures because they do not see the population to
support the stop. Decisions are being considered without proper impact/harm consideration.

Despite assurances that the impacts of any tunneling have been, and would be, minimal, we
have recently read of evidence that there has been, in fact, significant damage to the Saban
Theater in Beverly Hills.

While public transportation in Los Angeles is needed, this plan is the wrong solution and we
again ask for METRO to abandon any subterranean tunneling under single-family homes and
focus instead on solutions that track commercial corridors, attend to the impacts to


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFYeypleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHd1Mu50iXVE1eFGLxuuLj5oKDfMAWXfKWipZCM4y16-SXNLmCKdDsZZ45A_aem_zCVmrdcECXvfBZ8PERXjwg&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C63678c9956de4bc9b92008dcd9b66b7e%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624625223605352%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C40000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fopb3YjpeFoHmD9mg8wXXokv%2FmkZ%2BGvBgYcXyH5ypvA%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fbeverlypress.com%2F2019%2F07%2Fsaban-theatre-claims-subway-damage%2F%3Ffbclid%3DIwY2xjawFYeypleHRuA2FlbQIxMQABHd1Mu50iXVE1eFGLxuuLj5oKDfMAWXfKWipZCM4y16-SXNLmCKdDsZZ45A_aem_zCVmrdcECXvfBZ8PERXjwg&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C63678c9956de4bc9b92008dcd9b66b7e%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624625223605352%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C40000%7C%7C%7C&sdata=fopb3YjpeFoHmD9mg8wXXokv%2FmkZ%2BGvBgYcXyH5ypvA%3D&reserved=0

stakeholders in between the planned stops/endpoints, and take the time and effort to truly
honor and serve all stakeholders.

Thank you,




Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:12 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Cc: Renita Smith <reccsmith@gmail.com>

Subject: Yes to the K Line --- No to tunnneling under Wellington Square and Lafayette Park

September 19, 2024
Hello,

Please find a different route and do not tunnel under our lovely communities. Our family
moved to Wellington Square to enjoy the beautiful community, which has 100+ year-old homes
and a strong legacy of engaged African Americans. This community has already paid the price
of expanding mass transportation through the decimation of Sugar Hill because of the 10
Freeway.

Additionally, Metro recently released a draft of the EIR for the K line's northern expansion.
Buried within extensive files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling directly
under the historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We
would not have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for
neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something
about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro would hold three public
hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and talked to more
neighbors. While there is extensive information on the three potential routes from the midtown
crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue, or studies on its impact on
our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not technical experts, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers this project could bring. Metro has not clearly and concisely provided
several concerns to date. Please consider working with us to stress how the community feels
about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement
Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials


https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.tiktok.com%2F%40segregation_by_design%2Fvideo%2F7333271414113389855&data=05%7C02%7Cboardclerk%40metro.net%7C9a282a6575584ff7107d08dcd9c9b43e%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638624707559938056%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=JRyyj9z67en%2BbV8wrl%2Bazi%2BIMXU0aFGCgKZMWC84Qzs%3D&reserved=0

used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) do not clearly address any
measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.
Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for
exploring alternative routes that do not endanger our century-old homes and ensure the
preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would
be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly
Hills, Windsor Square, or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures to safeguard our neighborhood if the project proceeds. With thoughtful
consideration, we believe a solution can be found that balances Metro's goals with the
protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:31 PM

To: Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; Board Clerk
<BoardClerk@metro.net>; councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org;
firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; info@mincla.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov; Crenshaw North
<CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org

Cc: Garfield Smith <garfieldosmith@yahoo.com>

Subject: Yes to K Line — NO to Tunneling Beneath Wellington Square, Lafayette Square, and
Victoria Park

August 14, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

As residents of Wellington Square, we are actively involved in the Wellington Square
Improvement Association and are dedicated to enhancing the quality of life in Wellington
Square, Lafayette Square, and Victoria Park.

As Black Angelenos, we are also dedicated to preserving neighborhoods with a rich — and
unparalleled — history of Black culture in this city. We object to tunneling under these historic
neighborhoods and view the Metro K Line effort as yet another situation that hearkens back

to the destruction of historic Sugar Hill decades ago.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly

under the historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and

Wellington Square. We would not have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR
files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified

letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going northalong on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd(image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from
the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies

on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the



interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.
Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old

homes and ensures the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same
consideration that would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as
Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.



Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:50 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: KLINE Northern Expansion - thru LaFayatte Square, Wellington Square - DEIR

September 20, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,
Hello,

My name is_. I have lived in LaFayette Square since 1998. | raised my children here.
Our plan was and still remains, when we first made the decision to live and invest here, in this
HPOZ, Historically Black Neighborhood, is to build generational wealth for our family.

This has all now been threatened with the change in the pathway of the Kline Northern
Expansion.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We would not
have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for neighbors who
happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something about Metro’s
plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from
the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by



seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.
Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,






Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:52 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

Dear LA Metro Board, et al

| am a resident of LaFayette Square. | have lived here since 1998. | have raised my family here. |
grew up in Los Angelesleg and had many friends who lived in the square. | visited them
frequently growing up in the 70's as a tween/teen. It was a dream to own a home here in this
community where we would build generational wealth.

The plan to run the KLINE thru this community, under our 100 year old plus homes, shatters
that dream and reality.

| am not opposed to LA Metro expanding public transportation. It is needed and welcomed. |
am opposed to the drilling here. There are known water beds, oil and methane gases under our
homes. It is UNKNOWN what happens once that is disturbed for any long term period. Only
"guestimates".

On September 4th, none of the 'experts' on site for the meeting could adequately address any
of the questions pertaining to what long term effect the sound, movement, and drilling would
have on the structure of these homes. Additionally, no one on site addressed the fact that our
homes have lost value by the '‘proposed plans' that have been in the works long before any of
the residence of LaFayette Square were informed.

| am demanding as a tax paying resident of Los Angeles, Mid City, LaFayette Square the plan to
run the KLINE Extension return to it's original route up Crenshaw to Wilshire where a site was
built and continue North on Wilshire where digging has already begun.

Being difficult to make sharp left and right turns is not an acceptable reason to destroy an
HPOZ, Historically Black Community. This is SUGARHILL and the ten repeating itself no matter
how its presented, it's misleading. To say Acquisition and easement is only for under the

homes and will not effect or present eminent domain is disingenuous to say the least.

| leave you with one more question - would you want the KLINE extension to run a subway
under a home you and your family own? With so many unknowns

Please be honest.

Sincerely,






Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 4:56 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

September 18th, 2024

To Whom It May Concern,

| am a lifelong Angelino, parent, small business owner, and property owner. My family and |
own more than one property that will be, and has been, affected by the construction of LA’s
Metro system. | have never opposed any part of this challenging process until now. | am
writing in strong opposition to Metro’s sudden plans to tunnel directly under the historically
preserved neighborhoods - Lafayette Square and Wellington square. Metro has offered no
alternatives to this tunneling for any of the proposed routes. This plan will not expedite the K-
Line Extension. This plan is unacceptable for many reasons, not limited to the ones | point out
below.

As | mentioned, | own multiple properties impacted by this extension. The property | own in
Lafayette Square was the only property where | did not receive any notification of the
proposal, or public scoping meetings in 2021. A fact that is very hard for me to ignore. My
other properties where | did receive a flyer are within a block or 2 of an existing train line, or
they are properties that would benefit from the “newly proposed” Mid Town Crossing stop. The
tiny, misleading map on the flyers showed the line running North up Crenshaw and turning Left
at Venice*. This coupled with no notice at my Lafayette Square property led me to believe my
neighbors and | would not be affected by the proposal. That the tunneling would be under
Crenshaw and Venice- major right of way streets. Close and disruptive, to be sure, but not
damaging.

Virtually, all my neighbors thought the same thing. We, as a community, would not have
thought to go on Metro’s website and open the recently released draft EIR files were it not for
neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something
about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Metro did not meet its requirements to contact Lafayette Square HPOZ before moving
forward with the draft EIR. Metro did not contact Lafayette Square HPOZ during the comment
period in 2021. Metro did not contact the Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission before
moving forward with the draft EIR.

This raises significant procedural concerns that must be addressed.

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
communities, particularly the intentional exclusion of Lafayette Square from its decision-
making process. We ask for the same consideration that would be (and has been) offered to
other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as HANCOCK PARK, Beverly Hills,
Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.



Los Angeles Metro should strive for Equity.

The Lafayette Square community is tight knit, diverse, and largely African American. Many
homeowners have put everything they have into purchasing, restoring, and maintaining these
properties, hoping to create generational wealth for their families. One of the impacts of this
project would be to de-value the properties. Selling a property would not be a solution, as the
full-disclosure laws in real estate require that prospective buyers be informed of the Metro
project. This will make it harder to sell and will certainly impact the value of our homes. Metro
is forcing Lafayette Square (and Wellington Square) to subsidize the train, using the equity they
have in their homes to pay for “cheaper” routes. The disrespect shown to the residents of
these historic communities reeks of racism on the part of LA Metro. This was made
abundantly clear by the attendees of the Sept 4" meeting. And these communities will
continue make this this fact widely known.

Despite claims that the project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of more
feasible options that would avoid tunneling beneath our neighborhoods. We request that Metro
conducts a thorough re-evaluation of all possible alternatives, including those that may have
been previously dismissed, to ensure that the best possible solution is chosen—one that does
not endanger our historic neighborhood.

We call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny AND Re-Evaluation of Alternatives.

Metro has offered no preservation alternative.

If expediting the train is what Metro wants, then:
-Take it up Crenshaw and make the station on Wilshire- WHERE METRO ALREADY OWNS THE
LAND. CONNECT THE TRAINS AS PLANNED! West Hollywood still gets what they want.

Some alternatives heard at the meetings:

-Start a turn West at the Adams/ Crenshaw stop and take it under the 10 and take it North up
La Brea. Make a stop at Venice and La Brea instead of Midtown crossing. This is still atthe
edge of Midtown crossing. Close enough. Midtown Shopping Center Associates still get
what they want. West Hollywood still gets what they want. This is something that needs to
be pursued. As anyone who commutes on the 10 every day knows, La Brea is where the most
traffic is getting on and off near this area.

-Take it up Crenshaw and make a turn at Pico. Pico is also more traveled. West Hollywood
still gets what they want. Midtown Shopping Center Associates can still develop their
mall.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny AND Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures, especially in
sensitive areas like ours. Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active
area introduces severe risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could
compromise the structural integrity of our historic properties. Even absent seismic activity,
the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to our historic structures, which
are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the outdated materials used in their



construction. These structures are all built before the current (or even modern)
earthquake standards were in place. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative
damage, exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues.

The proposed mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not
clearly address any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given
the unique vulnerabilities of historic homes. While there is extensive information on the 3
potential routes from the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, no
dialogue or studies on its impact to our residents and our historic neighborhoods. The Metro
staff at all the public meetings were not able to tell the people that the neighborhoods
they intend to drill under will be indemnified during and after tunneling. This is a big
problem. Private property insurance will not cover any of the damage Metro

causes. Which is again, why drilling should be focused under major right of way

streets. Streets that the city will quickly fix if there is damage. Streets where property owners
have the option to build from the ground up if their property sustains damage. Or the choice to
build new, larger mixed-use buildings along these commuter corridors if they so choose. To
help to urbanize Los Angeles. As | understand it, this is part of Metro’s goal. If our historic
homes are damaged, we cannot build from the ground up, we must restore.

| am focusing on owners solely here, only because the Draft EIR did lay out some protections
for renters, albeit not nearly enough. But none for property owners.

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K
Line Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhoods. We strongly advocate for
the exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and
ensures the preservation of our community’s unique history. AGAIN, we ask for the same
consideration that would be (and has been) offered to other residential communities and
HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES.

We request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes.

We would also like Metro to provide all records relating to the safety issues that caused
the shutdown of the Purple (D) Line Extension.

This current proposed alignment travelling under Wellington Square and Lafayette Square will
not expedite the K- Line Extension. Our community is not going away, and we will take all
necessary steps to protect our neighbors and neighborhoods.

Thank you for taking the time to read this.

Sincerely,



NOTES:

*Metro staff attempted to address this misleading graphic at the Sept 4th meeting by acting as
if this image was never sent out, and then changing the response to “that's not how trains
work, they wouldn’t make an angled turn”. Outrageous.

-A quick note about the public hearings. Judging by the meeting held at the Nate Holden
Performing Arts Center on September 4th, 2024, the virtual meetings held during Covid should
be discounted heavily. The 3 meetings held in 2021 had somewhere around 420

attendees. There were close to that many people at the September 4th meeting alone. AND
many of the households immediately West of Lafayette Square and Wellington Square did not
know about the meetings. One meeting after the Draft EIR was released for these communities
is not enough. Only a small fraction of the attendees was able to ask questions and to get on
record. And the Metro staff did not do a good job at answering the questions the community
had. In fact, they were obviously dodging many of the questions.



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 5:00 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org; Erik
Flexner Flexner <flexterra@gmail.com>

Subject: PLEASE reroute the Metro K Line and SAVE Lafayette Square!!!

To Whom It May Concern,

My name is Jenna Flexner and | am a realtor in Mid City. | have lived for 18 years in Lafayette
Square, Mid-City Los Angeles. | have 4 kids and a husband and a little dog. We are longtime
community members. | am deeply troubled by the re routing of the Metro K Line under my
home of 18 years.

As a long time veteran of home sales in the area, | am intimately aware of the issues facing
historic homes in Mid City, LA.

| recently received a certified letter stating that a subway line has been proposed directly under
our home. Our home is a 101 year old Mills Act treasure that has stood the test of time.
However the routing of the Metro K Line could destroy my home through rattling, vibrations,
digging, sink holes, and countless other dangers.

We have spent 18 years here, rebuilding the community since the Rodney King riots destroyed
large sections of our area and sent many wonderful people running from LA. We are now a
model community with VERY CLOSE CONNECTIONS because we work together to REBUILD
this community EVERY day.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under the
historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd. When we received notice in the mail that Metro

would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors.

While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from the

midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.



1. Reduction in Home Values

AS A VETERAN REALTOR here in Lafayette Square, | can tell you from vast experience that
regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively
ABSOLUTELY impact the value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have
worked so hard to build.

2. Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used

in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

3. Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that

must be addressed.

4. Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

5. Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

6. Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the



preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that would
be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park, Beverly
Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances

Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.
Sincerely,

OWNERS of a treasured home slated to be STRUCTURALLY IMPACTED TERRIBLY by the K Line
directly under our house at 1753 Virginia Rd. Los Angeles, CA 90019



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 5:14 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Subject: K line northern expansion

To Whom It May Concern,

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly

under the historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and

Wellington Square. We would not have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR
files were it not for neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified

letter regarding something about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going northalong on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from
the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies

on its impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this areagives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.

Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.



Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.

Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old

homes and ensures the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same
consideration that would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as
Hancock Park, Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.

Sincerely,



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 5:28 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>;
FourthDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov; ThirdDistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
councilmember.Krekorian@lacity.org; kathryn@bos.lacounty.gov;
HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov; firstdistrict@bos.lacounty.gov;
Councilmember.Yaroslavsky@lacity.org; suki.gershenhorn@lacity.org; info@mincla.org
Cc: Chris Petersen (Christopher.Petersen.2008@lawmail.usc.edu)
<christopher.petersen.2008@lawmail.usc.edu>

Subject: Please do not put Metro tunnel directly under our historic house and neighborhood!

September 19, 2024
To Whom It May Concern,

We are Aleka, Chris and Lilou Petersen, residents of Wellington Square at 1945 Wellington
Road. We are a young family, Lilou being a 1st grader at an LAUSD school. We are proud home
owners of this historic and diverse community in the heart of Los Angeles.

Metro recently released a draft EIR for the K line northern expansion. Buried within extensive
files on Metro’s website was an image showing new tunneling going directly under our house,
in the historically preserved neighborhoods, Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. We
would not have thought to go on Metro’s website and open the draft EIR files were it not for
neighbors who happened to share that they received a certified letter regarding something
about Metro’s plans and eminent domain.

Previously, we saw an image of the proposed line going north along on Crenshaw Blvd and then
west on Venice Blvd (image included below). When we received notice in the mail that Metro
would hold 3 public hearings this month on their draft EIR, we took a closer look online and
talked to more neighbors. While there is extensive information on the 3 potential routes from
the midtown crossing station to Hollywood, there is no discussion, dialogue or studies on its
impact to our residents and historic neighborhood.

While not a technical expert, our deep connection to this area gives us a unique understanding
of the potential dangers that this project could bring. The following are several concerns that
Metro has not clearly and concisely provided to date. Please consider working with us to stress
how the community is feeling about the new Draft EIR.

Seismic Risks and Vulnerability

Tunneling beneath our century-old homes in this seismically active area introduces severe
risks, including soil settlement and ground movement that could compromise the structural
integrity of our historic properties. These risks are compounded during earthquakes, where the
interaction between tunneling activities and seismic forces could result in concentrated
damage to our fragile buildings. We urge Metro to commission an independent review by
seismic and historic preservation experts to thoroughly assess these risks and ensure our
community’s safety.



Structural Damage from Vibration and Soil Settlement

Even absent seismic activity, the vibrations generated by tunneling pose a significant threat to
our historic structures, which are particularly vulnerable due to their age and the materials
used in their construction. Continuous low-level vibrations can cause cumulative damage,
exacerbating existing weaknesses and leading to long-term structural issues. The proposed
mitigation measures in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) does not clearly address
any measures to protect our neighborhood from these risks, especially given the unique
vulnerabilities of historic homes.

Inadequate Community Consultation and Procedural Concerns

We are deeply concerned about the lack of transparency and meaningful consultation with our
community, particularly in Lafayette Square and Wellington Square. Despite claims that the
project is still in its draft stage, there appears to be a dismissal of alternatives that would avoid
tunneling beneath our neighborhood. The only other route discussed, which runs along
Crenshaw and Venice, has been dismissed due to cost concerns, yet it may impact fewer
homes and pose less risk to historic structures. This raises significant procedural concerns
that must be addressed.

Reduction in Home Values

Regardless of the effect the metro may or may not have on our properties, the perceived effect
and potential reduction of value is real. Any of our neighbors who received a certified letter will
be required to disclose the potential Metro line as part of a sale. This will negatively impact the
value of our homes and jeopardize the quality of community we have worked so hard to build.

Call for Thorough Environmental Scrutiny and Re-Evaluation of Alternatives

The experience of Beverly Hills during the Purple Line extension highlights the importance of
rigorous environmental review and the necessity of tailored mitigation measures in sensitive
areas like ours. We request that Metro conducts a thorough re-evaluation of ALL POSSIBLE
ALTERNATIVES, including those that may have been previously dismissed, to ensure that the
best possible solution is chosen—one that does not endanger our historic neighborhood.
Our Request

We respectfully urge the Metro Board to reconsider the current alignment of the Metro K Line
Northern Extension that threatens our historic neighborhood. We strongly advocate for the
exploration of alternative routes that does not endanger our century-old homes and ensures
the preservation of our community’s unique history. We ask for the same consideration that
would be offered to other residential communities and HPOZ areas, such as Hancock Park,
Beverly Hills, Windsor Square or Beverly Crest.

We also request a detailed explanation of the evaluation process for alternative routes and the
specific measures that will be implemented to safeguard our neighborhood if the project
proceeds. We believe that with thoughtful consideration, a solution can be found that
balances Metro's goals with the protection of our historic properties.

Thank you for your time and effort.



Sincerely,
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Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 6:49 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: Public comment for K Line Northern Extension Project

To the Metro Board:

| attended the K Line North Extension Community meeting on 9/4. This was my first public
community meeting that | was able to attend for the Metro K Line. | am a resident of Lafeyette
Square and somewhat new to the area, having purchased our home in early 2023. Since
moving to this neighborhood, | have been impressed by this community and its members for
many reasons. | was again impressed by this community at the K Line meeting. Attendees
were very passionate about their neighborhood and community and that was demonstrated in
both in the number of people who attended and the noise that was made during

commentary. | was also impressed by your community liaisons that were at the meeting and
by how they handled the more passionate responses of the crowd.

My main takeaway from that meeting is how much is unknown about what kind of damage to
the neighborhood drilling directly underneath would cause. There were specialists present
that were there to explain technical aspects and assure the homeowners and community
members that the drilling would have no impact on the homes above, but clearly nobody in the
room believed that this was true. If this was the case, and there truly would be no impact to
the homes above, | believe that the community would be much more open to the

proposition. Forthe most part, residents are very supportive of the K Line. There is a concern
about losing access to the Ralphs that is one of the few large supermarkets in the immediate
area due to the construction of the station, but | would say that concern is secondary to the
idea of the structural integrity of our homes being compromised, the reduction in market value,
and the overall degradation of an important and unique historic neighborhood.

There are many reasons to reconsider the path of the K Line underneath Lafeyette Square
specific to the EIR, as the report does not detail anything about the ground between the stops
including methane, oil deposits and soil conditions that cause many of our basements to weep
during rainy periods. At a minimum, that research should be done prior to approval of any
route. We have seen the damage this drilling has done in other areas of our city, most recently
in the Saban Theatre lawsuit for damage that has been caused by the subway (including cracks
and sinking). We are well aware that the Saban Theatre was also assured that the tunneling
process would not impact their building. There are several public thoroughfares and more
modern buildings (whose foundations have been built under modern building codes) that
surround the square. As such, we are asking that these areas be explored as alternatives to
going directly under the Square. Venice Boulevard once accommodated a main Los Angeles
streetcar line and could certainly better withstand under-street drilling than the land under our
homes.



| believe that alternative route exploration would greatly benefit the community, the
homeowners, and Metro. The current plan to route the line under this historic neighborhood
will face a great deal of pushback at every step of the process, and regrettably for all
stakeholders, a significant cost in repairing damaged historical properties that are the pride of

our community.

Thank you for your consideration,



Hello Metro Board:
FYI - Thank you for giving me the opportunity to share with you my thought on the matter.

Sincerely,

Begin forwarded message:

Subject: K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368
Date: September 20, 2024 at 9:10:41 AM PDT

To: klinenorth@metro.net

Cc: Mitzi Mogul <mogulink@gmail.com>, Carl Dumont <carldumont89@gmail.com>

K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

The La Fayette Square community is largely African-American, and been historically so since
the 1940’s. Many homeowners have put everything they have into purchasing, restoring, and
maintaining these properties, hoping to create generational wealth for their families. One of
the impacts of this project would be to de-value the properties. Selling a property would not be
a solution, as the full-disclosure laws in real estate require that prospective buyers be
informed of the project. This will make it harder to sell, and will certainly impact the
price/value. This flies in the face of the efforts of society to make up for past effects of racism.
Indeed, the disrespect shown to the residents of LFS smacks of racism on the part of LAMetro.
Just as the area known as Sugar Hill was decimated, LFS is now being targeted. Homes that
were important architecturally, historically, and culturally were summarily demolished. These
were the homes of Black individuals, significant both locally and nationally. The area was at
the center of the fight against restrictive covenants and the rights of African Americans to buy
property and live where they wanted (Shelley v. Kraemer, 1948). 15 years after residents won
the right to remain in their homes, CalTrans seized much of the neighborhood through eminent
domain, and demolished it for construction of the 10 freeway. There are many other examples
of local government agencies/entities discriminating against populations of color in the
Central and Southern sections of Los Angeles. Metro is now repeating that offensive history.

The three named/described Alignment Alternatives are misleading and deceptive. All three are
described thus: “This alignment alternative would travel north from the existing Metro K Line
Expo/Crenshaw Station before heading northwest under San Vicente Boulevard, with a
connection to the future Metro D Line Wilshire/Fairfax Station.” No mention is made of the
route going directly underneath a historic, single-family residential district. The name LFS has
been deliberately omitted from any description of the route. The maps are tiny, difficult to read,
and it is only by magnification that the route can be seen to turn left (northwest) between
Washington and Venice Boulevards.

Emphasisis placed on the goals of Metro with regard to constructing this system, but says little
with regard to protection of existing communities. Even when occasionally stated that


mailto:klinenorth@metro.net
mailto:mogulink@gmail.com
mailto:carldumont89@gmail.com

protection and support local residents is a priority, there is no identification and/or analysis of
who those local residents are. To reiterate: LFS and Wellington Square are the only single
family neighborhoods directly affected by the Extension and they are also historic, minority
communities.

The DEIR states that Metro is “required to reduce identified significant impacts to a less than
significant level.” This includes Cultural Resources. The DEIR acknowledges that a search of
the Los Angeles Historic Resources Inventory and of SurveyLA identified five HPOZ’s, of which
La Fayette Square was one, but the HPOZ’s are never evaluated. The DEIR does not even
mention LFS by name as a neighborhood until buried deep in the appendices. Almost all of the
route maps do not identify the community by name. The DEIR identifies effects to businesses,
but not to residential, or even more generally, to Cultural Resources.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources Technical Report, Appendix:

Regarding Federal and State Regulations (Section 3.1.1 -3.1.2.2) as referred to in the DEIR: La
Fayette Square is potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
and the California Register of Historic Resources as a Historic District. Criteria A, B, and C all
apply to the history and architecture of the community. CEQA also

considers potential eligibility.

Itis interesting to note that the DEIR mentions the establishment of the Cultural Heritage
Commission, yet according to the DEIR itself, that Commission was not notified.

One stated Project Goal is stated as, “Engage organizations, jurisdictions, and the public.”
There is a lengthy list of organizations that have not been engaged, nor even notified. LFS one
of those.

The DEIR lists organizations that were notified; notified does not mean consulted. Several
organizations were never even notified: notably La Fayette Square, United Neighborhoods
Neighborhood Council (UNNC), the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Historic
Theatre Foundation and the Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission. Hollywood Heritage
Museum was notified, but not the organization Hollywood Heritage.

LFS was deliberately left out of the process and is now the “sacrificial lamb” for a project
which could be done another way. Several homeowners received a letter from Metro informing
them that their properties “may” be acquired for the project. It was the first communication
that announced that a DEIR had been issued. The DEIR was released to the public on July 23;
the letters are dated July 25. The earliest they could have been received would have been on
the next Saturday, but possibly not delivered until the following Monday. That means that a
week had passed before anyone even knew of the existence of a DEIR. That is not timely
notification.

In the Alternatives Appendix, the description of the “alignments” is evasive and disingenuous,
because simply calling it the “Crenshaw Northern Extension” and eliminating any mention of
LFS is intellectually dishonest and perpetrates a deception on the public in general and LFS
residents in particular. It may meet the letter of the law, but it clearly violates the spirit in which
public agencies are supposed to operate.



Page 4-7 (Alternatives) states the phrase “...potential conflicts with the HPOZ...” What HPOZ?
There is only one, but it is not mentioned by name in a discussion of at-grade light rail. Why?
Page 4-10 (Alternatives) continues the discussion of the alignment between Crenshaw/Adams
to Midtown Crossing and continues the dishonesty. Mention is made that the difference
between the “Base Alignment” and the “design option” is that the latter would tunnel under
fewer residential properties (again no mention that those properties are historic), but that it
would cost $180 million more than the “Base Alignment...with no substantial benefit.” But
there is no analysis of the benefit to the project (aside from cost) weighed against the
benefit/harm to the historic community and to individual investments.

The DEIR lists six Project Goals. Goal #4 states, “...to minimize Environmental Impacts to
displacement of residents, businesses, and existing communities.” Tunneling directly under
LFS does not minimize impacts, it creates them. There are alternatives to this section of the
route, irrespective of cost.

This issue facing LFS is the loss of properties within a certified HPOZ, the construction impacts
on historic properties, the lack of notice to or consultation with residents, and the fact that
LFS (andto some degree Wellington Square to the south and historically linked) is

the only single-family residential district in the entire project that is directly impacted. This
could be cured by altering the route so that it sticks to the public rights-of-way, as it does
throughout the rest of the proposed Alignments. The argument that it will “save” money is a
specious one. The budget will be proposed and funding sought for whatever the project
requires. There is not a set budget in advance to which the project must conform. Indeed,
funding has yet to be determined.

Section 4.3.4 states that, “The design option alignment would tunnel under fewer residential
properties than the Base Alignment; however, it would cost approximately $180 million more
than the Base Alignment with no substantial benefit. For this reason, the design option
alignment between the Crenshaw/Adams and Midtown Crossing Stations was removed from
further consideration and the Base Alignment was assumed in the Draft EIR.

The use of the word “Alternatives” is a red herring. What the DEIR calls “Alighment
Alternatives” are actually presented as a fait accompli. They should be more accurately called
Planned Routes.” There are no true alternatives presented. An alternative is something
different—a substitute or replacement. In fact, there are several alternatives: the route could
continue north on Crenshaw and turn left at Venice or Pico, or more properly, Wilshire
Boulevard, where it could connect with the Wilshire Line, already under construction. None of
these true alternatives are explored and the only “explanation” given for tunneling under a
historic district is a monetary one, which is not part of the discussion

in a DEIR. The purpose of the DEIR is to identify and analyze the impacts of a project. This DEIR
does not do that. In fact, it doesn’t even offer an argument as to whether/why doing a project
that costs less is better (or worse) than impacting private, historic homes. The DEIR should
properly offer other possibilities to the proposed routes. Regardless of cost. It is not true that
without tunning beneath La Fayette Square the project could not be achieved.



The DEIR states, “Due to the primarily underground nature of the Project, the built environment
survey focused on proposed station locations, TBM launch and retrieval sites, and
construction staging areas with aboveground Project elements.” In other words, the DEIR is
saying that only the station parcels were considered with regard to Cultural Resources;
impacts to historic, cultural, or archeological resources along the proposed routes were not
surveyed, identified, analyzed or in any way studied for the DEIR—as though actual
construction along the routes would have no impact.

The DEIR raises the issue of fossils that have been found very close to the Mid Town Crossing
site and states that, “the footprint of that proposed station straddles the historic bed of
Ballona Creek, near which all these localities lie.”

Following this theme, there is no mention or analysis of the water that runs directly under LFS
which is either a tributary of Ballona Creek, perhaps part of another body of water, or even its
own body of water. Those who live in LFS know that there is a very high water table at certain
points. It does not run in a straight line. The existence of water and its effects are obvious to
residents. Metro made no effort to research this. Had there been a consultation with LFS,
Metro would have been given this information. Water will always find an outlet. If tunneling
creates a barrier, or dam, to the water, it will cause the water to change course, potentially and
probably causing damage to nearby properties. The effects of this course change may not be
seen for many years, but the effects will be cumulative and most certainly caused by Metro’s
construction.

One of the stated Policies relating to the Project are: “To mitigate displacement, leverage
government resources (including land) to preserve the social, cultural, and economic diversity
of the City.” The reality of the route is in direct contradiction to this stated goal. Again, no
mention is made of LFS, no notification or consultation was done to inform the community,
and no analysis has been performed to study the potential impacts.

COMMUNITIES, POPULATION, AND HOUSING TECHNICAL REPORT, APPENDIX

CHAPTER 3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Of the many goals and policies and community plans laid out in this section, not one of them
mention protection of historic properties or communities, not once is LFS mentioned.
Emphasis is placed solely on low income residents.

Emphasis is placed on the goals of Metro with regard to constructing this system, but says little
with regard to protection of existing communities. Even when occasionally stated that
protection and support local residents is a priority, there is no identification and/or analysis of
who those local residents are. To reiterate: LFS and Wellington Square are the only single
family neighborhoods directly affected by the Extension and they are also historic, minority
communities.

CHAPTER 4 METHODOLOGY AND SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

“This assessment is to evaluate the Project against thresholds of significance as the basis

for determining the level of impacts related to communities, population, and housing.” Again,
this brief Section only looks at conditions centered near stations, but does not look at
construction conditions and their effect .



4.1.1.1 INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATION

The DEIR states, “Metro will seek information, as appropriate, from individuals and
organizations likely to have knowledge of or concerns about cultural resources in the vicinity of
the Project.” While this is an admirable goal, Metro did not deliver on the promise. It failed to
notify or consult with LFS or Wellington Square. It did not consult West Adams Heritage
Association. It did not notify or consult with United Neighborhoods Neighborhood Council. It
did not notify or consult with the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles. It did not notify or consult
with the Cultural Heritage Commission. In fact, it appears that Metro failed to notify a number
of stakeholders and did not actually consult with any of the entities on its own list.

4.1.1.3 FIELD SURVEY—BUILT ENVIRONMENT RESOURCES

“Due to the primarily underground nature of the Project, the built environment survey focused
on proposed station locations, TBM launch and retrieval sites, and construction staging areas
with aboveground Project elements.” In other words, the DEIR is saying that only the station
parcels were considered with regard to Cultural Resources; impacts to historic, cultural, or
archeological resources along the proposed routes were not surveyed, identified, analyzed or
in any way studied for the DEIR—as though actual construction along the routes would have no
impact.

FIGURE 5-2. EXISTING HOUSEHOLDS WITHIN STATION RESOURCE STUDY AREAS (2021): The
chart shown states that there are 20-40 homes in the affected area of the tunneling. But this is
an illusory percentage. What goes unacknowledged is that these homes are part of a broader
historic district, that some are designated Historic Cultural Monuments, and that often the
loss of even one historic component of a historic district can upset the balance of the required
percentage to qualify as a historic district.

5.1.3.2 NEIGHBORHOODS AND COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT

This is the only section within the Technical Report that mentions La Fayette Square, and then
only inreference to it’s location in Mid-City. It is stated that, “The RSA (Research Study Area)
traverses the La Fayette Square Tract within Mid-City.” There is no further mention of its status
as an HPOZ. There is no mention of Meto’s stated intention (via U.S. Mail Service) to acquire,
either temporarily or permanently, a number of homes in La Fayette Square. There is no
description, explanation, or analysis of La Fayette Square. There is no application of National
Register or California Register criteria. Even though LFS is not officially on either Registers,
even a cursory analysis by a qualified Historic Preservation Consultant would conclude that it
is potentially eligible for both. For purposes of CEQA, potentially eligible is treated the same as
listed.

In the above-mentioned section, the one-sentence devoted to the history of La Fayette Square
states, “The Crenshaw Security Company subdivided La Fayette Square, originally part of the
Rancho Las Ciénegas in 1913...” That date is incorrect. While it may not seem like an important
reference, itis an indication of the sloppy nature of the entire document. Actually, La Fayette
Square officially opened on September 22, 1912.

The potential damage to the historic landscape of LFS should also be studied. The alternating
pattern of Canary Island Palms and Cypress trees were planted by the Crenshaw Company in
1912 and are part of the HPOZ designation.



In addition to the foregoing, the West Boulevard Bridge (HCM #1023) is not identified although
the tunneling will be either directly under or immediately adjacent to it (it’s hard to tell from the
poorly detailed maps presented in the DEIR). Is this because the Bridge has no constituency to
defend it? Its history is inextricably linked to that of LFS.

This project should stick to less controversial commercial corridors, as does the rest of the
proposed routes: Venice, Pico, or Wilshire. Pico was considered in an earlier iteration of the
project, and it is unclear why it was rejected.

LFS is the only single-family neighborhood that is directly impacted by construction. Itis also a
historic district and contains many individually designated Historic Cultural Monuments.

We’re requesting LA Metro to reroute the K Line so that it does not run under Historic Black
Neighborhoods, which could cause irreversible damages. Preserve History!!!!



Sent: Friday, September 20, 2024 11:51 PM

To: Crenshaw North <CrenshawNorth@metro.net>

Cc: mogulink@gmail.com; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; Sandra jackson-dumont
<sandra.jacksondumont@gmail.com>

Subject: K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

K Line Northern Extension DEIR, State Clearinghouse #2021040368

The La Fayette Square community is largely African-American, and been historically so since
the 1940’s. Many homeowners have put everything they have into purchasing, restoring, and
maintaining these properties, hoping to create generational wealth for their families. One of
the impacts of this project would be to de-value the properties. Selling a property would not be
a solution, as the full-disclosure laws in real estate require that prospective buyers be
informed of the project. This will make it harder to sell, and will certainly impact the
price/value. This flies in the face of the efforts of society to make up for past effects of racism.
Indeed, the disrespect shown to the residents of LFS smacks of racism on the part of LAMetro.
Just as the area known as Sugar Hill was decimated, LFS is now being targeted. Homes that
were important architecturally, historically, and culturally were summarily demolished. These
were the homes of Black individuals, significant both locally and nationally. The area was at
the center of the fight against restrictive covenants and the rights of African Americans to buy
property and live where they wanted (Shelley v. Kraemer, 1948). 15 years after residents won
the right to remain in their homes, CalTrans seized much of the neighborhood through eminent
domain, and demolished it for construction of the 10 freeway. There are many other examples
of local government agencies/entities discriminating against populations of color in the
Central and Southern sections of Los Angeles. Metro is now repeating that offensive history.

The three named/described Alignment Alternatives are misleading and deceptive. All three are
described thus: “This alignment alternative would travel north from the existing Metro K Line
Expo/Crenshaw Station before heading northwest under San Vicente Boulevard, with a
connection to the future Metro D Line Wilshire/Fairfax Station.” No mention is made of the
route going directly underneath a historic, single-family residential district. The name LFS has
been deliberately omitted from any description of the route. The maps are tiny, difficult to read,
and itis only by magnification that the route can be seen to turn left (northwest) between
Washington and Venice Boulevards.

Emphasis is placed on the goals of Metro with regard to constructing this system, but says little
with regard to protection of existing communities. Even when occasionally stated that
protection and support local residents is a priority, there is no identification and/or analysis of
who those local residents are. To reiterate: LFS and Wellington Square are the only single
family neighborhoods directly affected by the Extension and they are also historic, minority
communities.

The DEIR states that Metro is “required to reduce identified significant impacts to a less than
significant level.” This includes Cultural Resources. The DEIR acknowledges that a search of
the Los Angeles Historic Resources Inventory and of SurveyLA identified five HPOZ’s, of which
La Fayette Square was one, but the HPOZ’s are never evaluated. The DEIR does not even



mention LFS by name as a neighborhood until buried deep in the appendices. Almost all of the
route maps do not identify the community by name. The DEIR identifies effects to businesses,
but not to residential, or even more generally, to Cultural Resources.

Cultural and Paleontological Resources Technical Report, Appendix:

Regarding Federal and State Regulations (Section 3.1.1 -3.1.2.2) as referred to in the DEIR: La
Fayette Square is potentially eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places
and the California Register of Historic Resources as a Historic District. Criteria A, B, and C all
apply to the history and architecture of the community. CEQA also

considers potential eligibility.

Itis interesting to note that the DEIR mentions the establishment of the Cultural Heritage
Commission, yet according to the DEIR itself, that Commission was not notified.

One stated Project Goal is stated as, “Engage organizations, jurisdictions, and the public.”
There is a lengthy list of organizations that have not been engaged, nor even notified. LFS one
of those.

The DEIR lists organizations that were notified; notified does not mean consulted. Several
organizations were never even notified: notably La Fayette Square, United Neighborhoods
Neighborhood Council (UNNC), the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles, Los Angeles Historic
Theatre Foundation and the Los Angeles Cultural Heritage Commission. Hollywood Heritage
Museum was notified, but not the organization Hollywood Heritage.

LFS was deliberately left out of the process and is now the “sacrificial lamb” for a project
which could be done another way. Several homeowners received a letter from Metro informing
them that their properties “may” be acquired for the project. It was the first communication
that announced that a DEIR had been issued. The DEIR was released to the public on July 23;
the letters are dated July 25. The earliest they could have been received would have been on
the next Saturday, but possibly not delivered until the following Monday. That means that a
week had passed before anyone even knew of the existence of a DEIR. That is not timely
notification.

In the Alternatives Appendix, the description of the “alignments” is evasive and disingenuous,
because simply calling it the “Crenshaw Northern Extension” and eliminating any mention of
LFS is intellectually dishonest and perpetrates a deception on the public in general and LFS
residents in particular. It may meet the letter of the law, but it clearly violates the spirit in which
public agencies are supposed to operate.

Page 4-7 (Alternatives) states the phrase “...potential conflicts with the HPOZ...” What HPOZ?
There is only one, but it is not mentioned by name in a discussion of at-grade light rail. Why?
Page 4-10 (Alternatives) continues the discussion of the alignment between Crenshaw/Adams
to Midtown Crossing and continues the dishonesty. Mention is made that the difference
between the “Base Alignment” and the “design option” is that the latter would tunnel under
fewer residential properties (again no mention that those properties are historic), but that it
would cost $180 million more than the “Base Alignment...with no substantial benefit.” But



there is no analysis of the benefit to the project (aside from cost) weighed against the
benefit/harm to the historic community and to individual investments.

The DEIR lists six Project Goals. Goal #4 states, “...to minimize Environmental Impacts to
displacement of residents, businesses, and existing communities.” Tunneling directly under
LFS does not minimize impacts, it creates them. There are alternatives to this section of the
route, irrespective of cost.

This issue facing LFS is the loss of properties within a certified HPOZ, the construction impacts
on historic properties, the lack of notice to or consultation with residents, and the fact that
LFS (andto some degree Wellington Square to the south and historically linked) is

the only single-family residential district in the entire project that is directly impacted. This
could be cured by altering the route so that it sticks to the public rights-of-way, as it does
throughout the rest of the proposed Alignments. The argument that it will “save” money is a
specious one. The budget will be proposed and funding sought for whatever the project
requires. There is not a set budget in advance to which the project must conform. Indeed,
funding has yet to be determined.

Section 4.3.4 states that, “The design option alignment would tunnel under fewer residential
properties than the Base Alignment; however, it would cost approximately $180 million more
than the Base Alignment with no substantial benefit. For this reason, the design option
alignment between the Crenshaw/Adams and Midtown Crossing Stations was removed from
further consideration and the Base Alignment was assumed in the Draft EIR.

The use of the word “Alternatives” is a red herring. What the DEIR calls “Alighment
Alternatives” are actually presented as a fait accompli. They should be more accurately called
Planned Routes.” There are no true alternatives presented. An alternative is something
different—a substitute or replacement. In fact, there are several alternatives: the route could
continue north on Crenshaw and turn left at Venice or Pico, or more properly, Wilshire
Boulevard, where it could connect with the Wilshire Line, already under construction. None of
these true alternatives are explored and the only “explanation” given for tunneling under a
historic district is a monetary one, which is not part of the discussion

in a DEIR. The purpose of the DEIR is to identify and analyze the impacts of a project. This DEIR
does not do that. In fact, it doesn’t even offer an argument as to whether/why doing a project
that costs less is better (or worse) than impacting private, historic homes. The DEIR should
properly offer other possibilities to the proposed routes. Regardless of cost. It is not true that
without tunning beneath La Fayette Square the project could not be achieved.

The DEIR states, “Due to the primarily underground nature of the Project, the built environment
survey focused on proposed station locations, TBM launch and retrieval sites, and
construction staging areas with aboveground Project elements.” In other words, the DEIR is
saying that only the station parcels were considered with regard to Cultural Resources;
impacts to historic, cultural, or archeological resources along the proposed routes were not
surveyed, identified, analyzed or in any way studied for the DEIR—as though actual
construction along the routes would have no impact.



The DEIR raises the issue of fossils that have been found very close to the Mid Town Crossing
site and states that, “the footprint of that proposed station straddles the historic bed of
Ballona Creek, near which all these localities lie.”

Following this theme, there is no mention or analysis of the water that runs directly under LFS
which is either a tributary of Ballona Creek, perhaps part of another body of water, or even its
own body of water. Those who live in LFS know that there is a very high water table at certain
points. It does not run in a straight line. The existence of water and its effects are obvious to
residents. Metro made no effort to research this. Had there been a consultation with LFS,
Metro would have been given this information. Water will always find an outlet. If tunneling
creates a barrier, or dam, to the water, it will cause the water to change course, potentially and
probably causing damage to nearby properties. The effects of this course change may not be
seen for many years, but the effects will be cumulative and most certainly caused by Metro’s
construction.

One of the stated Policies relating to the Project are: “To mitigate displacement, leverage
government resources (including land) to preserve the social, cultural, and economic diversity
of the City.” The reality of the route is in direct contradiction to this stated goal. Again, no
mention is made of LFS, no notification or consultation was done to inform the community,
and no analysis has been performed to study the potential impacts.

COMMUNITIES, POPULATION, AND HOUSING TECHNICAL REPORT, APPENDIX

CHAPTER 3 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK

Of the many goals and policies and community plans laid out in this section, not one of them
mention protection of historic properties or communities, not once is LFS mentioned.
Emphasis is placed solely on low income residents.

Emphasis is placed on the goals of Metro with regard to constructing this system, but says little
with regard to protection of existing communities. Even when occasionally stated that
protection and support local residents is a priority, there is no identification and/or analysis of
who those local residents are. To reiterate: LFS and Wellington Square are the only single
family neighborhoods directly affected by the Extension and they are also historic, minority
communities.

CHAPTER 4 METHODOLOGY AND SIGNIFICANCE THRESHOLDS

“This assessment is to evaluate the Project against thresholds of significance as the basis

for determining the level of impacts related to communities, population, and housing.” Again,
this brief Section only looks at conditions centered near stations, but does not look at
construction conditions and their effect .

4.1.1.1 INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATION

The DEIR states, “Metro will seek information, as appropriate, from individuals and
organizations likely to have knowledge of or concerns about cultural resources in the vicinity of
the Project.” While this is an admirable goal, Metro did not deliver on the promise. It failed to
notify or consult with LFS or Wellington Square. It did not consult West Adams Heritage
Association. It did not notify or consult with United Neighborhoods Neighborhood Council. It
did not notify or consult with the Art Deco Society of Los Angeles. It did not notify or consult



with the Cultural Heritage Commission. In fact, it appears that Metro failed to notify a number
of stakeholders and did not actually consult with any of the entities on its own list.

4.1.1.3 FIELD SURVEY—BUILT ENVIRONMENT RESOURCES

“Due to the primarily underground nature of the Project, the built environment survey focused
on proposed station locations, TBM launch and retrieval sites, and construction staging areas
with aboveground Project elements.” In other words, the DEIR is saying that only the station
parcels were considered with regard to Cultural Resources; impacts to historic, cultural, or
archeological resources along the proposed routes were not surveyed, identified, analyzed or
in any way studied for the DEIR—as though actual construction along the routes would have no
impact.

FIGURE 5-2. EXISTING HOUSEHOLDS WITHIN STATION RESOURCE STUDY AREAS (2021): The
chart shown states that there are 20-40 homes in the affected area of the tunneling. But this is
anillusory percentage. What goes unacknowledged is that these homes are part of a broader
historic district, that some are designated Historic Cultural Monuments, and that often the
loss of even one historic component of a historic district can upset the balance of the required
percentage to qualify as a historic district.

5.1.3.2 NEIGHBORHOODS AND COMMUNITIES WITHIN THE VICINITY OF THE PROJECT

This is the only section within the Technical Report that mentions La Fayette Square, and then
only inreference to it’s location in Mid-City. It is stated that, “The RSA (Research Study Area)
traverses the La Fayette Square Tract within Mid-City.” There is no further mention of its status
as an HPOZ. There is no mention of Meto’s stated intention (via U.S. Mail Service) to acquire,
either temporarily or permanently, a number of homes in La Fayette Square. There is no
description, explanation, or analysis of La Fayette Square. There is no application of National
Register or California Register criteria. Even though LFS is not officially on either Registers,
even a cursory analysis by a qualified Historic Preservation Consultant would conclude that it
is potentially eligible for both. For purposes of CEQA, potentially eligible is treated the same as
listed.

In the above-mentioned section, the one-sentence devoted to the history of La Fayette Square
states, “The Crenshaw Security Company subdivided La Fayette Square, originally part of the
Rancho Las Ciénegas in 1913...” That date is incorrect. While it may not seem like an important
reference, itis an indication of the sloppy nature of the entire document. Actually, La Fayette
Square officially opened on September 22, 1912.

The potential damage to the historic landscape of LFS should also be studied. The alternating
pattern of Canary Island Palms and Cypress trees were planted by the Crenshaw Companyin
1912 and are part of the HPOZ designation.

In addition to the foregoing, the West Boulevard Bridge (HCM #1023) is not identified although
the tunneling will be either directly under or immediately adjacent to it (it’s hard to tell from the
poorly detailed maps presented in the DEIR). Is this because the Bridge has no constituency to
defend it? Its history is inextricably linked to that of LFS.



This project should stick to less controversial commercial corridors, as does the rest of the
proposed routes: Venice, Pico, or Wilshire. Pico was considered in an earlier iteration of the
project, and it is unclear why it was rejected.

LFS is the only single-family neighborhood that is directly impacted by construction. Itis also a
historic district and contains many individually designated Historic Cultural Monuments.

We’re requesting LA Metro to reroute the K Line so that it does not run under Historic Black
Neighborhoods, which could cause irreversible damages. Preserve History!!!!



Sent: Sunday, September 22, 2024 7:15 PM

To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; Customer Relations
<CustomerRelations@metro.net>

Subject: Fw:

My husband and | have been riding the A Line since it first opened as the Gold Line in Azusa.
We went into LA to get senior Tap Cards and got student cards for our granddaughters. We
rode it all the time - the girls loved it. Unfortunately, we’d never dream of letting the girls ride
anymore.

Recently we had guests from out of town ask if we could take the A Line into Los Angeles. We
agreed to take them - a first and last time for them. We were able to avoid the “unhoused”
going and coming home by moving numerous times throughout the train. As we were waiting to
board at Union Station, we were quite startled by a gentleman screaming profanities as he
pushed through the crowd. The two officers standing nearby did nothing.

My husband and | decided to try one more trip into Pasadena today, September 22nd.

It’s always so gratifying when you see the number of cars on the 210 and you’re whizzing by.
We will probably be one of those cars on future trips. We have never had such a

bad experience. As we were waiting to board at the Memorial Park station, there was a
gentleman screaming as he walked back and forth on the platform. He was on the opposite
side so we felt fairly safe - until he walked across to us. My husband (a retired LA County
Sheriff’s Deputy) had me stand behind him as he had pepper spray at the ready. | have never
seen him do this. We were relieved when the train pulled up but boarding was difficult. There
were so many sleeping “unhoused” that it was difficult to find a place to sit. One gentleman
(under his red blanket) was using either matches or a lighter to light up. The smoke was coming
through the blanket. Enough!!! There was absolutely no security presence at any of the stations
from APU to Del Mar or on our return trip to APU. We did speak to two very nice attendants
when we got off at APU station at 2:30. They were sympathetic but surely shouldn’t

be expected to handle the issues with these people.

We live in La Verne and were quite excited when we learned that the train would be coming to
our city. That was before. None of our friends, family or neighbors will be riding if this
continues. You shouldn’t have to ride in fear. Perhaps money would be better spent protecting
the routes we already have.

I’m sending a few photos | took today:









Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 5:22 PM

To: Communications <communications@bchd.org>; Eleanor Manzano
<cityclerk@redondo.org>; cityclerk@hermosabeach.gov; cityclerk@manhattanbeach.gov; info
<info@lalafco.org>; executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov; Holly J. Mitchell
<HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; MHSOAC
<MHSOAC@mhsoac.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment - All Agencies and Boards

https://easyreadernews.com/letters-to-the-editor-9-26-24/

More to do

Dear ER:

| want to thank everyone who has sent comments, posted comments, and showed up at the
Planning Commission in support of StopBCHD.com. Last week the Planning Commission
recommended to the City Council that most all public land, including BCHD, be limited to a
Floor Area Ratio of 0.5. That means that BCHDs 400,000+ sq.ft. land area (around 10 acres)
can accommodate roughly 200,000 sq.ft. of total redevelopment — a roughly one third
downsizing from the current buildings. BCHD was planning for an Floor Area Ratio of 1.95 for
its 793,000 sq.ft.,, towering over the neighborhood.

We’ll be asking for support at the City Council next month. We had several rockstar speakers
at the Planning Commission on our behalf tonight, all with facts at their fingertips and very
good, logical arguments. BCHD CEO Tom Bakaly finally showed up for a Planning Commission
meeting, as it appears word got back to BCHD that their lawyers did a lousy job at the previous
two Planning Meeting. Bakaly made veiled threats to sue the City, so we’ll see if that’s how
BCHD wants to play it. Fantastic job, everyone. But the work is not over until the council votes.
Mark Nelson

StopBCHD.com

Redondo Beach

Health of the draw

Dear ER:

Beach Cities Health District is currently pushing a $30 million bond for their Healthy Living
Campus. It consists of $9 million to increase the building size, create a budget for allcove
Beach Cities (serving outside residents) and $21 million for demolition of the 514 N Prospect
Hospital.

BCHD’s proposed healthy living campus is great, with the exception that they cannot afford
what they are proposing so they want you to pay for it. They have dreamt up a bunch of so
called “needed services” and forcefully asserted themselves at community and school events
so they can get community by in. However, nothing will change the fact that this construction
will provide years of air pollution to four local schools, students, residents, and the elderly in
the immediate area. Schools impacted by the years of construction will be Towers, Beryl
Elementary School, Parras and Redondo Union High. BCHD boasts a recent Gallup poll
comparing health in the Beach Cities to inner cities’ health but it is not cut and dry. Our
affluence, access to healthcare, over allincome and education are the reasons why this
community is healthy. Most people in the beach cities have never encountered a BCHD service



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Feasyreadernews.com%2Fletters-to-the-editor-9-26-24%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7C3c53d68db22b46a7ee5008dcdcf8238a%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638628205514490391%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=3KN7x0hAfsecCf8elFwqv6%2BH96ctQy%2BXzYKnLDsNozg%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fstopbchd.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7C3c53d68db22b46a7ee5008dcdcf8238a%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638628205514508452%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=H8kdkAF7rPYBx1JED0ipdkFs6jEZhzUR%2Fg9q3sxZNyo%3D&reserved=0
https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fstopbchd.com%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7C3c53d68db22b46a7ee5008dcdcf8238a%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638628205514520608%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=gmC4EThoPMxVQtpoNyAx1u1cLAU%2BJ3kXzzBYgfQb3BY%3D&reserved=0

so to tout that BCHD is the reason for a healthy community is incredibly misleading to our
community.

Candace Allen Nafissi Redondo Beach

From: Mark Nelson (Home Gmail) <menelson@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2024 9:47 PM

To: Communications <communications@bchd.org>; Eleanor Manzano
<cityclerk@redondo.org>; cityclerk@hermosabeach.gov; cityclerk@manhattanbeach.gov; info
<info@lalafco.org>; executiveoffice@bos.lacounty.gov; Holly J. Mitchell
<HollyJMitchell@bos.lacounty.gov>; Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>; MHSOAC
<MHSOAC@mhsoac.ca.gov>

Subject: Public Comment - All Agencies and Boards - Fixing Confused BCHD
Employees/Volunteers

The following Letters to the Editor describe the damages BCHD intends to inflict on
surrounding neighborhoods with its commercial overdevelopment.

https://easyreadernews.com/letters-to-the-editor-9-19-24/

Stop this

Dear ER:

Letter writer Marie Puterbaugh, long term volunteer (employee?) for BCHD, wants to know
what Stop BCHD is stopping. So here’s the Top 10 list of BCHD activities to stop:

1. Stop BCHD’s 80% to 95% non-resident services’ Wealthy Living Campus. Force BCHD
to focus on district taxpayers.

2. Stop BCHD’s planned 793,000 square foot facility that will nearly triple the mostly
commercial campus size in a residential neighborhood.

3. Stop BCHD from leasing 3 public acres for 95 years to a 100% private, for-profit
developer.

4. Stop BCHD from allowing private developers to use our public land and then charge
residents high, private rates for services.

5. Stop BCHD’s planned 110-foot above Beryl and Flagler, out of scale and character
development.

6. Stop BCHD’s plan for an 100% privately owned, 80% District non-resident assisted
living facility on public land.

7. Stop BCHD’s development of a PACE facility (Program of All-Inclusive Care for the
Elderly) for 400 enrollees, with only 17 predicted to be District residents according to
the National PACE Association’s statistics.

8. Stop BCHD’s $175M, 30-year obligation for allcove operations in return for a meager
$6.3M construction grant.

9. Stop BCHD’s 74% wealthy, White city use of allcove when BCHD is obligated to service
a 91% non-resident service area by contract.

10. Stop BCHD’s $2.4M per year annual spending on executive pay using public funding.
Put that 15 cents of every BCHD dollar spent to resident services.



https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Feasyreadernews.com%2Fletters-to-the-editor-9-19-24%2F&data=05%7C02%7CBoardClerk%40metro.net%7C55319ded069e4cf431f008dcdd1d2b73%7Cab57129bdbfd4cacaa77fc74c40364af%7C1%7C0%7C638628364603549198%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLjAwMDAiLCJQIjoiV2luMzIiLCJBTiI6Ik1haWwiLCJXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=T5KxNclSsTGj6y6yuwW%2BChrPuAEOV4hnFC%2FSZvXOfd8%3D&reserved=0

https://easyreadernews.com/letters-to-the-editor-9-12-24/

Healthy outlook

Dear ER:

This is why the South Bay was recognized as one of the top places to live for longevity (“Gallup:
Residents spend $182 million less on healthcare,” ER August 30, 2024). | am aware of the
“Stop BCHD” group and | wonder what they want to stop BCHD from doing? Reducing chronic
illnesses and healthcare costs? Providing much needed mental healthcare to teens and young
adults? Fostering relationships to combat the epidemic of loneliness? Reducing the workload
on teachers by teaching our children health and nutrition? Coordinating walking school buses
to reduce morning traffic? Trying to add more greenspace and improve infrastructure locally?
Step up and provide much needed services during a pandemic? Help families find resources
for aging family members and/or health insurance? Support other organizations working to
help the community? | have to wonder if those trying to “stop” BCHD are truly advocating for
residents of Redondo or simply thinking about themselves.
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Sent: Wednesday, September 25, 2024 2:26 PM
To: Board Clerk <BoardClerk@metro.net>
Subject: PUBLIC COMMENT

SEPTEMBER 26, 2024 10:00 AM METRO BOARD MEETING
BOARD OF DIRECTORS - REGULAR BOARD MEETING
GENERAL COMMENT:

| wanted to give comment today about an issue that deeply bothers me: the cost of public
transitin LA. I’'ve taken the time to participate in this purposefully convoluted process as a full-
time employee because | strongly feel my interests are not represented.

| was born and raised in this city. I’ve been using the Metro for 10 years. From the beginning, it
has never been a pleasant experience. Today, | am still forced to use your terrible service, and
now you want to grab the money out of my hands as well.

I’ve never had an issue paying for the services | use. But with each day more using the Metro, |
feel less and less inclined to give up my hard earned money to such an awful experience.

$840 a year is the current amount it costs to take the metro twice a day, 5 times a week, for a
year. That is equivalent to the cost of a new phone. You, the board of directors of the MTA,
many of whom have salaries in the hundreds of thousands, are asking me and the rest of the
poorest people in the city to pay for the equivalent of a new phone, every year, to use your
service. I’ve had the same phone for the last 5 years. In 2024, when 2 weeks of groceries costs
hundreds of dollars and every expense imaginable has skyrocketed, the MTA has decided to
send cops and minimum wage workers to chase after fare hopppers.

Right now, you might be thinking, "the MTA is providing a service”. A service which pales in
comparison to the public transportation available in cities of the same size across the globe.
The LA Metro is unreliable, filthy, loud, and poorly maintained. This year alone I’'ve had to pay
multiple times out of my own pocket to get home when the system failed, most recently during
the heat wave a few weeks ago where temperatures reached over 100 degrees.

And before you jump to offer me “resources” for fare relief, know that the first thing | did was
apply to the LIFE program AND Mobility wallet. Months later, | have still heard nothing from
either program.

Everyone here today is familiar with the Metro budget breakdown. You and | know that this
service is not running off of passenger fares, which for most years before 2023 only made up a
single percentage point of the MTA’s multi-billion dollar budget. When COVID was at its height,
MTA did not charge passenger fees. Did the system collapse? Did it shut down? No, it didn’t.
To me, this begs the question, If itisn’t about the money, what is the reason for all this?

| don’t care about homeless people on the Metro because | know that more cops in the station
aren’t going to fix the problem. But for some reason, that seems to be the main issue the MTA



cares about. You would rather make the experience worse for everyone, just so the homeless
will be more discouraged to use it. The cops do nothing but make people uncomfortable and
loaf around in packs on my dime, because I’m sure their salaries are being paid with my taxes,
which I've diligently filed since | was 16 with my first job. The Metro Ambassadors are paid
minimum wage to stand around, have no information, or chase after $1.75 fare. And so,
everyone has to suffer, because you and the tourists don’t want to look at things that make you
uncomfortable.

I highly doubt that any of you are dependent on the Metro Bus or Rail on a daily basis. If you
were, you too would balk at paying for such a service.

To those of you who are politicians on this board, know that no amount of pandering will
influence me to vote based on party, gender, race, or sexuality. | vote based on if you represent
the issues that matter to me. If you should you ever need my vote, know that you absolutely DO
NOT have it.

In conclusion, | strongly believe the MTA should be free of charge.
Thank you for your time.



September 25, 2024

Chair Janice Hahn and Board Members

Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transit Authority
One Gateway Plaza, 3rd Floor, Metro Board Room
Los Angeles, CA 90012

RE: General Comments on Item 26 — Zero-Emission Transit Capital Program and
the Operations Committee’s Zero-Emission Bus (ZEB) Program Update

Dear Chair Hahn and Members of the Board:

On behalf of the Los Angeles County Electric Truck and Bus Coalition (LACETBC), we
appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments. We are committed to achieving zero
emission electric bus and truck adoption with robust workforce standards so our communities
can breathe clean air and enjoy family-sustaining, high-wage careers.

Metro Must Stay the Course on a 100% ZEB Fleet by 2030

The transition to ZEBs has never been more important. The South Coast Air District and the Air
Resources Board (ARB) determined that we need to eliminate combustion technologies in every
place possible to meet federal and state air quality standards. The South Coast Basin has
surpassed the federal smog standard nearly every day this summer, and recently, failed to attain
the 1997 8-hour ozone national ambient air quality standards by its “extreme” attainment date of
June 15th 2024."? Moreover, the electric bus transition — if done correctly with proper standards —
is an important way to expand good jobs for Angelenos in LA County. We ask that the Board
continue to stand strong by its promise to transition Metro’s fleet by 2030 and that Metro’s
milestone schedule adheres to that.

We continue to be dismayed that Metro continues to kick the can down the road, despite the fact
that the Board has provided explicit direction to deliver a 100% ZEB fleet by 2030. For example,
while the Report acknowledges that the Board at its April 2024 meeting “reaffirmed its

' See California Air Resources Board, “South Coast Air Basin AQMIS Ozone,” September 2024.

2 Environmental Protection Agency, Finding of Failure To Attain the 1997 8-Hour Ozone Standards;
California; Los Angeles-South Coast Air Basin, available at
https://www.federalregister.gov/documents/2024/08/15/2024-17573/finding-of-failure-to-attain-the-1997-8-

hour-ozone-standards-california-los-angeles-south-coast-air
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commitment to transitioning Metro’s bus fleet to zero-emission by 2030,” the Report lays out a
milestone schedule that fails to achieve this goal.

It is disappointing to learn that by 2028 — more than a decade since the Board adopted the 2030
goal at its July 2017 meeting — three Divisions would be electrified and roughly 12% of Metro’s
fleet would be ZEBs. This means LA would have roughly 256 buses when we are on the global
stage with the Olympics. In contrast, Paris, which hosted this summer’s Olympics, has 2,360
electric buses in the region. This is embarrassing.

We are perplexed at the lack of progress Metro has made since the Board adopted the 2030 ZEB
goal over 7 years ago. According to the Report, Metro states that it “anticipates that by 2030,
Metro’s bus fleet will surpass 30% zero emissions.” This means that Metro would have roughly
647 ZEBs, and be significantly short of its proposal to ARB last year to purchase through 2028
more than 1,000 ZEBs in its Final Rollout plan. Metro is not on track to achieve even half of its
goal by 2030.

Finally, at the Operations Committee meeting, Metro asserted that the motion adopted in April
provided for delaying the 100% ZEB milestone by 2035. However, this ignores that as part of its
April meeting, the Board stated that “accepting a 2035 goal is premature at this time” and that
“Metro should do everything in its power to strive for a 100% ZEB fleet by 2030.”

Regional Zero Emission Bus Procurement Policy

Regional procurement can help build the economies of scale needed to strengthen ZEB
manufacturing and the supply chain. We are supportive, as we have an opportunity to position
LA County and Southern California as the ZEB manufacturing hub for the rest of the country
and create good paying jobs for working families in our region. Bringing the manufacturing of
ZEBs home also would ease addressing some of the challenges in real-time, such as some of the
challenges Metro has faced with Division 8.

To that end, Metro must adhere to the Manufacturing Careers Policy (MCP) in this regional
procurement policy. The MCP ensures we are creating good jobs for our region and employing
vulnerable community members facing barriers to employment, such as veterans,
system-impacted individuals, and individuals experiencing homelessness.

Utility Coordination and Infrastructure

We are encouraged and supportive of Metro’s collaboration with the Los Angeles Department of
Water and Power (LADWP) on a Master Utility Cooperative Agreement (MUCA) for its ZEB
transition and a Charge Ready Transport (CRT)- like incentive program. We suggest that any
MUCA be accelerated on a faster timeline than June 2025, and we urge the members of this
Board representing the City of LA to work with Metro to do so. Moreover, the MUCA should



take into account charge management and vehicle to grid opportunities, as we would agree that it
would have the lowest monthly utility costs to Metro.

We acknowledge that Metro has done great work at its Divisions within SCE territory, though the
Divisions in LADWP territory lag behind. We urge Metro to collaborate with LADWP in tandem
with efforts around a MUCA and CRT to accelerate the electrification of at least three Divisions
within LADWP territory, especially those slated for the latter part of this decade and early 2030.
ZEB procurement is an important strategy to build the market, but infrastructure needs to be in
place to support ZEB procurement.

The region as a whole has many infrastructure needs to support our transition to ZEBs,
and now is the time for Metro to work with LADWP, SCE, and the City of LA to
coordinate on infrastructure deployment to share resources and expertise.

Finally, the Report raises that the entire California electrical grid is “not ready to support a
large-scale adoption of zero-emission vehicles” because the “grid is undersized by two to three
Terawatts.” The Report mentions that this conclusion is from studies conducted by the California
Independent System Operator (CAISO), yet does not provide said studies where this conclusion
can be found. We request that this study be made available. It is worth noting that CAISO
manages the State’s entire electrical grid, and such scale may not be applicable to Metro.
Moreover, LADWP, which provides some power to Metro, is not a part of the CAISO grid.

ZEBs Have Significant Cost Savings and Societal Benefits

The Report fails to acknowledge the significant cost savings of ZEBs compared to their
Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) counterparts. According to a report from LA DOT, in
partnership with CALSTART and BYD, funded by the California Energy Commission (CEC),
“electric buses outcompeted the CNG buses in terms of efficiency. At an average of 1.81 kWh
per mile, the electric buses were over eight times more efficient than their CNG counterparts,
which had an average efficiency of 15.56 kWh per mile, or 0.47 GGE per mile (2.2 miles per
gallon equivalent).” Moreover, while CNG buses had average fuel costs of $0.83 per mile and
maintenance costs of $0.44 per mile for a total cost of $1.27 per mile, ZEBs save over half the
cost, averaging $0.23 per mile for fuel and $0.23 per mile for maintenance for a total cost of
$0.46 per mile. The Report should include a program estimate that is inclusive of these potential
cost savings.

Our transition to 100% ZEBs by 2030 can tackle long-term health, environmental, and economic
inequities, while putting our region on a pathway to a more stable climate future. By leading the
nation, we have an opportunity to bring good paying jobs as we grow the manufacturing

3 CALSTART, Los Angeles Department of Transportation and BYD Electric Bus Demonstration Performance,
Maintenance, and Energy Use Summary Report, available at

https://www.energy.ca.gov/sites/default/files/2024-03/CEC-600-2024-013 .pdf.
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ecosystem in the region, while at the same time addressing both the air quality and climate crises
that disproportionately impact the health and well-being of the environmental justice
communities in our region. The Report should incorporate these benefits.

Funding Opportunities

We appreciate Metro’s acknowledgement of its collaboration and partnership with LACETBC
and we are grateful for the opportunity to participate in a tour of Division 8 and learn more about
Metro’s work to transition the existing fleet to ZEBs.

We worked collaboratively and in partnership with Metro to raise the profile of its Climate
Pollution Reduction Grant (CPRG) request, support its request for funding under the Low or No
Emission Grant Program, and most recently are supporting its request for funding under the
Transit and Intercity Rail Capital Program.

Many of these funding opportunities are extremely competitive; however, Metro’s nation-leading
goals to transition its fleet to ZEBs is a critical advantage for maintaining its competitiveness
across state and federal grant opportunities. We disagree with Metro’s assertion that Metro is not
competitive for these grants given that other transit agencies in the country rely on diesel. Metro
as one of the largest transit agencies in the country is able to move the market to bring ZEB
manufacturing home.

Conclusion

Despite receiving explicit direction to report on and deliver a 100% ZE bus fleet by 2030, we are
deeply disappointed to see that the Report fails to provide a milestone roadmap to get there. The
Report concludes that only 12% (256) of Metro’s fleet will be zero emissions by the 2028
Olympics, and a mere 30% (647) by 2030. We are shamefully behind on our goals and we need
to be doing everything we can to meet them. Metro must step up.

While Metro has electrified some of its Divisions and begun coordinating with other agencies for
large-scale bus procurement, Metro has only started coordinating with LADWP and we urge
swift action to build the infrastructure we need and have the electrification work done to meet
our 2030 goals. We also urge Metro to work with SCE and the City of LA on infrastructure
planning needs for shared resources and costs.

We look forward to working with you on this effort and continuing to be engaged.

Sincerely,



@ Metro

MINUTES

Wednesday, October 23, 2024

10:00 AM

Special Board Meeting/Ad Hoc 2028 Olympic &

Paralympic Games Committee

DIRECTORS PRESENT:
Janice Hahn, Chair
Fernando Dutra, 1st Vice Chair
Jacquelyn Dupont-Walker, 2nd Vice Chair
Kathryn Barger
Karen Bass
James Butts
Lindsey Horvath
Paul Krekorian
Holly J. Mitchell
Ara J. Najarian
Tim Sandoval
Hilda Solis
Katy Yaroslavsky
Gloria Roberts, non-voting member

Stephanie Wiggins, Chief Executive Officer

CALLED TO ORDER: 10:10 A.M.



ROLL CALL

5. SUBJECT: PARIS 2024 LESSONS LEARNED REPORT 2024-0912

RECEIVED AND FILED the report on lessons learned by Metro staff that
observed public transport for the 2024 Paris Olympic and Paralympic Games.

FD |[JDW | KB | KRB | JB | LH |PK| HIM |[AJN| TS | HS | KY JH
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6. SUBJECT: RECONNECTING COMMUNITIES AND NEIGHBORHOODS 2024-0913
GRANT UPDATE

APPROVED:

A. RECEIVING AND FILING the Reconnecting Communities & Neighborhoods (RCN)
grant update, and;

B. AUTHORIZE the CEO or their designee to:

1. program $161.8 million for the projects listed in Attachment A which
includes $139.2 million awarded through the RCN grant and $22.6
million of local funds; and

2. negotiate and execute all necessary agreements and/or amendments
with the agencies for projects contained in the RCN grant.

FD |[JDW | KB | KRB | JB | LH |[PK| HIM |[AJN| TS | HS | KY JH
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KB = K. Barger FD = F. Dutra HJM = H.J. Mitchell KY = K. Yaroslavsky
KRB = K.R. Bass JH = J. Hahn AJN = A J. Najarian
JB = J. Butts LH = L. Horvath TS =T. Sandoval
JDW = J. Dupont PK = P. Krekorian HS = H. Solis
Walker

LEGEND: Y = YES, N = NO, A/C = ABSENT/CONFLICT, C = CONFLICT, ABS = ABSTAIN, A = ABSENT, P = PRESENT



7. SUBJECT: 2028 MOBILITY CONCEPT PLAN IMPLEMENTATION 2024-0914
REPORT

APPROVED:

A. RECEIVING AND FILING the Mobility Concept Plan (MCP) Implementation
Report, and;

B. AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to amend the FY25 budget, in the amount
of $9.67 million, to advance Metro-led GME STP projects with
the Program.

FD |JDW | KB | KRB | JB | LH |PK| HIM |AJN| TS | HS | KY JH
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8. SUBJECT: A TRANSPORTATION PLAN FOR 2028 OLYMPIC AND 2024-0995
PARALYMPIC GAMES VENUES MOTION

APPROVED Motion by Hahn, Horvath, Solis, Butts, and Bass, as amended by Horvath
and Mitchell that the Board direct the Chief Executive Officer to:

A. Update plans with additional information on the Games Enhanced Transit
System and regional preparations for the 2028 Olympic and Paralympic
games, including:

1. A staffing plan;

2. Estimated total costs for this system, including State and Federal
funding sources that can pay for most of all these costs;

3. Coordination of efforts with, but not limited to, the City of Los Angeles,
LA28, Municipal bus operators, Metrolink, Caltrans, Passenger rail
agencies, and LA County; and

4. Organizing a Transportation and Mobility Summit, with attention to:
Safety,

Accessibility,

Wayfinding,

Community hubs,

Clean buses, and

Benefits that can last beyond LA28; and

~o Q0o

B. Report back on this effort and next steps at this Board’s April 2025 Ad Hoc
2028 Olympic and Paralympic Games Committee, with an interim update
at the January 2025 Committee meeting.

(continued on next page)



(Item 8 — continued from previous page)

HORVATH AMENDMENT:

Report back at this Board’s April 2025 Ad Hoc 2028 Olympic and Paralympic Games
Committee, with an interim update at the January 2025 Committee meeting, with:

A. An update on the execution of a Memorandum of Understanding between LA Metro
and LA28;

B. A breakdown of each agencies roles and responsibilities;

C. A coordinated strategy to include LA28, venue cities, LA County, and LA Metro to
pursue state and federal funding to deliver Metro’s Mobility Concept Plan;

D. An implementation schedule for each of the projects and programs identified in the
Mobility Concept Plan; and

E. Key dates by which Metro should secure and program funding needed to support
implementation of projects and programs for the 2028 Olympic and Paralympic

Games.

MITCHELL AMENDMENT:

Utilize the existing Metro Aging and Disability Transportation Network (ADTN), County of
Los Angeles Commission on Disabilities (LACCOD), and City of Los Angeles Commission
on Disability to inform existing 2028 Games transportation plans to address the mobility
needs of people with disabilities during the 2028 Games and after.

FD |JDW| KB | KRB | JB | LH |PK| HIM [AJN| TS | HS | KY JH
Y Y A A A Y | A Y Y Y Y ¥ Y

ADJOURNED AT 12:28 P.M. IN MEMORY OF FERNANDO VALENZUELA.

Prepared by: Jennifer Avelar
Sr. Administrative Analyst, Board Administration

.——-—-—"'""”"

Collette Langst?n, Board Clerk



M t Los Angeles County
e rO Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza

@ 3rd Floor Board Room
) B r R Los Angeles, CA
Metro oard Report
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 23, 2024

SUBJECT: MEASURE M MULTI-YEAR SUBREGIONAL PROGRAM UPDATE - WESTSIDE
CITIES SUBREGION

ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATIONS

RECOMMENDATIONS

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING programming an additional $17,369,862 within the capacity of Measure M Multi-
Year Subregional Program (MSP) - Active Transportation 1Y/Last Mile Connections Program
(Expenditure Line 51), as shown in Attachment A; and

B. AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to negotiate and execute all necessary agreements for
approved projects.

ISSUE

Measure M MSPs are included in the Measure M Expenditure Plan, which is an attachment to the
Measure M Ordinance. All MSP funds are limited to capital projects. This program update approves
additional eligible projects for funding and allows the Westside Cities Subregion (the Subregion) and
implementing agencies to revise the scope of work, schedule, and amend the project budget.

This update includes changes to projects that have received prior Board approval and funding
allocations for new projects. Funds are programmed through Fiscal Year (FY) 2027-28. The Board’s
approval is required to update the project list (Attachment A), which serves as the basis for Metro to
enter into agreements and/or amendments with the respective implementing agencies.

BACKGROUND

In January 2021, the Metro Board of Directors approved the Westside Cities Subregion’s first MSP
Five-Year Plan and programmed funds in the Active Transportation 1/Last Mile Connections
Program (Expenditure Line 51). Since the first Plan, staff provided annual updates to the Board in
October 2022 and 2023.

Based on the amount provided in the Measure M Expenditure Plan, a total amount of $60.74 million
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was forecasted to be available for programming for the subregion for FY 2017-18 to FY 2027-28. In
prior actions, the Board approved programming $29.53 million through FY 2024-25. Therefore,
$31.21 million is available to the Subregion for programming as part of this annual update.

DISCUSSION

Metro staff continued working closely with the Westside Cities Council of Governments (WCCOG), its
consultant, and implementing agencies for this annual update, including changes to the scope of
work and/or funding requests. The jurisdictional requests are proposed by the cities and
approved/forwarded by the Subregion. In line with the Metro Board adopted guidelines, cities provide
documentation demonstrating community support, project needs, and multimodal transportation
benefits that enhance safety, support traffic mobility, economic vitality, and enable a safer and well-
maintained transportation system. Cities lead and prioritize all proposed transportation
improvements, including procurement, the environmental process, outreach, final design, and
construction. Each city and/or agency, independently and in coordination with the subregion
undertakes their jurisdictionally determined community engagement process specific to the type of
transportation improvement they seek to develop. These locally determined and prioritized projects
represent the needs of cities. To date, $29.53 million has been programmed, of which $1.8 million
has been expended.

During staff review, Metro required a detailed project scope of work to confirm project eligibility,
reconfirm funding eligibility for those that request changes in the project scope of work, and establish
the program nexus during project reviews, i.e. project location information and limits, length,
elements, phases, total estimated expenses and funding request, schedules, etc. Final approval of
funds for the projects shall be contingent upon the implementing agency demonstrating the eligibility
of each project, as required in the Measure M Master Guidelines. Staff expect the collection of the
project details in advance of Metro Board action to enable the timely execution of project Funding
Agreements for approved projects. Additionally, all projects are subject to a close-out audit after
completion, per the Guidelines.

Active Transportation 18Y/Last Mile Connections Program (Expenditure Line 51)

Attachment A indicates the changes in project funding allocations since the last update to the Board.
One project was completed and is currently under the project close-out audit process. This update
includes funding adjustments to nine existing projects and two new projects as follows:

Beverly Hills

e Program additional $594,227 and reprogram all previously approved funds to FY 2024-25 for
MM4801.02/MM4801.03/MM4801.04 - La Cienega & Rodeo Drive Purple Line Stations -
Pedestrian and Wayfinding FLM Improvements. The project includes continental and
decorative crosswalks, crosswalk enhancements like flashing beacons, pedestrian-scale
lighting, benches, curb extensions, wayfinding signage, bus stop improvements, etc. The
funds will be used for the project’s construction phase.

Culver City
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Reprogram previously approved $100,000 to FY 2025-26 for MM4801.06 - MicroTransit/First
Last Mile Service Program. The city is partnering with Metro to implement a Culver City
MicroTransit pilot that will be part of the regional MicroTransit program to provide a seamless
transit experience for riders. The funds will support eligible capital costs for the project
implementation such as vehicle purchase/lease and setup.

Program $620,302 in FY 2024-25 for MM4801.19 - Move Culver City Eastern Segment
Project. This project will design and implement tactical mobility lanes (bus and bike lanes) on
Culver Boulevard, Washington Boulevard, and Adams Boulevard in Downtown Culver City, the
Metro E Line Culver City Station area, and the Culver City Arts District to demonstrate and
enhance transit service efficiency and reliability and provide bike facilities separate from
general traffic. The funds will be used for the project’s construction phase.

LA City

Reprogram previously approved $2,561,297 as follows: $120,000 in FY 2023-24, $1,530,000
in FY 2024-25, and $911,297 in FY 2025-26 for MM4801.08 - Brentwood Walkability
Enhancements (San Vicente Blvd: Bundy to Bringham). This project will provide new
pedestrian amenities including upgraded curb ramps, upgraded medians, curb extensions, as
well as new signalized crosswalks, speed feedback signs, additional street furniture, new
street trees and landscaping, and an enhanced Class Il bike lane (upgrading the existing
Class Il). The funds will be used for the project’s Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E)
and construction phases.

Program additional $1,818,930 in FY 2025-26 for MM4801.09 - Connect Del Rey Stress-Free
Bicycle Enhanced Corridor. This project will install 2.0 miles of bikeways and bicycle-priority
improvements in the City of Los Angeles, including crosswalk striping, curb extensions,
sharrows, speed humps, traffic circle, ramp, sharrows, speed humps, intersection upgrades,
green bike lane, and wayfinding signage. The funds will be used for the project’'s PS&E and
construction phases.

Reprogram previously approved $3,168,000 to FY 2025-26 for MM4801.10 - Expo Bike Path
Gap Closure. This project will install a 1.44-mile bike path (Class | bicycle facility) between
Overland Ave to Palms Blvd in the City of Los Angeles. This project will connect the endpoints
of the existing Expo Bike Path, closely following the Expo Light Rail right of way and Northvale
Road. The funds will be used for the project’s construction phase.

Program additional $2,000,000 in FY 2025-26 for MM4801.11 - Santa Monica to Westwood
Stress-Free Bicycle Enhanced Corridor. This project will install a 2.5-mile stress-free bicycle
connection to bicycle facilities in Santa Monica, completing an important regional connection
to UCLA. The project includes bike lanes and/or sharrows, speed humps, intersection
improvements, curb extensions, and roundabouts. The funds will be used for the project’s
PS&E and construction phases.
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e Program $9,600,000 as follows: $1,600,000 in FY 2025-26 and $8,000,000 in FY 2027-28 for
MM4801.20 - Westwood Boulevard Safety and Mobility Project. The project will implement
new bicycle lanes, bus-only lanes, and pedestrian improvements, preparing Los Angeles to
provide safe and accessible transportation to residents, and visitors, as well as athletes during
the 2028 Olympic Games and beyond. The funds will be used for the project's PS&E and
construction phases.

Santa Monica

e Program an additional $600,000 and reprogram all previously approved funds as follows:
$361,709 in FY 2021-22, $68,291 in FY 2024-25, $281,471 in FY 2025-26, and $600,000 in
FY 2026-27 for MM4801.12 - Broadway Protected Bikeway: 5th Street - 26th Street. This
project will install a Class IV Protected Bikeway, a key east/west facility that connects
Downtown Santa Monica nearly to the border with the City of Los Angeles. The funds will be
used for the project’s PS&E and construction phases.

e Program an additional $1,000,000 and reprogram all previously approved funds as follows:
$124,250 in FY 2021-22, $110,000 in FY 2023-24, $861,750 in FY 2024-25, $966,589 in FY
2025-26 and $1,000,000 in FY 2026-27 for MM4801.15 - Wilshire Active Transportation Safety
Project. The project scope consists of the design and construction of safety enhancements at
intersections, including a new traffic signal, accessible curb ramps, and lighting
enhancements. The funds will be used for the project’'s PS&E and construction phases.

West Hollywood

e Reinstate and program $1,136,403 as follows: $250,000 in FY 2025-26, $195,905 in FY 2026-
27, and $690,498 in FY 2027-28 for MM4801.16 - Willoughby, Vista, Gardner Greenways.
This project is a Class Il neighborhood bicycle boulevard that will connect an existing Class Il
bicycle lane, that includes traffic calming and wayfinding elements that reduce vehicle volumes
and speeds to further improve the safety and comfort of this facility for bicyclists and
pedestrians. The funds will be used for the project's PS&E phase.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Programming of Measure M MSP funds to the Westside Cities Subregion projects will not have any
adverse safety impacts on Metro’s employees or patrons.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

In FY 2024-25, $15.3 million is budgeted in Cost Center 0441 (subsidies budget - Planning) for the
Active Transportation Program (Project #474401). Upon approval of this action, staff will reallocate
necessary funds to appropriate projects within Cost Center 0441. Since these are multi-year
projects, Cost Center 0441 will be responsible for budgeting the cost in future years.

Impact to Budget
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The sources of funds for these projects are Measure M Highway Construction 17%. This fund source
is not eligible for Metro bus and rail operations expenses.

EQUITY PLATFORM

The Westside Cities Subregion comprises five cities and the adjacent unincorporated area of Los
Angeles County. Two percent of census tracts are defined as Equity Focus Communities (EFCs) in
the Subregion, and these are located in the City of LA and West Hollywood.

The Westside Cities Subregion proposed active transportation and 15Y/Last-mile projects have a
range of potential equity benefits for non-drivers. For example, the City of LA Westwood Boulevard
Safety and Mobility project will implement new bicycle lanes, bus-only lanes, and pedestrian
improvements, preparing Los Angeles to provide safe and accessible transportation to residents,
visitors, and athletes during the 2028 Olympic Games and beyond.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

The recommendation supports the following goals of the Metro Vision 2028 Strategic Plan:

Goal 1: Provide high-quality mobility options that enable people to spend less time traveling by
alleviating the current operational deficiencies and improving mobility along the projects.

Goal 4: Transform LA County through regional collaboration by partnering with the Council of
Governments and the local jurisdictions to identify the needed improvements and take the lead in
developing and implementing their projects.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board can elect not to approve the additional programming of funds or scope of work and
schedule changes for the Measure M MSP projects for the Subregion. This is not recommended as
the Subregion developed the proposed projects in accordance with the Measure M Ordinance,
Guidelines, and Administrative Procedures which may delay the development and delivery of the
projects.

NEXT STEPS

Metro staff will continue to work with the Subregion to identify and deliver projects. Funding
Agreements will be executed with those who have funds programmed in FY 2024-25.
Program/Project updates will be provided to the Board annually.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Active Transportation 15Y/Last Mile Connection Program Project List

Prepared by: Fanny Pan, Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 418-3433
Craig Hoshijima, Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 547-
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4290
Laurie Lombardi, Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development, (213)
418-3251

Reviewed by: Ray Sosa, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 547-4274

Chief Executive Officer
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Westside Cities Subregion ATTACHMENT A
Measure M Multi-Year Subregional Plan - Active Transportation First/Last Mile Connection Program (Expenditure Line 51)
. . . . Prior Years
Agency Project ID No. Project/Location Funding Phases || Note Pror Alloc Alloc Change | Current Alloc Prog FY2023-24 | FY2024-25 FY2025-26 FY2026-27 | FY2027-28
Planning Activities for
Measure M Multi-Year Planning
1|WCCOG MM4801.01 Subregional Program » Development $ 270,237 $ 270,237 $ 94,989 $ 84,415 $ 45833 $ 45,000
La Cienega & Rodeo Drive
MM4801.02/  |Purple Line Stations -
MM4801.03/ |Pedestrian and Wayfinding
2|Beverly Hills  (MM4801.04 FLM Improvements Construction Chg 2,378,959 594,227 2,973,186 2,973,186
Overland Class Il and IV with |PS&E
3|Culver City MM4801.05 Pedestrian Improvements Construction 842,496 842,496 842,496
Microtransit/First Last Mile
4|Culver City MM4801.06 Service Program Equipment/Vehicle || Chg 100,000 100,000 100,000
Washington Transit/Mobility |PS&E
Lanes + Circulator/First-Last |Equipment/Vehicle
5[Culver City |MM4801.07 Mile Service Program Construction Compl| 742,495 742,495 742,495
Sepulveda Corridor Mobility
6[Culver City |MM4801.17 Lane Project Construction 798,364 798,364 798,364
Move Culver City Eastern
7|Culver City MM4801.19 Segment Project Construction New - 620,302 620,302 620,302
Brentwood Walkability
Enhancements (San Vicente |PS&E
8|LA City MM4801.08 Blvd: Bundy to Bringham) Construction Chg 2,561,297 2,561,297 120,000 1,530,000 911,297
Connect Del Rey Stress-Free |PS&E
9|[LA City MM4801.09 Bicycle Enhanced Corridor Construction Chg 4,393,838 1,818,930 6,212,768 878,768 3,515,070 1,818,930
10([LA City MM4801.10 Expo Bike Path Gap Closure |Construction Chg 3,168,000 3,168,000 3,168,000
Santa Monica to Westwood
Stress-Free Bicycle Enhanced|PS&E
11[LA City MM4801.11 Corridor Construction Chg 8,406,584 2,000,000| 10,406,584 1,681,317 6,725,267 2,000,000
Westwood Boulevard Safety |PS&E
12|LA City MM4801.20 and Mobility Project Construction New - 9,600,000 9,600,000 1,600,000 8,000,000
Broadway Protected Bikeway: |PS&E
13[Santa Monica [MM4801.12 5th Street - 26th Street Construction Chg 711,471 600,000 1,311,471 361,709 68,291 281,471 600,000
Colorado Protected Bikeway: |PS&E
14[Santa Monica [MM4801.13 5th Street - 17th Street Construction 500,000 500,000 150,000 350,000
Stewart & Pennsylvania
15[Santa Monica [MM4801.14 Safety Enhancement Project |Construction 804,000 804,000 804,000
Wilshire Active Transportation [PS&E
16 [Santa Monica [MM4801.15 Safety Project Construction Chg 2,062,589 1,000,000 3,062,589 124,250 110,000 861,750 966,589 1,000,000
West Willoughby, Vista, Gardner
17 [Hollywood MM4801.16 Greenways PS&E Chg - 1,136,403 1,136,403 250,000 195,905 690,498
West Fountain Ave Protected Bike
18|Hollywood MM4801.18 Lanes PS&E 1,785,160 1,785,160, 1,211,000 574,160
Total Programming Amount $29,525,490 | $17,369,862 | $46,895,352 || $3,119,939 | $4,351,085 | $17,750,805 | $11,142,120 | $ 1,840,905 | $ 8,690,498

~ Subregion Planning Activities (0.5%) for Measure M Multi-Year Subregional Program.
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Westside Cities Subregion

Los Angeles County Transportation Expenditure Plan ATTACHMENT A
(2015 $ in thousands) Groundbreaking Sequence
. . (Exceptions Noted)
« One Multi-Year Subregional __
Schedule of Funds | | 2016 - 2067 : : o
£ Available Local, State, § £ Most Recent
Progral N (M S P) 5 Project p— ' s Federal, "':““f“‘ i Cost 3
E (Final Project to be Defined by the Environmental Process) PRk - Expec E Other i : Estimate § 5
3 g eaking ;Openmg Date | 5 Funding : 2015% D 20158 . g
. . S t 5 2 | start Date* ! (3 year range) “ 20158 | !
— Active Transportation 15t/Last _|urmssmmmmms e : : :
&7 [Metro Active Transport, Transit 1st/Last Mile Program pt FY2018 | FY2057 sct $0¢  $e857,500¢ $657,500
M M 23 [Visionary Project Seed Funding FY 2018 ¢ FY2057 isci 30§ 20,000 § 20,000 §
Mile Connections P rogram e e P N R I e
. . 51 [Transportation System and Mobility Improve. Program i i Fr2018 | Fr2032  isbi sof  s2o3s00f  $293500
51 QActive Transportation 1=t/Last Mile Connections Prog. i ¢ FY2018 § FY 2057 50§ $361,000§ $361,000 §
(eX pe n d Itu re | I n e 5 .I ) 52 JActive Transportation Program i i FY2018 § FY 2057 $0; $264000; $264,000,
53 QActive Transportation Program FY 2018 FY 2057 30 TBD TBD
52 Active Transportation Program (Including Greenway Proj.) ! { FY 2018 : FY 2057 30¢ $231,000¢  $231,000 ¢
. . d . | o 55 JActive Transportation, 1st/Last Mile, & Mobility Hubs P Framis | Fraost so! s215000!  $215,000
m 55 JActive Transportation, Transit, and Tech. Program f | FY2018 | Fy 2032 30 £32,000 § £32,000 §
4 L I I te to Ca p I ta p rOJ e Ct S 57 fHighway Efficiency Program i § FY2018 § FY2032 50 $133,000 ¢  $133,000 §
5 JBus System Improvement Program ¢ ¢ FY2018 ;  Fy 2057 50 ¢ $55,000 ¢ $55,000 ,
5 [Firet/Last Mile and Complete Streets Yol Fyaos ! Fy2os7 s0!  s198,000f $198,000
. &1 JHighway Demand Based Prog. (HOV Ext. & Connect.) P Fy20s | Fy2os7 0! §231,000¢ $231,000 ¢
—_ E n Vl r’o n m e n t a | P h a S e a n d &1 -605 Corridor "Hot Spot” Interchange Improvements ® FY 2018 FY 2057 $240000§ $1,000,000§ $1,240,000
&2 [Modal Connectivity and Complete Streets Projects FY 2018 FY 2057 50 $202,000§ $202,000
53 fSouth Bay Highway Operational Improvements ¢ ¢ FY2018 @ FY 2057 $600,000 ; $500,000 ¢ $1,100,000 ¢
orwar & Eransit Program P! FY2018 ! Fy2057 $500,000;  $88,000;  $588,000
&5 [Transit Projects PP OFY2s | Fy 2057 0! s257100)  $257,100
55 [Transportation System and Mobility Improve. Program f f FY2018 § FY 2057 30§ £350,000 ¢  $350,000 §
Morth San Femando Valley Bus Rapid Transit Improvements ip,si FY 2019 | Fy 2023 50§ $180,000§  $180.000 §
Subregional Equity Program FY2018 § FY2057 TBD §  TBD  } $1,196,000%
jCountywide BRT Projects Ph 1 (All Subregions) FY2020 ; Fy2022 30 ; $50,000;  $50,000;
jCountywide BRT Projects Ph 2 (All Subregions) FY2030 | Fy2032 50 $50,000]  $50,000 ;

Ja.ctive Transportation Projects Fy2033 | Fy20s7 so! si3so0f  s13es00t

—|—|III—|IIIIII—|—|—|I—|I—|III—!—!E‘—!I—!—!IIIII—!I—!IIIIII—|—|I

24
&

@

m

7

72 JLos Angeles Safe Routes to School Initiative i F FY2033 | FY 2057 $0 § $250,000 § $250,000 §
73 JMultimodal Connectivity Program f f FY2033 | Fy2057 50§ $239,000 § $239,000 §
72 [Countywide BRT Projects Ph 3 (All Subregions) ilp; FY2040 ; FY2042 s0 ; $50,000;  $50,000;
75 Jarterial Program ;i FY2048 | FY2057 S0  $726,130; 726,130 ;
7 [BRT and 1st/Last Mile Sclutions e.g. DASH P Fy2mds | Fy 2057 $00  $250,000]  $250,000
77 fFreeway Interchange and Operational Improvements P Fy2MB ! Fy 2057 $0¢  $195000%  $195,000 !
73 jGoods Movement (Improvements & RR Xing Elim.) f f FY2048 | FY 2057 50 $33,000 § $33,000 §
72 |Goods Movement Program t § FY2ms § Fy2057 $0§ $104,000f 104,000
a0 |Goods Movement Projects i ¢ FY2048 ; FY2057 50 $81,700;  $81,700;
1 Highway Efficiency Program P Fy2m4s | FY 2057 $0; 1288700 $128,870 ]
= [Highway Efficiency Program P! FYoms | Fy 2057 $0°  $534.000° $534.000%
= Highway Efficiency, Noise Mitig. and Arterial Projects Pof pyome | Fyazost soi seozsoo!  seoz.Bo0 i
a2 ITSTechnology Program (Advanced Signal Tech.) f | FY2048 | Fy 2057 30 566,000 § 66,000 §
35 JLA Streetscape Enhance. & Great Streets Program i § FY2048 § FY 2057 50 $450,000 ¢  $450,000 §
35 IModal Connectivity Program i 3 FY2048 ; Fy2057 30 ¢ $68,000 ¢ $66,000 ;
a7 JPublic Transit State of Good Repair Program ., FY2mds | Fy 2057 §0;  $402,000;  $402,000 ;
33 [Traffic Congestion Relief and Improvement Program P! FY2048 | FY 2057  ivmé 30¢ $63,000 ¢ $63,000 ¢
a3 [Traffic Congestion ReliefiSignal Synchronization i | FY2048 | FY2057 jcci 30§ 50,000 § 50,000 §
20 JAmoyo Verdugo Projects to be Determined f f FY2048 | FY 2057  javi 50§ $110,600 § $110,600 §
a1 fCountywide BRT Projects Ph 4 (All Subregions) ipi FY2050 ; FY2052 §scj 590,000 $10,000;  $100,000 ;
2 ide BRT Projects Ph 5 (All Subregions| ipi FY2080 ;| FY2082 sc; 50,  S100,000;  $100.000 ;
23 [Multi-Year Subregional Prog L] T 154,430,000 ¢ §10,253,700 ¢ $12,879,700 ¢
" ERA.ND TOTAL H i i $21,011,027 © $31.243 841 * $63.450.669 °

2



October 2024 Recommendation

CONSIDER:

A. APPROVING programming of an APPROVING
programming an additional $17,369,862 within the capacity
of Measure M Multi-Year Subregional Program (MSP) -

Active Transportation 1st/Last Mile Connections Program
(Expenditure Line 51); and

B. AUTHORIZING the CEO or their designee to negotiate and

execute all necessary agreements and/or amendments for
approved projects.



Next Steps

* Execute Funding Agreements with the implementing
agencies to initiate projects

* Continue working with the Subregion to identify and deliver
projects

* Return to the Board annually for Program/Project updates
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 23, 2024

SUBJECT: KLINE NORTHERN EXTENSION PROJECT
ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to negotiate and execute:

A. Modification No. 4 to Contract No. AE64930000 for a Not-to-Exceed (NTE) amount of
$2,300,000 with Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture (WSP USA Inc. and AECOM
Technical Services, Inc.) to prepare additional technical environmental analysis and conceptual
engineering to respond to public comments received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) for the K Line Northern Extension Project and support future community engagement efforts
increasing the contract value from $50,367,851 to a NTE $52,667,851; and

B. Modification No. 3 to Task Order No. PS44432008-030 for an NTE amount of $550,000 with
Lee Andrews Group (LAG) to prepare additional community engagement as part of the
environmental review process, increasing the task order value from $903,223 to NTE $1,453,223
and extend the period of performance from June 30, 2025 through December 31, 2025.

ISSUE

The execution of Modification No. 4 to Contract No. AE64930000 with Connect Los Angeles Partners,
Joint Venture and Modification No. 3 to Task Order No. PS44432008-030 with LAG are needed to
perform additional research and studies in response to public comments, questions, and concerns
regarding the alignments studied in the K Line Northern Extension (KNE) Draft EIR and additional
engagement to share findings with the community and gather input.

BACKGROUND

Project History

Various planning studies of the Crenshaw corridor from Wilshire Blvd. to the South Bay have been
completed between 1992 and 2009. A northern extension of the now operational K (formerly called
the Crenshaw/LAX) Line has been studied since the 2009 Crenshaw Transit Corridor Draft
environmental study. Since 2018, Metro has led multiple planning studies to advance the project
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following the passage of Measure M in 2016, which allocated $2.24 billion (in 2015 dollars) to the
Project. Measure M identifies 2041 as the ground-breaking year where project funds become
available for construction with a projected opening year between 2047 to 2049.

Project Benefits

The Project would offer the region multiple benefits, including:

e Expanding mobility with a fast and reliable rail option with approximately 47,200 to 59,700
daily trips in 2045
Attracting approximately 11,400 to 15,100 new transit riders daily
Reducing auto use by approximately 127,500 to 135,500 vehicle miles traveled daily
Creating jobs (8,300 to 10,100 jobs estimated during construction)
Expanding access for many Equity Focus Communities and serving many regional
employment and activity centers located in congested areas.

Draft EIR Development

In October 2020, the Metro Board directed staff to begin work on the environmental clearance under
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and prepare a Draft EIR. Metro is advancing the
Draft EIR now to help inform the selection of an LPA based on local efforts to explore potential
financing strategies to accelerate the project per the Measure M Early Project Delivery Strategy.

In Spring 2021, Metro initiated public scoping for an environmental document. Following the close of
the scoping comment period, Metro worked to prepare advanced conceptual engineering drawings
on alignments and engineering options and analyze potential environmental impacts during
construction and operations under CEQA. In the summer of 2022 and 2023, Metro hosted community
meetings to provide project updates and continue gathering input. In July 2024, Metro published the
Draft EIR, which evaluates three underground light rail alignments that range from six to ten miles
long (depending on the alignment).

All three alignments are evaluated equally and include an optional terminus and additional station at
the Hollywood Bowl, as well as expansion and improvements to Division 16, Metro’s Maintenance
and Storage Facility (MSF) for the K Line. The project would be constructed in sections similar to
other Metro rail projects with the first section connecting the Metro E Line to the Metro D Line
(currently under construction) at either Wilshire/Fairfax or Wilshire/La Brea. North of Wilshire Blvd,
there are three possible routes (alignments) to connect to the B Line.

e San Vicente-Fairfax (~10 miles with 9 stations)
e Fairfax (~8 miles with 7 stations)

e La Brea (~6 miles with 6 stations)
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Public Circulation of Draft EIR, Engagement & Notifications

On July 23, 2024, Metro released the Draft EIR for the project to receive public comments over a 45-
day public comment period, which was extended to 60 days. Metro also published summaries on
community outreach, project benefits, construction cost estimates, ridership projections, and
responses to Frequently Asked Questions (FAQSs).

Metro notified the public of the release of the Draft EIR through various means including mailed
notifications to properties along the project alignments, flyers at local events, a press release, a
Metro Source Post, e-blasts, legal ads, and social media ads, and invited the public to provide their
comments.

During the 60-day public comment period, Metro also held three public hearings located in different
parts of the project area and scheduled during different times of day and days of the week to
maximize the public’s participation. The two in-person meetings were held at the Susan Miller Dorsey
High School on Saturday morning, August 10, 2024, in the Baldwin Hills Crenshaw neighborhood and
at Pan Pacific Park on Tuesday evening, August 13, 2024, in the Fairfax neighborhood that abuts the
City of West Hollywood. A virtual meeting was held during the lunch hour on August 15, 2024, and
was recorded and posted to the project website. On September 4, 2024, Metro held a community
meeting at the Nate Holden Performing Arts Center in Mid-City near LaFayette Square, Wellington
Square, and Victoria Park to answer questions and gather more feedback from the community
regarding concerns raised at the public hearings. In total, approximately 588 people attended the
August public hearings and September 4, 2024, meeting at the Nate Holden Performing Arts Center.
Over 1,300 public comments were received by email, mail, and phone. Metro is currently reviewing
public comments received on the Draft EIR including the September 4" meeting.
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Community Feedback

Several key themes have emerged from the comments received at the public meetings and the
written comments received. While overall, there was broad support for the project and project
acceleration, there were significant concerns raised by the communities of LaFayette Square,
Wellington Square, and Victoria Park including:

e Concerns about outreach and notification
e Concerns about real estate values and tunneling under homes

¢ Questions about the screening process for alignment options and decision-making to select a
preferred route (specifically between proposed Crenshaw/Adams Station and Midtown
Crossing Station located near the LaFayette, Wellington Square and Victoria Park
neighborhoods)

The project team is still reviewing public comments and will prepare a more comprehensive
summary of community input received when the review is completed.

DISCUSSION

Crenshaw Blvd. Alignment Analysis

During the public scoping meetings at the start of the Draft EIR development process in Spring 2021,
Metro shared the project map and discussed two potential alignment options between the proposed
Crenshaw/Adams Station and the proposed Midtown Crossing Station. The proposed Midtown
Crossing Station (located at Venice Blvd./San Vicente Blvd. to the west of Crenshaw Blvd.) would
also serve as the launch site for tunnel boring machines (TBM) to construct the first segment of the
project (between the E Line and D Line). Between 2021 and 2023, Metro prepared advanced
conceptual engineering plans for the project and analyzed the alignment options in the southern
project area. Metro screened out the Crenshaw Blvd. alignment from further study based on
engineering feasibility, tunnel length, depth and radius of curves to connect to stations, potential
environmental impacts, underground easements, constructability, operability, and cost.

During this period, Metro also refined several of the alignment curves throughout the project area to
optimize for constructability, operations and maintenance. Generally, tighter curves are difficult to
construct with TBM, reduce travel speeds for operations, have higher maintenance costs due to wear
and tear on the turns, and can present challenges for emergency evacuations. Metro’s refinements of
the alignments also worked to avoid the need to acquire residential homes and properties for
construction staging and stations throughout the project area. As such, all the alignments studied in
the Draft EIR avoid residential properties for acquisition. However, underground (subsurface)
easements would be needed where tunnels would travel below private property, as Metro has done
on many other tunnel projects across LA County including the B, D, and K Line.

Community Notification

In September 2023, Metro held three community meetings to provide members of the public an
update on the project, and answer their questions. Two open houses were held at the Baldwin Hills
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Crenshaw Plaza Mall on Saturday morning, and the West Hollywood Aquatics & Recreation Center
on Tuesday evening. A third virtual meeting was held to share information with those who could not
join in person; it was recorded and posted to the project website. During these meetings, Metro
presented the updated project maps and alignments based on advanced conceptual engineering,
ridership analysis, and phasing concepts for construction. The community meeting notices and
materials did not directly address changes made to the project alignments since scoping in 2021.
This created concern among some communities during the release of the Draft EIR who had seen
two alignment options near Crenshaw Blvd. during scoping in 2021 and a project update in 2022, and
only one alignment represented in the southern project area in the 2024 Draft EIR. As a lesson
learned, moving forward, Metro will notify the community of changes to alignments at each stage of
project development to receive input and provide greater transparency as part of the planning
process. This modification will allow staff to better inform the community in this area of the studies
performed to date in the Draft EIR, the engineering associated with the proposed and potential
alternate alignments and the opportunities for decision-making ahead.

Community Concerns Regarding Historic Neighborhoods and Properties

During the Draft EIR public meetings and in written comments, many residents of historic
neighborhoods along the Crenshaw Blvd corridor have shared their concerns with the tunnel
alignment carried forward in the Draft EIR that would travel below residential neighborhoods,
including Victoria Park, Wellington Square and LaFayette Square. Residents noted historic injustices
of the past, specifically to Black communities with the destruction of homes in the Sugar Hill
neighborhood to construct the Santa Monica Freeway (I-10) in the 1960s. They also communicated
their desire for the planning process to further engage with the community before an alignment that
would affect their neighborhood is selected. Community members raised questions regarding
potential impacts to older homes within and around the HPOZ and concerns that their property
values would be diminished as a result of subsurface easements for underground tunnels. Residents
of this area requested more information regarding underground tunnels and related noise, vibration,
settlement, seismic issues, ground water, and oil rights. Based on these concerns, community
members requested that Metro evaluate alternatives other than the Draft EIR tunnel alignment in this
area to avoid or minimize tunnels below homes. Community members shared their preference for
tunnels to travel below public streets rather than private properties, and for Metro to provide more
information on the alignment analysis, key factors, and screening process prior to any decisions
being made on a preferred route or LPA for the project.

Additional Studies & Engagement

To respond to community concerns and requests for more information, Metro plans to perform
additional alignment analysis in the southern portion of the project area. This area would be part of
first segment of construction, should the project be approved. In the coming months, staff will conduct
studies to explore and evaluate potential refinements to the alignment between 1-10 and Venice Blvd.
to minimize tunnels below the historic neighborhoods of LaFayette Square, Wellington Square and
Victoria Park.

The project team is currently reviewing all public comments received on the Draft EIR and preparing
a more comprehensive summary of the input received. Metro will continue to engage the public to
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work through concerns expressed by the community and share Metro’s findings from the additional
analysis to be performed following the comments received on the Draft EIR. This work will include but
is not limited to such tactics as stakeholder meetings, open house events, pop-up booths at
community events, newsletters, email blasts, website updates, and one-to-one conversations.

Contract Modification

Since the Contract was approved in 2020, Metro has modified the Contract with Connect Los
Angeles Partners, Joint Venture to extend the period of performance and reallocate existing funds to
support the preparation of the Draft EIR (see Attachment B-1). Contract Modification No. 4 would
increase the level of effort of technical environmental analysis, conceptual engineering, and
stakeholder engagement prior to any staff recommendation of an LPA. Metro will negotiate with
Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture and finalize the scope within a fair and reasonable
price, not-to-exceed $2.3 million.

Task Order No. PS44432008-030 with LAG was executed in 2020 to provide comprehensive
outreach effort to support the EIR for the K Line Northern Extension project. Modification No. 3 would
increase the level of effort for outreach and include tactics such as stakeholder meetings, open-
house events, pop-up booths at community events, newsletters, email blasts, website updates and
one-to-one conversations. This modification will also extend the period of performance from June 30,
2025, through December 31, 2025. Metro will negotiate with LAG and finalize the scope within a fair
and reasonable price, not-to-exceed $550,000.

Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture made a 21% Small Business Enterprise (SBE) and a
3.71% Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise commitment (see Attachment C-1). LAG made a 100%
SBE commitment and is meeting their SBE commitment (see Attachment C-2). Additional work
conducted with the contract modifications will include SBE/DVBEs firms to help meet commitments.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Approval of the modifications will not impact the safety standards for Metro’s customers or
employees.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

The Fiscal Year 2024-2025 budget includes approximately $8.26 Million assigned to the project (No.
475558) for professional services, support for environmental review and community engagement.
Since the Connect Us contract is a multi-year contract, the cost center Manager and Chief Planning
Officer would be responsible for budgeting planning work in future years and would coordinate with
other cost centers on during the annual budgeting process

Impact to Budget

Funding for this project comes from Measure M 35% Transit Capital.

EQUITY PLATFORM
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The Project would connect the regional rail network, providing a rapid rail connection from the South
Bay to Hollywood, increasing access to employment, education, housing, and regional centers. It
would also serve many Equity Focus Communities (EFCs) in areas such as West Adams, Mid-City,
West Hollywood and Hollywood along the K Line Northern Extension and connect to the D and B
Lines. Ridership data shows that the project will attract regional riders coming from the
neighborhoods south of the project area, expanding access for people living in the South Bay,
Inglewood, and South LA who want to access jobs in the central part of Los Angeles via the project.

Metro circulated materials and notices in English, Spanish, and Russian and held pop-up events at
community events (e.g. CicLAvia, Pride, farmers markets, and Taste of Soul) and transit riders
intercepts at bus stops in the project area to increase awareness of the Project and engage groups
who do not typically participate in community meetings. Public hearings included translators for
Spanish and Russian speakers based on area demographics. As part of future stages of project
development, Metro will expand partnerships with local community groups to help disseminate
project information, advise on outreach methods, and engage a diverse set of project stakeholders as
Metro advances the Project.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

The Project supports the following strategic plan goals identified in Vision 2028:
e Goal 1: Provide high-quality mobility options that enable people to spend less time traveling,
e Goal 3: Enhance communities and lives through mobility and access to opportunity, and

e Goal 5: Provide responsive, accountable, and trustworthy governance within the Metro
organization.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board may not approve the modifications. This is not recommended as it would not provide
additional resources needed to respond to public comments and concerns on the Draft EIR to help
inform future selection of an LPA by the Metro Board.

NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval, staff will continue working with the consultant team to complete studies to
respond to public comments. After completion of studies, Metro will share findings with the
community for input and develop a staff recommendation for future LPA selection.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A-1 - Procurement Summary

Attachment A-2 - Procurement Summary

Attachment B-1 - Contract Modification/Change Order Log
Attachment B-2 - Task Order Modification/Change Order Log
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Attachment C-1 - DEOD Summary
Attachment C-2 - DEOD Summary

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

Georgia Sheridan, Senior Director, Mobility Corridors, (213) 547-4255

Dolores Roybal Saltarelli, Executive Officer (Interim), Countywide Planning and
Development, (213) 922-3024

Allison Yoh, Interim Deputy Chief Planning Officer, Countywide Planning and
Development (213) 922-4812

Anthony Crump, Executive Officer, Community Relations, (213) 418-8392
Jody Litvak, Executive Officer, Community Relations, (213) 922-1240

Mark Dierking, Director, Community Relations, (213) 922-2426

Carolina Coppolo, Interim Deputy Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer,
(213) 922-4471

Ray Sosa, Chief Planning Officer, (213) 547-4274
Jennifer Vides, Chief Customer Experience Officer, (213) 922-4060

Chief Executive Officer
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PROCUREMENT SUMMARY
K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION TRANSIT CORRIDOR/AE64930000

ATTACHMENT A-1

-—

Contract Number: AE64930000

2, Contractor: Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture (WSP USA Inc. and AECOM
Technical Services, Inc.)

3. Mod. Work Description: Additional research and analysis to respond to public comments
received on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the K Line Northern Extension
Project and support future community engagement.

4. Contract Work Description: environmental analysis (CEQA) and advanced conceptual
engineering.

5. | The following data is current as of: 10/10/24

6. Contract Completion Status Financial Status
Contract Awarded: | 8/27/20 Contract Award $50,367,851

Amount:
Notice to Proceed N/A Total of $0
(NTP): Modifications
Approved:
Original Complete 4/26/23 Pending Not-to-Exceed (NTE)
Date: Modifications $2,300,000
(including this
action):
Current Est. 12/31/25 Current Contract NTE $52,667,851
Complete Date: Value (with this
action):

7. Contract Administrator:
Samira Baghdikian

8. Project Manager:

Roger Martin

Telephone Number:
(213) 922-1033
Telephone Number:
(213) 922-3069

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract Modification No. 4 issued to prepare
additional research and analysis to respond to public comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the K Line Northern Extension Project
and support future community engagement.

This Contract Modification will be processed in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition
Policy and the contract type is a firm fixed unit price.

On August 27, 2020, the Board awarded a 30-month contract to Connect Los
Angeles Partners, Joint Venture (WSP USA Inc. and AECOM Technical Services,
Inc.) for environmental analysis (CEQA) and advanced conceptual engineering for
the Crenshaw Northern Extension Corridor Project.

A total of three modifications have been issued to date.

Refer to Attachment B-1 — Contract Modification/Change Order Log.



B. Cost Analysis

The proposal will be subject to technical analysis, cost analysis, fact finding, and
negotiations to determine the fairness and reasonableness of price.



ATTACHMENT A-2
PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION/PS44432000-030

1. Contract Number: Task Order No. PS44432000-030
2. Contractor: Lee Andrews Group
3. Mod. Work Description: Prepare additional community engagement as part of the
environmental review process and period of performance extension from June 30, 2025
through December 31, 2025.
4. Contract Work Description: K Line Northern Extension Outreach
5. The following data is current as of: 10/10/24
6. Contract Completion Status Financial Status
Task Order 10/01/20 Contract Award $903,223
Awarded: Amount:
Notice to Proceed N/A Total of $0
(NTP): Modifications
Approved:
Original Complete 12/31/21 Pending Not-to-Exceed (NTE)
Date: Modifications $550,000
(including this
action):
Current Est. 12/31/25 Current Contract NTE $1,453,223
Complete Date: Value (with this
action):
7. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Antwaun Boykin (213) 922-1056
8. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Mark Dierking (213) 922-2426

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Modification No. 3 to Task Order No. PS444320000-
030 issued to prepare additional community engagement as part of the
environmental review process for the K Line Northern Extension Project. This
Modification also extends the period of performance from June 30, 2025 through
December 31, 2025.

This Task Order Modification will be processed in accordance with Metro’s
Acquisition Policy and the task order type is a firm fixed unit rate.

On October 1, 2020, staff awarded a fourteen-month task order to Lee Andrews
Group to provide comprehensive outreach efforts to support the environmental
impact report for the K Line Northern Extension Project.

Two modifications have been issued to date.

Refer to Attachment B-2 — Task Order Modification/Change Order Log.



B. Cost Analysis

The proposal will be subject to technical analysis, cost analysis, fact finding, and
negotiations to determine the fairness and reasonableness of price.



CONTRACT MODIFICATION/CHANGE ORDER LOG

ATTACHMENT B-1

K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION TRANSIT CORRIDOR/AE64930000

Status
N,LOd' Description (approved Date $ Amount
o. or
pending)

1 No cost period of performance (POP) | Approved | 02/02/23 $0
extension through 12/29/23.

2 No cost POP extension through Approved | 11/29/23 $0
4/30/24.

3 Reallocation of tasks and other direct | Approved | 04/29/24 $0
costs and POP extension through
12/31/25.

4 Additional research and analysis to Pending | Pending | Not-to-Exceed
respond to public comments (NTE)
received on the draft environmental $2,300,000
impact report and support for future
community engagement.

Modification Total: NTE $2,300,000
Original Contract: 08/27/20 $50,367,851

Total:

NTE $52,667,851




ATTACHMENT B-2

TASK ORDER MODIFICATION/CHANGE ORDER LOG

K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION/PS44432000-030

Status
Nr!lc:f' Description (app;t:ved Date $ Amount
pending)
No cost period of performance (POP) | Approved | 02/13/23 $0
1 extension through 06/30/24.
No cost POP extension through Approved | 06/13/24 $0
2 06/30/25.
Prepare additional community Pending Pending | Not-to-Exceed
engagement as part of the (NTE)
environmental review process and $550,000
3 POP extension through 12/31/25.
Total Modification: NTE $550,000
Original Task Order: 10/01/20 $903,223
Total: NTE $1,453,223




ATTACHMENT C-1

DEOD SUMMARY
K-LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION PROJECT/AE64930000

A. Small Business Participation

Connect Los Angeles Partners, A Joint Venture (CLAP) made a 21% Small
Business Enterprise (SBE) and a 3.71% Disabled Veteran Business Enterprise
commitment. The project is 54% complete and the current level of SBE participation
is 16.36%, representing a shortfall of 4.64% and the DVBE participation is 6.50%,
exceeding the commitment by 2.79%.

CLAP has a shortfall mitigation plan on file and contends that the shortfall is due to
the scopes allocated to certain SBE and DVBE firms that have not yet been
advanced by Metro. CLAP further contends that project changes in policy, project
definition, and project needs have directly impacted the utilization of its SBE and
DVBE subcontractors, as confirmed by Metro’s Project Manager. CLAP reported
that it projects the shortfall to be mitigated when scopes assigned to the firms are
advanced and anticipates meeting the SBE and DVBE commitment by December
2025.

Small Business 21.00% SBE Small Business 16.36% SBE
Commitment 3.71% DVBE | Participation 6.50%
DVBE
SBE Subcontractors % Committed Current
Participation’
1. Connetics Transportation Group, 0.29% 0.47%
Inc.
2 Del Richardson & Associates 1.17% 1.36%
3 Here Design Studio, LLC 1.00% 0.64%
4. Intueor Consulting, Inc. 4.37% 1.51%
5. Jenkins/Gales & Martinez, Inc. 0.56% 0.34%
6 JKH Consulting, LLC 0.11% 0.00%
7 MLA Green, Inc. 0.63% 0.41%
8 RAW International 2.34% 2.97%
9. Suenram & Associates, Inc. 2.02% 1.70%
10. Systems Consulting, LLC 0.47% 0.62%
11. V&A, Inc. 5.31% 4.32%
12. Vicus LLC 2.31% 1.22%
13. Zephyr UAS, Inc. 0.42% 0.80%
Total 21.00% 16.36%




DVBE Subcontractors % Committed Current
Participation’
1. | Conaway Geomatics 2.70% 5.32%
2. | Leland Saylor Associates 0.71% 1.08%
3. | MA Engineering 0.30% 0.10%
Total 3. 6.50%

"Current Participation = Total Actual amount Paid-to-Date to DBE firms +Total Actual Amount Paid-to-date to Prime.

B. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this modification.

C. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing Wage requirements are applicable to this modification. DEOD will monitor
contractors’ compliance with the State of California Department of Industrial
Relations (DIR), California Labor Code, and, if federally funded, the U S Department
of Labor (DOL) Davis Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA).

D. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract. PLA/CCP is applicable only to construction contracts that have a
construction related value in excess of $2.5 million.



ATTACHMENT C-2

DEOD SUMMARY
K LINE NORTHERN EXTENSION PROJECT/PS44432008-030

A. Small Business Participation

Lee Andrews Group, Inc. (LAG), a Small Business (SB) prime bench participant,
made an overall 80% DBE, 80% SBE and a 3% DVBE commitment on this Task
Order (TO) contract. To date, LAG has been awarded thirteen (13) non-federally
funded TO’s. LAG has not been awarded any federally funded TO’s nor has any
TO'’s that included scope allocated to LAG’s DVBE firms been advanced by Metro.
The project is 47% complete and the current level of overall SBE participation is
100%, exceeding the commitment by 20%.

On the K Line Northern Extension Project TO-030 (PS44432041), LAG made a
100% SBE commitment. The TO is 43% complete and the current level of SBE
participation is 100%, meeting the SBE commitment.

Small Business 100% SBE Small Business 100% SBE
Utilization Participation
Commitment

SBE Subcontractors % Committed Current
Participation’
1. Lee Andrews Group, SB Prime 100% 97.26%
2. JKH Consulting, LLC Added 0.13%
3 Trifiletti Consulting, Inc. Added 2.61%
Total 100% 100%

"Current Participation = Total Actual amount Paid-to-Date to SBE firms +Total Actual Amount Paid-to-date to Prime.

B. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this modification.

C. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing Wage requirements are applicable to this modification. DEOD will monitor
contractors’ compliance with the State of California Department of Industrial



Relations (DIR), California Labor Code, and, if federally funded, the U S Department
of Labor (DOL) Davis Bacon and Related Acts (DBRA).

. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract. PLA/CCP is applicable only to construction contracts that have a
construction related value in excess of $2.5 million.
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Recommendation for the Metro Board

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer (CEO) to negotiate and execute:

A. Modification No. 4 to Contract No. AE64930000 for a Not-to-Exceed (NTE) amount
of $2,300,000 with Connect Los Angeles Partners, Joint Venture (WSP USA Inc. and
AECOM Technical Services, Inc.) to prepare additional technical environmental
analysis and conceptual engineering to respond to public comments received on the
Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the K Line Northern Extension Project
and support future community engagement efforts increasing the contract value
from $50,367,851 to a NTE $52,667,851; and

A. Modification No. 3 to Task Order No. PS44432008-030 for an NTE amount of
$550,000 with Lee Andrews Group (LAG) to prepare additional community
engagement as part of the environmental review process, increasing the task order
value from $903,223 to NTE $1,453,223 and extend the period of performance from
June 30, 2025 through December 31, 2025.

D Metro



K Line Northern Extension (KNE) Overview
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K Line Northern Extension Alignments
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Recent Engagement & Feedback

Released Draft EIR on July 23rd for 60-day public comment
period that closed September 20th

Held 3 public hearings and community meeting on Sept 4th
at Nate Holden Performing Arts Center

Currently reviewing 1,300 comments
Common themes heard at recent meetings
* Concerns about outreach and notification

* Concerns about real estate values and tunneling under
homes

* Questions about the screening process for alignment
options and decision-making to select a preferred route
(between proposed Crenshaw/Adams Station and
Midtown Crossing Station located near Victoria Park,
LaFayette and Wellington Square neighborhoods) =

@ Metro' KNE Public Hearing (August 10, 2024)




Next Steps with Contract Modifications

Metro will continue to review public comments. Pending approval of the contract
modifications, the project team would perform additional studies and share findings with the
community for input.

 Evaluate potential refinements to the alignment between I-10 and Venice Blvd. to minimize
tunnels below the historic neighborhoods of LaFayette Square, Wellington Square and
Victoria Park.

* Provide summary of tunnel analysis performed for Draft EIR per CEQA and findings from D
Line construction to provide clarity on existing data for ground conditions and identify where
supplemental analysis could occur to address community concerns (e.g. noise, vibration,
settlement, potential affects to older buildings and historic structures).

« Share findings from additional analysis with the community to respond to questions and
concerns.

« Continue to gather input on the project to inform future staff recommendation on the
preferred route (Locally Preferred Alternative).

D Metro
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PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 23, 2024
SUBJECT: STREET SAFETY, DATA SHARING AND COLLABORATION PROGRAM
ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMENDATION

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a two-year firm, fixed price Contract No.
PS120787000, to Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. for the Street Safety, Data Sharing, and
Collaboration Action Plan in the amount of $1,108,043, subject to resolution of properly submitted
protest(s), if any.

ISSUE

Staff is seeking the Board’s approval of a contract award to implement Metro’s Street Safety, Data
Sharing, and Collaboration Action Plan and support street safety efforts. This work will include the

development of two annual progress reports, technical support, interagency coordination, and data
compilation and analysis.

BACKGROUND

In January 2021, the Board approved Motion 55 Metro Street Safety Policy by Directors Garcetti,
Solis, Mitchell, and Bonin in support of helping to address the critical public health crisis of unsafe
streets. (Attachment A) The motion instructed staff to report back on the development of a Street
Safety Policy; a countywide street safety data collection program developed in partnership with local,
regional, state, and federal partners; and an assessment of internal risk and liability to the safety of
all Metro-provided public transportation services.

In June 2022, the Board adopted the Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy, which
includes four interrelated goals: 1. Improve Safety 2. Robust Data Sharing & Analysis 3. Equity Lens,
and 4. Improve Collaboration. The Policy underscores that local jurisdictions and state agencies have
the frontline responsibility for street safety. The Policy further emphasizes the safety needs of transit
riders, especially those from vulnerable populations, in accessing Metro’s transit stations and bus
stops. The Policy features an action plan that emphasizes steps to improve safety for transit riders. It
further supports local efforts by developing and sharing unique and valuable data sources available
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to Metro as a Countywide transit and transportation planner. The proposed Action Plan contained in
the policy includes draft objectives and action items for seven of Metro’s roles as an agency:
Operator, Planner and Builder, Funder, Data Collaborator, Legislative Advocate, Educator, and
Innovator. Furthermore, the policy requires annual reports on progress in implementing the action
plan and achieving the goals of the policy.

In February 2023, Metro was awarded a Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) federal grant in the

amount of $6,320,257, in partnership with the Los Angeles County Department of Public Health and

the Gateway Cities Council of Governments. This contract will advance a segment of Metro’s portion
of the grant to develop a comprehensive Safety Action

Plan and provide annual progress reports on the development, adoption, and innovative approaches
to pilot the policy countywide.

DISCUSSION

In LA County, fatalities from vehicle collisions increased by nearly 20% between 2020 and 2021.
People walking are involved in 8% of all collisions but account for 44% of those killed in collisions.
Since a majority riders access Metro’s transit stations and bus stops by walking, biking, or rolling,
Metro is situated in a unique position to support local agencies as they implement strategies to
improve street safety. Through the Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy and SS4A
grant, Metro will be able to identify a set of activities that is appropriate to Metro’s role as a
transportation agency and that supports local jurisdictions who have a frontline responsibility for
street safety. The contract award will support a portion of these activities, including:

* Development of annual progress reports

+ Development of a federally recognized safety action plan

» Creation of effective data collaboration arrangements

» Support for technical work associated with Metro’s seven functional roles in the policy
+ Development of a data sharing platform (optional)

Other actions directed by the Policy will be undertaken by Metro staff. The support provided under
this contract will be critical in addressing the public health crisis of unsafe streets. It will help Metro
ensure accountability, identify opportunities, and comply with the Board-adopted policy and will also
provide support to jurisdictions as they develop safety action plans and implement and measure
mitigation measures.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

Approval of this contract award will help improve safety outcomes for road users, especially those in
vulnerable groups such as pedestrians, people using bicycles and other rolling modes, and transit
riders.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

In FY25, $500,000 is budgeted in Cost Center 4340, Project # 473002 “Street Safety Program”,
Account 50316 for Professional services. Since this is a multi-year contract, the Project Manager and
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Chief Planning Officer will be responsible for budgeting in future years.

Impact to Budget

Funding for this project is provided by Measure M 2% Active Transportation and the SS4A grant.

EQUITY PLATFORM

Implementation of the Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy can help reduce
disproportionate harm experienced by vulnerable road users caused by unsafe streets. The annual
progress reports will include an equity-focused assessment that will identify and recommend
corrective actions where needed. The contractor will use Metro’s Equity Focus Communities (EFC)
maps and other equity tools to analyze data and provide targeted recommendations. Local
jurisdictions and agencies have primary responsibility for advancing street safety efforts, and Metro
has identified unique, targeted inputs to support those local efforts. The safety action plan deliverable
will help partner agencies, especially lower-resourced cities, be able to develop plans of their own.
Additionally, the data collaboration task will identify gaps in data and consolidate, compile, and
analyze data that can be used for street safety efforts countywide. The technical support provided for
Metro’s seven roles in the policy will also be completed through an equity lens and will be
implemented by the corresponding Metro group leading the work.

The Diversity and Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) established a 24% Disadvantaged
Business Enterprise (DBE) goal for this solicitation. Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc., exceeded the
goal by making a 32.86% DBE commitment.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

Awarding this contract will advance the following goals of Vision 2028:

1. Provide high-quality mobility options that enable people to spend less time traveling by
reducing roadway collisions and injuries.

2. Deliver outstanding trip experiences for all users of the transportation system by improving trip
safety and comfort.

3. Enhance communities and lives through mobility and access to opportunity by improving
access to safe, complete streets through an equity lens.

4. Transform LA County through regional collaboration and national leadership by facilitating
external street safety data collaboration and partnerships

5. Provide responsive, accountable, and trustworthy governance within the Metro organization by
fostering internal street safety data collaboration.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could choose not to approve this contract award. This is not recommended, as the
support from this contract award will execute Metro Board-directed policy. Additionally, delaying the
work that the contractor will deliver would stall critical street safety activities that provide safe
pathways to transit, especially for vulnerable communities.
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NEXT STEPS

Upon Board approval, staff will execute Contract No. PS120787000 with Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc. to implement Metro’s Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy and
Action Plan and support street safety efforts. These activities will continue to advance Board

direction.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - Motion 55 Metro Street Safety Policy
Attachment B - Procurement Summary
Attachment C - DEOD Summary

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

Neha Chawla, Senior Manager, Transportation Planning, (213) 922-3984
Jacob Lieb, Senior Director, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 547-
4272

Avital Barnea, Senior Executive Officer, Multimodal Integrated Planning, (213)
547-4317

Allison Yoh, Interim Deputy Chief Planning Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 922-4812

Carolina Coppolo, Interim Deputy Chief Vendor/Contract Management Officer,
(213) 922-4471

Raymond Lopez, Deputy Executive Officer, Corporate Safety, (213) 922-4065

Ray Sosa, Chief Planning Officer, Countywide Planning & Development, (213)
547-4274

Chief Executive Officer
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Los Angeles County
M etrO Metropolitan Transportation
Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA
Metro Board Report
File #: 2020-0928, File Type: Motion / Motion Response Agenda Number: 55.

REGULAR BOARD MEETING
JANUARY 28, 2021

Motion by:
DIRECTORS GARCETTI, SOLIS, MITCHELL, AND BONIN
Metro Street Safety Policy

Street safety is a growing concern for communities across the globe. L.A. County vehicle crashes
injured more than 91,000 people and killed 860 people in 2017. Traffic crashes are the leading cause
of death for children ages 5-14 and the fourth-leading cause of premature death overall. In low-
income communities and communities of color, impacts of vehicle crashes are often more severe
because of inadequate infrastructure and higher vehicular speeds resulting from decades of
inequitable transportation investments. To address street safety, L.A. County and many cities within
the county have adopted street safety policies.

Metro’s Vision 2028 Strategic Plan includes initiative 1.2.E to improve safety on the transit system
and reduce roadway collisions and injuries. This initiative will be of increasing importance as the
agency recovers from the COVID-19 pandemic. Safety and perception of safety will influence mode
choice as people return to more daily travel. Street users need to feel safe accessing the Metro
system. The risk of increasing Vehicle Miles Traveled during COVID-19 recovery is a pending threat
to meeting the aggressive climate goals dictated by SB 375. Metro will benefit from working with state
and local efforts to make streets safer.

Metro does not regulate local streets but can support safer streets within L.A. County through:
e Interfacing with the local public right-of-way, especially through Metro Bus Rapid Transit,
Active Transportation Corridors, First/Last Mile projects, and Highway projects
e Funding priorities for local projects
e Transportation operations, Transportation Demand Management, and public outreach and
engagement
e State and federal advocacy

SUBJECT: METRO STREET SAFETY POLICY

RECOMMENDATION
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APPROVE Motion by Directors Garcetti, Solis, Mitchell, and Bonin that the Board of Directors direct
the CEO, in consultation with the Executive Officer for Equity and Race, to report back on:

A. Developing a Street Safety Policy addressing the points discussed above;
B. Creating a countywide data collection program, working in partnership with SCAG, L.A.
County Department of Public Health, RIITS, and any other local, state, or federal partners, to

design a program to document and analyze serious injuries and fatalities from transportation; and

C. Assessing internal risk and liability to safety of all Metro-provided public transportation
services.
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ATTACHMENT B

PROCUREMENT SUMMARY

STREET SAFETY, DATA SHARING, AND COLLABORATION PROGRAM
PS120787000

Contract Number: PS120787000

2. Recommended Vendor: Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

3. | Type of Procurement (check one): [ |IFB X RFP [ | RFP-A&E
[ ] Non-Competitive [ | Modification [ | Task Order

4. Procurement Dates:

A. Issued: April 10, 2024

B. Advertised/Publicized: April 10, 2024

C. Pre-Proposal Conference: April 18, 2024

D. Proposals Due: May 15, 2024

E. Pre-Qualification Completed: August 21, 2024

F. Ethics Declaration Forms submitted to Ethics: May 15, 2024
G. Protest Period End Date: October 29, 2024

-—

5. Solicitations Picked Bids/Proposals Received:
up/Downloaded:
68 3
6. Contract Administrator: Telephone Number:
Yamil Ramirez Roman (213) 922-1064
7. Project Manager: Telephone Number:
Neha Chawla (213) 922-3984

A. Procurement Background

This Board Action is to approve Contract No. PS120787000 issued in support of
Metro’s Street Safety, Data Sharing and Collaboration Policy and Action Plan. Board
approval of contract awards are subject to resolution of any properly submitted
protest(s), if any.

The Request for Proposals (RFP) was issued in accordance with Metro’s Acquisition
Policy and the contract type is firm fixed price. The Diversity & Economic
Opportunity Department recommended a Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE)
contract goal of 24% for this procurement.

One amendment was issued during the solicitation phase of this RFP:
e Amendment No. 1, issued on May 2, 2024, extended the proposal due date.

A total of 68 firms downloaded the RFP and were included in the planholders list. A
virtual pre-proposal meeting was held on April 18, 2024, and was attended by 17
participants representing 13 companies. There were 19 questions received and
responses were released prior to the proposal due date.

A total of three proposals were received by May 15, 2024, from the following firms
listed below in alphabetical order:

No. 1.0.10
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1. Cambridge Systematics, Inc.
2. Fehr & Peers
3. Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.

B. Evaluation of Proposals

A Proposal Evaluation Team (PET) consisting of staff from Metro’s First/Last Mile
Department, Intelligent Transportation Systems Department, and the Los Angeles
County Department of Public Health was convened and conducted a comprehensive
technical evaluation of the proposals received.

The proposals were evaluated based on the following evaluation criteria and
weights:

e Demonstrate Knowledge of Project 20%
e Background and Experience 30%
e Skills and Technical Work 30%
e Cost Proposal 20%

Several factors were considered when developing these weights, giving the greatest
importance to background and experience, and skills and technical work.

During the period of June 4, 2024 to June 20, 2024, the PET independently
evaluated and scored the technical proposals. All three firms were determined to be
in the competitive range and were invited for oral presentations on July 1, 2024. The
firms had the opportunity to present their qualifications, and respond to questions
from the PET. Following the oral presentations, the PET finalized their scores and
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. was determined to be the highest ranked
proposer.

Qualifications Summary of Firms within the Competitive Range:

KIMLEY-HORN AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc.’s (KH) proposal demonstrated a strong technical
response to managing the project and meeting the stated deliverables. The proposal
demonstrated a good understanding of the project’s objectives and provided a good
approach to executing the scope of services.

KH’s key personnel have experience working together on various relevant projects

developing and presenting annual reports. The proposer highlighted their approach
to streamlining the development of annual reports, including creating templates and
setting up data visualizations that can be used in various platforms.

KH’s proposal demonstrated a clear understanding and commitment to prioritizing

the most vulnerable road users and historically underinvested communities. The key
No. 1.0.10
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personnel exhibited extensive experience working on various applicable traffic
safety, active transportation, and Vision Zero related plans and data projects.

CAMBRIDGE SYSTEMATICS, INC.

Cambridge Systematics Inc. (Cambridge) demonstrated a good understanding of the
statewide, regional, and local contexts. The proposal highlighted experience
compiling and presenting data, including experience proposing recommendations
and building consensus which have led to the adoption of policies within LA County.

Cambridge’s proposed key personnel demonstrated experience with street safety
reports, active transportation planning, first/last mile planning, complete streets
training and data analysis. The proposal also demonstrated an understanding of
parallel work efforts and provided a multi-disciplinary team, with an understanding of
the needs of stakeholders.

However, the proposal did not properly demonstrate how the team would effectively
partner and collaborate with Metro’s Equity Focus Communities.

FEHR & PEERS

Fehr & Peers (Fehr) demonstrated an understanding of the needs of the scope of
services to address the agency’s goals towards street safety. The proposed key
personnel’s resumes demonstrated relevant work experience to perform the project
scope. The proposal demonstrated a creative approach to data presentation and
report, and their ability to be creative and develop innovative approaches to
engagement.

However, Fehr’'s proposal did not demonstrate the ability to effectively partner and
work with Metro’s Equity Focus Communities or how the team would incorporate
equity into all the project elements.

A summary of the PET scores is provided below:

Weighted

Average Factor Average

1 Firm Score Weight Score Rank
Kimley-Horn and Associates,

2 | Inc.
3 | Demonstrate Knowledge of Project 84.15 20.00% 16.83
4 | Background and Experience 81.10 30.00% 24.33
5 | Skills and Technical Work 73.90 30.00% 2217
6 | Cost Proposal 100.00 20.00% 20.00
7 | Total 100.00% 83.33 1
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8 | Cambridge Systematics, Inc.

9 | Demonstrate Knowledge of Project 75.85 20.00% 15.17

10 | Background and Experience 79.43 30.00% 23.83

11 | Skills and Technical Work . 30.00% 23.33

12 | Cost Proposal 97.79 20.00% 19.56

13 | Total 100.00% 81.89 2
14 | Fehr & Peers

15 | Demonstrate Knowledge of Project 77.50 20.00% 15.50

16 | Background and Experience 75.57 30.00% 22.67

17 | Skills and Technical Work 77.23 30.00% 23.17

18 | Cost Proposal 84.80 20.00% 16.96

19 | Total 100.00% 78.30 3

C. Price Analysis

The recommended price has been determined to be fair and reasonable based upon
adequate competition, negotiations, technical evaluation and price analysis. Metro
successfully negotiated a cost savings of $13,777.

Proposal Negotiated
Proposer Name Amount Metro ICE Amount
1. | Kimley-Horn and $1,121,820 $2,796,475 $1,108,043
Associates, Inc.
2. | Cambridge $1,147,142
Systematics, Inc.
3. | Fehr & Peers $1,322,831

The variance between the ICE and negotiated amount is due to higher-than-average
hourly rates used for all labor categories included in the ICE. The contractor’s
proposed level of effort was in line with Metro’s ICE.

D. Background on Recommended Contractor

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (KH), located in Los Angeles, CA, has been in
business for over 50 years and provides planning, surveying, engineering, and
design consulting services. KH'’s relevant experience includes projects such as
Safety Program Support Services for Caltrans, Local Road Safety Plan for the City
of Maywood, and a Safety Action Plan for the City of Monterrey. KH has provided
services for Metro and performance has been satisfactory.

The proposed team is comprised of staff from KH and two DBE subcontractors.
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ATTACHMENT C

DEOD SUMMARY

STREET SAFETY, DATA SHARING, AND COLLABORATION POLICY
AND ACTION PLAN / PS120787000

. Small Business Participation

The Diversity and Economic Opportunity Department (DEOD) established a 24%
Disadvantaged Business Enterprise (DBE) goal for this solicitation. Kimley-Horn
and Associates, Inc., exceeded the goal by making a 32.86% DBE commitment.

Small Business 24% DBE Small Business 32.86% DBE
Goal Commitment
DBE Subcontractor Ethnicity % Committed
1. Here Design Studio DBA African American 27.30%
Here LA
2. Lemmon Planning Caucasian Female 5.56%
Total Commitment 32.86%

. Local Small Business Enterprise (LSBE) Preference

The LSBE preference is not applicable to federally funded procurements. Federal
law (49 CFR § 661.21) prohibits the use of local procurement preferences on FTA-
funded projects.

. Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy Applicability

The Living Wage and Service Contract Worker Retention Policy is not applicable to
this contract.

. Prevailing Wage Applicability

Prevailing Wage is not applicable to this contract.

. Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy

Project Labor Agreement/Construction Careers Policy is not applicable to this
Contract. PLA/CCP is applicable only to construction contracts that have a
construction related value in excess of $2.5 million.

No. 1.0.10
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Staff Recommendation

AUTHORIZE the Chief Executive Officer to award a two-year firm, fixed price

Contract No. PS120787000, to Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. for the Street Safety,
Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy and Action Plan in an amount of

$1,108,042.73, subject to resolution of protest(s), if any.




Street Safety at Metro

In LA County, vehicle collisions killed January 2021: Metro Board calls for a
more than 700 people and injured nearly Street Safety, Data Sharing and
90,000 in 2019 Collaboration Policy
In LA County fatalities from vehicle June 2022: Metro Board approves the
collisions increased by nearly 20% Street Safety, Data Sharing and
between 2020 and 2021 Collaboration Policy and Action Plan.

/February 2023: Metro receives a $6§
million federal Safe Streets and Roads

People walking are involved in 8% of all for All (SS4A) discretionary grant
collisions but account for 44% of those award for work to be completed by
killed in collisions Metro, the LA County Department of

Public Health, the Gateway Cities
K COG, and five subrecipient cities. /
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To advance the Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy and
Metro’s portion of the SS4A grant, staff need support services for:

> Development of annual progress reports
> Development of a federally recognized safety action plan
> Creation of effective data collaboration arrangements

> Support for technical work associated with Metro’s seven functional roles in
the policy

> Development of a data sharing platform (optional)

M,



Work performed under this contract will:
> Contribute to reducing disproportionate harm from unsafe streets to vulnerable road users
> |ldentify and recommend corrective actions where needed

> Use Metro’s Equity Focus Communities (EFC) maps and other equity tools to analyze data
and provide targeted recommendations

> Help partner agencies, especially lower-resourced cities, be able to develop plans of their
own

M,



> Upon Board approval, staff will execute Contract No. PS120787000 with Kimley-Horn and
Associates, Inc. to implement Metro’s Street Safety, Data Sharing, and Collaboration Policy
and to support street safety efforts. These activities will continue to advance Board
direction.



Los Angeles County
M etrO Metropolitan Transportation

Authority
One Gateway Plaza
@ 3rd Floor Board Room
Los Angeles, CA
Metro Board Report
File #: 2024-0156, File Type: Plan Agenda Number: 13.

PLANNING AND PROGRAMMING COMMITTEE
OCTOBER 23, 2024

SUBJECT: FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN FOR THE EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
PROJECT

ACTION: APPROVE RECOMMENDATION

RECOMMENDATION

ADOPT the First/Last Mile Plan for the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project (Attachment A).
ISSUE

The First/Last Mile (FLM) Plan (Plan) for the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project (Project) was
prepared following established Metro Board policies, including the FLM Guidelines. The Plan
includes a prioritized project list of FLM improvements for all of the seven stations of the full nine-mile
Project: Atlantic, Atlantic/Whittier, Commerce/Citadel, Greenwood, Rosemead, Norwalk, and
Lambert. These stations serve the cities of Commerce, Montebello, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs,
and Whittier, and the unincorporated communities of East Los Angeles and West Whittier-Los Nietos.
The Board'’s adoption of the Plan furthers Metro’s goals, as the implementation of the Plan will
provide pathways to transit for people of all ages and abilities, improve the safety of public streets
and sidewalks for active transportation users, promote a healthy and active lifestyle, and reduce
dependency on vehicle trips. Additionally, the Plan better positions FLM improvements for funding
and implementation.

BACKGROUND

As part of the Existing Conditions Analysis, the project team coordinated with local jurisdictions to
review plans, policies, and projects that overlap the seven proposed stations and the three-mile
wheel zone, equating to a 15-minute roll to/from the station using devices such as bicycles,
wheelchairs, scooters, etc. There are several active transportation investments near the project area,
including Measure M-funded projects in Pico Rivera, Commerce, and East Los Angeles.

The Plan includes a list of projects that improve safety, comfort, and access for pedestrians,
bicyclists, and other wheeled users to the seven Project stations. Pedestrian projects are identified
within the 2-mile radius around each station and wheel/bicycle projects are identified within the 3-
mile radius around each station.
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The Metro FLM planning methodology, described in the 2021 First/Last Mile Guidelines, was used as
the basis for Plan development.

Additional supporting documentation for the plan, including the Rough Order of Magnitude (ROM)
Cost Estimates for FLM priority projects, and conceptual illustrations will be included in a final
published plan document after Board adoption.

DISCUSSION

Plan Summary and Key Findings

There are a range of access, safety, and user experience issues affecting the seven stations
including high traffic speeds and volume, incomplete bike networks, a lack of shade, and poor
crossing and sidewalk conditions. The Plan presents a prioritized list of projects to address these
issues and improve safety, connectivity, and station accessibility for pedestrians and wheeled users
(including bicycles, scooters, and other modes of non-motorized wheeled transportation). Broadly,
improvements include, but are not limited to, new or improved sidewalks and crosswalks, bus stop
improvements, pedestrian lighting, landscaping and shade, traffic calming, and various types of
bicycle facilities to prioritize safety for all ages and abilities.

In total, 273 pedestrian projects were identified, with 202 pedestrian projects prioritized, averaging 29
priority pedestrian projects per station. For wheel/bicycle projects, a total of 116 projects were
identified, with 66 prioritized, averaging 9 priority wheel/bicycle projects per station. The number of
projects proposed for each station area differs due to distinct land uses and street grids. The full list
of projects for each station is included in the Plan, available in Attachment A. The final published plan
will also contain additional background and reference material and may contain non-substantive
format and text edits.

Process

Following community engagement, the project team developed a list of projects on primary and
secondary pathways for each station. The team then applied prioritization to the project list, based on
Metro’s adopted FLM Prioritization Methodology , resulting in a set of priority projects on primary
pathways. These priority projects are eligible for local jurisdictions to advance toward design and
construction.

Under Method 3 - Local Flexibility in the adopted FLM Prioritization Methodology, local jurisdictions
can propose priority projects for Metro’s review and approval. Metro received 50 project proposals
from local jurisdictions and approved 45 total projects. Metro staff recommends including proposed
projects based on Board-approved criteria, such as a project’s clear evidence of community support.
Projects not recommended for inclusion are either not geared around access and safety
improvements for walking and wheeled modes or lack a clear nexus to the transit station.

Coordination with Local Agencies
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FLM projects require close coordination with the local agencies that control the rights-of-way around
Metro stations. Metro held a series of meetings with agency staff from the cities of Commerce,
Montebello, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, Whittier, and Los Angeles County. Staff held office hours
with local agencies to review pathway networks and engagement outcomes, and to preview the next
steps. Staff then held a series of working sessions to review the project list and discuss agency
project proposals. Staff also provided a review and comment period for the prioritized project list and
ROM cost estimates.

Staff provided periodic updates to the Gateway Cities Council of Governments (COG) and the
Washington Boulevard Coalition and participated in regular monthly briefings for Metro Board Office
staff.

Community Engagement

The project team included strategic compensated partnerships with three community-based
organizations (CBO): People for Mobility Justice, Public Matters, and Strength-Based Community
Change. The CBOs were an invaluable asset in shaping engagement strategies and recruiting
community members to participate in engagement activities.

With strategic guidance from CBO partners, staff developed a comprehensive Community
Engagement Strategy (CES). The CES included specific strategies to engage community members
and elevate the needs of transit riders. Staff conducted 16 in-person activities, including six
community walk/wheel audits, two community walk audits, seven pop-up events, and one FLM
Partnership Briefing. Additionally, seven technical walk audits were conducted and attended by the
project team, city and county staff, and CBO partners. Staff also launched and promoted an online
map-based survey. The community feedback resulted in a rich body of data that informed the
development of the prioritized project list, particularly emphasizing a need for shade and pedestrian
and cyclist lighting. Community participation was integral to the decision-making process and crafting
a project list that truly reflects the needs and aspirations of each community. Future community
outreach efforts will also focus on engaging community members with varying mobility needs,
including those in wheelchairs.

DETERMINATION OF SAFETY IMPACT

This Plan presents project ideas that promote improved safety for people walking or using non-
motorized wheeled transportation around future Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 stations.

FINANCIAL IMPACT

Adoption of this Plan has no impact on the budget. Preparation of the Plan is included in the adopted
budget for FY25, and budgeted in Cost Center 4310, Project # 460232, Task 02.03.

Project implementation is led by local jurisdictions;Projects included in this Plan enable local
agencies to design and construct the project as part of their 3% local match requirement for the
separate Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Light Rail Project. .
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Impact to Budget

The source of fund for this project is Measure R 35% Transit Capital. This fund source is not eligible
for Metro bus and rail operations expenses.

EQUITY PLATFORM

The Plan proposes projects that will improve safety, comfort, and accessibility for the most vulnerable
users of our streets - pedestrians and bicyclists. Much of the transit corridor, excluding Whittier, are
included in the top 20 percent of overall CalEnviroScreen scores. The jurisdictions along the transit
corridor, excluding Whittier, are classified by Metro as Equity Focus Communities.

The Plan was developed with significant community feedback, summarized in the Community
Engagement section of this report, with additional detail available in Attachment A. Partnerships with
CBOs were integral to broaden the engagement efforts and increase participation from communities
that are generally underrepresented in public participation processes. Materials and activities for
community engagement were made available in English and Spanish.

In addition to the three CBO partners, Public Matters also engaged five CBOs from East Los Angeles
to develop Community-Led Video Tours. These groups included The Garage Board Shop, Eastmont
Community Center, East LA Women'’s Center, East LA Runner’s Club, and Moving Con Safos.

In the development of the Plan, the project team coordinated closely with the six jurisdictions along
the corridor. Should the cities advance this concept-level Plan, additional research and community
engagement are encouraged to better understand and mitigate potential impacts and ensure the
project’s benefits are equitably distributed.

IMPLEMENTATION OF STRATEGIC PLAN GOALS

The recommended actions support two Strategic Plan goals:

e Deliver outstanding trip experiences (Goal #2): the FLM plan recognizes that trip experience
includes time getting to and from transit stations. The Plan prepares projects that make trip
experiences safer, more comfortable, and more accessible.

e Transform LA County through collaboration and leadership (Goal #4): Metro is uniquely
situated to prepare FLM plans that span jurisdictional boundaries. In adopting this Plan, Metro
is leading in this area by preparing FLM projects at the future Atlantic, Atlantic/Whittier,
Commerce/Citadel, Greenwood, Rosemead, Norwalk, and Lambert Stations.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

The Board could decide not to approve the FLM Plan. This is not recommended for the following
reasons:
1) May 2016 Board approved Motion 14.1 by Directors Garcetti, Bonin, Kuehl, Solis, DuBois, and
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Najarian, First - Last Mile (Attachment B), directs FLM projects to be incorporated into transit
corridor project delivery; and
2) An adopted plan better positions the FLM projects for future grant funding opportunities.

NEXT STEPS

Following the FLM Plan adoption, staff anticipates commencing post-plan activities with cities that
choose to advance FLM priority projects toward design and construction. This includes entering into
cooperative agreements with cities to advance priority projects eligible for 3% contribution and
supporting multi-jurisdictional coordination as needed.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment A - First/Last Mile Plan for Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project
Attachment B - Motion 14.1 - First-Last Mile

Prepared by: Mariko Toy, Senior Transportation Planner, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 547-4330
Neha Chawla, Senior Manager, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 922
-3984
Jacob Lieb, Senior Director, Countywide Planning & Development, (213) 547-
4272
Avital Barnea, Senior Executive Officer, Countywide Planning & Development,
(213) 547-4317
Allison Yoh, Interim Deputy Chief Planning Officer, Countywide Planning &
Development, (213) 922-4812

Reviewed by: Ray Sosa, Chief Planning Officer, Countywide Planning & Development, (213)
547-4274

Chief Executive Officer
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

ADT Average Daily Traffic

b Bike lane

bu Striped buffer between bike lane and travel or parking lane

CAB Community Activity Board

CBO Community Based Organization

cl Striped center lane, typically left-turn lanes and either a striped
median or center turn lane

CWA Community Walk Audit

EIR Environmental Impact Report

EFC Equity Focus Community

FLM First/Last Mile

1-605 Interstate 605

I0S Initial Operating Segment

JOH Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

LRT Light Rail Transit

Itl Left turn lane

m Raised median measured from face of curb to face of curb

MMS Multimedia Messaging Service

NSA North Star Alliances

p Parking lane where parking is separated from the curb travel lane

PMJ People for Mobility Justice

Metro Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority

oLsS Online Survey

Project Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2

ROM Rough-Order Magnitude

SBCC Strength-Based Community Change

sW Sidewalk

TWA

Technical Walk Audit
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I. Project Overview

A. Project Background

The Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro) initiated a Draft
Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) for the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 (ESP2) Project
(Project). The Project is a light rail transit (LRT) extension of the existing Metro E Line, which
currently ends at Atlantic Station in East Los Angeles. The Project would connect Atlantic Station
to Whittier in the Gateway Cities subregion of Los Angeles County. The Project would serve the
cities of Commerce, Montebello, Pico Rivera, Santa Fe Springs, Whittier, as well as the
unincorporated communities of East Los Angeles and West Whittier-Los Nietos. The Project
route passes through a variety of land uses including residential, commercial, industrial, parks
and recreational, health and medical, and educational institutions. The route also passes
through densely populated low-income areas that rely heavily on public transit. The Project aims
to address mobility issues in East Los Angeles County such as lack of rail transit options, high
congestion, infrastructure constraints, and poor air quality.

The Project objectives include:

> Enhance regional connectivity and air quality goals by extending the existing Metro E Line
further east from the East Los Angeles terminus

> Provide mobility options to increase accessibility and convenience to and from eastern Los
Angeles County

> Improve transit access to primary destinations and employment within eastern Los Angeles
County that would be served by the Project

> Accommodate future transportation demand resulting from increased population and
employment growth

> Enable jurisdictions in eastern Los Angeles County to address their transit-oriented
community goals and provide equitable development opportunities

> Improve accessibility and connectivity to transit-dependent communities

InJune 2022, the Draft EIR was released. In December 2022, the Metro Board approved the
Locally Preferred Alternative as Alternative 3: Initial Operating Segment (I0S) Greenwood, which
would connect Atlantic Station to Greenwood station in Montebello. Alternative 3 would extend
4.6 miles long and include three new stations, which include Atlantic/Whittier (underground),
Commerce/Citadel (underground), and Greenwood (at-grade). The existing Atlantic Station
would be relocated and converted to a shallow open-air underground station. However, the
Final EIR and First/Last Mile plan include all seven stations from the current terminus at Pomona
Boulevard and Atlantic Boulevard to the final terminus at Lambert station in Whittier. Figure 1
shows a map of the Project.

In February 2023, Metro initiated First/Last Mile (FLM) planning for the Project. The FLM Plan
includes all seven potential stations for all EIR Project alternatives between Atlantic Station and
Lambert station. The seven stations and their locations are:

> Atlantic Station, Los Angeles County

> Atlantic/Whittier Station, Los Angeles County
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> Commerce/Citadel Station, City of Commerce

> Greenwood Station, City of Montebello

> Rosemead Station, City of Pico Rivera

> Norwalk Station, Los Angeles County, City of Santa Fe Springs
> Lambert Station, City of Whittier

Figure 1: Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 Project Map

Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2
Project Map
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The ESP2 FLM Plan proposes walk and wheel projects that develop and improve FLM
connectivity and access for people going to and from the planned half-mile station areas and

who roll within the broader three-mile area. All proposed projects aim to make the walking and
rolling experience safe, comfortable, and dignified for all road users.

B. Purpose of this Report

The FLM Plan provides prioritized projects that meet Metro’s FLM Guidelines methodology for
local jurisdictions to consider for implementation. This FLM Prioritization Summary includes a
summary of the FLM planning process, prioritization process and eligible prioritized projects.

After prioritized projects are adopted and the FLM Plan is completed, agencies and local

jurisdictions can opt to pursue the prioritized projects and work with Metro to fulfill the 3% local
contribution requirements based on the Metro Board adopted FLM Guidelines.
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FLM Planning Process

The FLM planning process focuses on improving safety and access within a half-mile walk
radius and a three-mile wheel radius of each station. Both a half-mile walk radius and a three-
mile wheel radius equates to about a 15-minute walk or roll to/from the station.

FLM evaluates walking, biking, and rolling access to transit stations. FLM improvements make it
easier and safer for Metro customers to walk or roll (using devices like bicycles, scooters, or
skateboards) to their nearest station. In Metro’s FLM Strategic Plan adopted in 2014, “wheels”
are also known as “rolling”, which includes a variety of devices as defined in its Appendix:
Taxonomy of Mobility Devices. This includes bicycles, roller skates, rollerblades, kick scooters,
electric golf carts, bicycles, scooters, skateboards, gyroscopic devices, mobility scooters, and
other new technologies.

— i =
ood AI0[Om) 09N %

F————— FIRST MILE METRO LAST MILE ——

YOUR TRIP

NOT TO SCALE

Source: Metro, 2021.

The FLM planning process is based on a methodology established in the Metro FLM Strategic
Plan and methodology updates from the Metro FLM Guidelines adopted in May 2021. This
technical and community-based planning process consists of several tasks including but not
limited to existing conditions data collection and analysis, conducting walk audits, defining the
pathway network, robust community and stakeholder engagement, plan refinement and cost
estimation, and prioritization. Coordination with local jurisdictions, community-based
organizations (CBOs), relevant stakeholders, and the public occurs throughout the planning
process.

The FLM planning process for the Project includes the following tasks:

> Data Compilation and Review (Existing Conditions Analysis)

\"

Walk and Wheel Audits

\"

Local Agency Coordination (occurs at multiple points in the planning process)

\"

Pathway Network Development

A\

Community and Stakeholder Engagement (occurs at multiple points in the planning process)

A\

Recommendations, Prioritization, and Final Plan
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A. Existing Conditions Analysis

The Existing Conditions Analysis was conducted to provide a comprehensive understanding of
the existing conditions and needs relevant to FLM station access for the project. To develop the
analysis, the technical team reviewed local plans, policies, and projects from various
jurisdictions that overlap the seven proposed stations and the three-mile wheel zone, as well as
relevant governmental agencies. The jurisdictions and agencies included LA Metro, LA County,
SCAG, City of Alhambra, City of Bell, City of Bell Gardens, City of Commerce, City of Downey, City
of Huntington Park, City of Montebello, City of Monterey Park, City of Pico Rivera, City of Santa
Fe Springs, City of Vernon, and City of Whittier. Various indicators were analyzed as part of the
process such as adopted land use, population and employment density, existing tree canopy,
posted speed limits, Metro Equity Focus Communities (EFC), existing and planned wheel
facilities, and automobile collisions involving pedestrians and cyclists. The report also provided
an in-depth analysis of traffic safety issues using Metro’s FLM Safety Analysis Tool and of
existing conditions for micromobility usage using Metro’s FLM Planning for Micromobility tool.

Based on the analysis, four major themes emerged that guided the development of FLM
recommendations:

> SAFETY: Improve safety and access for pedestrians and wheel users

> CONNECTIVITY: Enhance network connectivity for pedestrian and wheel users to and from
transit

> EQUITABLE ACCESS: Facilitate equitable access to transit and key primary destinations

> RESILIENCY: Develop climate-resilient transportation infrastructure to support vulnerable
populations

B. Walk and Wheel Audits

1. Technical Walk Audits
In Fall 2023, seven technical walk audits were conducted for all proposed stations. The walk
audits served as an opportunity to collect first-hand, on-the-ground data about the existing FLM
conditions within the half-mile walk zone for stations. The audits were led by the technical team
and Metro staff, and participants included city and county staff and Community Based
Organizations (CBOs). Excluding Metro and technical team staff, a total of 26 people attended
the audits. During the technical walk audits, participants used Metro’s web-based app to record
FLM-related problems, propose corresponding solutions, and provide the location, photos,
and/or videos of their observations.

2. Community Walk and Wheel Audits
In Spring 2024, eight community walk audits and six community wheel audits were conducted to
gather community input on existing conditions and potential FLM improvements in the
proposed station areas. Local residents, stakeholders, and CBOs were invited to participate.
There was a total of 82 community members that attended the walk and wheel audits.
Participants were each given a paper survey packet and given the option of either walking or
biking along the walk and wheel audit routes. The survey packet contained a community
walk/wheel audit worksheet with sensory-based questions to gather input on general
impressions and areas of improvement in the half-mile station area. The community walk and
wheel audits were led by the technical team and Metro staff. After each community walk and
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wheel audit, participants were asked to rank their top FLM improvements based on the Metro
FLM Toolkit, identifying different pedestrian and wheel projects on interactive prioritization
activity boards.

T o

Source: VICUS, 'i024.

After both walk and wheel audits, all recorded entries related to proposed FLM improvements
were analyzed. Proposed projects eligible per Metro’s FLM Prioritization Methodology were
incorporated into the final list of FLM priority walk and wheel projects. Community input
regarding non-prioritized projects was also documented in the final list of FLM priority projects.

C. Local Agency Coordination

Local agency coordination took place throughout the FLM prioritization process. This included
coordination with agencies and local jurisdictions within the walk and wheel zones, agency
presentations at key project milestones, opportunities to review draft materials and provide
input, and coordination on outreach and engagement activities. Additionally, Metro coordinated
with agencies and the six local jurisdictions around the proposed stations to review FLM projects
as part of the Method 3 prioritization methodology described in more detail in Section III.

The following summarizes key touch points with agencies and local jurisdictions and
coordination throughout the FLM planning and prioritization process.

In Fall 2023, Metro and the technical team met with agencies and local jurisdictions to introduce
the FLM planning process, answer any questions, and solicit local plans or projects to be
considered as part of the FLM planning process. Agency staff also participated in documenting
FLM observations and opportunities as participants in seven technical walk audits.
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In Spring 2024, Metro and the technical team met with agencies and local jurisdictions to
present key findings from the existing conditions analysis and provide input on the draft
pathway maps. The team presented a summary of the technical walk audit findings and key
takeaways. In February and March, agency staff were invited to participate in community walk
and wheel audits.

In Summer 2024, Metro submitted the draft walk and wheel priority projects to agencies and
local jurisdictions for review. Six in-person workshops were hosted with all agencies and local
jurisdictions including Los Angeles County, City of Commerce, City of Montebello, City of Pico
Rivera, City of Santa Fe Springs, and City of Whittier. During the workshops, the technical team
presented the project lists, and agencies and local jurisdictions had the opportunity to ask
guestions and propose local projects through Method 3. Following the submission of agency
comments through Method 3 via an online questionnaire, Metro staff held follow up meetings
“office hours” with agencies and local jurisdictions to address outstanding questions.

Metro will continue to coordinate with agencies and local jurisdictions, providing an opportunity
to review the draft FLM plan and participating in meetings as needed.

D. Pathway Network Development

The technical team developed draft and final pathway networks for all proposed stations to
inform the development of walk and wheel priority projects. In each proposed station area, the
technical team designated different routes as primary pathways, secondary pathways, and cut-
through pathways, as defined by Metro FLM Guidelines. This includes:

> Primary pathways — Primary pathways are defined as routes that provide direct access to
and from a Metro station. They are typically major arterial streets that connect directly to
the station.

> Secondary pathways — Secondary pathways are defined as routes that do not directly
connect to the station but feed into a primary pathway. They serve to reduce travel distance
from local neighborhoods to a station for non-motorized users. Secondary pathways can
also be categorized as routes with fewer travel lanes, low posted speeds and access to local
destinations (i.e., schools and parks).

> Cut-through pathways — Cut-through pathways are off-street passageways that shorten
walking and biking distances to a Metro station. They are typically identified in surface
parking lots or alleyways.

The final pathway maps, provided in this report, identify pathways and FLM priority projects.

E. Community Engagement

Community engagement took place throughout the FLM planning process to strengthen
relationships with community members, provide information about the project and its progress,
and gather community input and feedback to inform the FLM project prioritization process.
Metro and the outreach and technical teams partnered with CBOs to carry out engagement
activities and utilized a diverse set of tools and tactics to reach community members.

10
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1. FLM CBO Partnership
Metro partnered with North Star Alliances (NSA) to recruit CBOs to support community
outreach as part of the FLM process. The CBO partners that were recruited included Strength-
Based Community Change (SBCC), People for Mobility Justice (PMJ), and Public Matters. CBO
partners played a significant role in providing input on community outreach materials and
processes. Metro and the technical team organized a CBO roundtable to collaborate with these
organizations on FLM planning and outreach activities. The roundtable began with a chartering
meeting, in which a project charter was developed for all project partners to collectively
establish values, goals, team norms, and expectations. Subsequent monthly meetings with CBOs
were also organized to provide direction, input and resources to support technical walk audits,
community walk and wheel audits, community pop-up events, and various other initiatives.

2. Communication Tools and Methods
The outreach team used a variety of tools and methods to conduct community outreach. The
tools include:

> Door-to-Door Notice Distribution

During the community walk and wheel audits and online FLM survey, the outreach team
passed out notices door-to-door to properties within the half-mile area for the seven
proposed stations. In total, 14,000 flyers were distributed.

> Public Counter Drop-offs

The outreach team distributed flyers to community organizations including public agencies,
community groups, libraries, community centers, faith-based organizations, and chambers
of commerce. Over 1,400 flyers were distributed to 42 sites on the project corridor.

> Emails/Eblasts

The outreach team sent emails to stakeholders that shared information about the
community walk and wheel audits and the online FLM survey. The emails included links to
RSVP for the audits. There were ten email campaigns with approximately 2,000 email
recipients for each campaign. The email open rates ranged from 33 to 47 percent.

> QOutreach Toolkit

The outreach team developed electronic toolkits that featured information about the
project that could be easily replicated and shared through various other channels such as
eblasts, newsletters, social media, and websites.

> Multimedia Messaging Service (MMS) Texts

The outreach team sent text messages to various stakeholders that included information
about the community walk and wheel audits and the online FLM survey. There were seven
text campaigns with approximately 80 texts sent for each campaign.

> Website

The project website was used to provide announcements regarding the community walk
and wheel audits and the online FLM survey.

11
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> Visual Interactive Tool (StoryMap)

The visual interactive StoryMap was developed to support engagement efforts for the
community walk and wheel audits and online FLM survey. The StoryMap provided an
overview of the project and directed viewers to important project resources. More details
regarding how the StoryMap was used in the online FLM survey are below.

> Facebook and NextDoor

The outreach team developed social media posts on Facebook and NextDoor to promote
the online FLM survey. The posts included general information about the survey and a link
to access it. Metro posted on various Facebook group pages in the region and in pages for
communities on the project corridor on NextDoor.

> Helpline

The project helpline was used to handle all project-related inquiries and provide project
updates to community members in English and Spanish.

> Phone Calls

The outreach team conducted phone calls to remind confirmed attendees about the
technical walk audits and FLM partnership briefing.

> Pop-up Events

The outreach team hosted pop-up events at local events to inform the public about the
project and gather community input. More details on the community pop-up events are
below.

Several CBOs and local jurisdictions including the City of Commerce, City of Pico Rivera, and
SBCC also posted on social media about the community walk and wheel audits and online FLM
survey.

3. Online Survey
An online survey was distributed to members of the public to gather input on the types of FLM
improvements that should be considered in the station area. The survey, which was hosted on
the ArcGIS Survey123 platform, included introductory questions about the respondent’s
relationship to the project area, their primary mode of transportation to and from the project
area, and their level of transit usage. The survey also gave respondents the opportunity to select
desired FLM walk and wheel improvements and pin them on maps of the project area. To gather
input on wheel facilities, the survey allowed respondents to add colored lines that represented
different wheel facility classifications on maps. To encourage participation, the outreach team
offered a $100 gift card as a raffle prize to a randomly selected winner. The survey received 186
responses with over 1,000 improvements recommended.

4. Community Pop-up Events
During Spring 2024, seven pop-up events were conducted at existing community events near
each of the proposed stations. Locations included the Citadel Outlets, East Los Angeles Farmers
Market, Greenwood Elementary School, Smith Park, Ada D. Nelson Elementary School,
Evergreen Elementary School, and Olvera Music. During the pop-up events, the outreach team
provided an overview of the ESP2 project and Metro’s FLM process to attendees. Later pop-ups
which occurred after the launch of the online FLM survey included laptops for attendees to
complete the activity. The pop-ups also featured the interactive activity boards used during the

12
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community walk and wheel audits to gather community input on FLM improvements. To
encourage participation, the outreach team offered a raffle prize of one electric scooter to one
random winner. A total of 375 people were engaged during the pop-up events, with the event
for the Commerce/Citadel Station reaching the most people at 100.

7
2
=

Source: Arrellano Associates, 2024.

F. Stakeholder Engagement

Stakeholder engagement involved city and agency staff and elected officials. Activities included
a FLM partnership briefing and a virtual infrastructure tour.

1. FLM Partnership Briefing
Stakeholder outreach focused on outreach to city and agency staff, and elected officials. In
January 2024, the project team hosted a FLM partnership briefing at the Holifield Community
Center in the City of Montebello for elected officials, city staff, and CBOs serving communities in
the project area. The briefing session aimed to convene various key stakeholders and
demonstrate a shared commitment of support for the project. The session included opening
remarks from local representatives, a project team presentation, a Q&A session, and a
photography session. There were 29 participants at the session led by Metro Board member and
LA County Supervisor Hilda L. Solis.

Source: Arrellano Associates, 2024.

2. Virtual Infrastructure Tour
The project team also hosted a virtual infrastructure tour in January 2024 for city staff and
elected officials serving the project areas of the Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 and Southeast

13
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Gateway Line. The session, which was facilitated by the City of Long Beach, aimed to present
case study examples of FLM improvements that could be implemented through a FLM Plan and
lessons learned from such projects. There were 89 participants in attendance.

G. Recommendations, Prioritization, and Final Plan

The Metro FLM Guidelines and Prioritization Methodology outlines a process for developing
FLM recommendations, identification of priority projects, and developing components of the
final plan. Project recommendations are prepared based on existing conditions data,
community-driven input, and technical analysis. FLM projects are then analyzed and prioritized
using the FLM Prioritization Methodology described in detail below. A jurisdictional review of
draft priority projects is conducted to inform the final FLM priority project lists and maps. The
section below details the prioritization process. Once the FLM projects are approved by the
Metro Board, they will be included in the final Eastside Transit Corridor FLM plan.

FLM Prioritization Process

A. Prioritization Process Overview

The list of potential walk and wheel projects was developed for each station based on technical
data, walk and wheel audits, and community input. To refine the list of recommendations and
identify priority projects for successful implementation, Metro developed the FLM Prioritization
Methodology, which includes three methods to determine eligible projects.

Metro’s goals for the FLM prioritization process are as follows:

> Improve primary pathways that lead to new rail stations for people walking and wheeling
> Advance safety for pedestrians and wheel users
> Connect wheeled customers to the broader wheel network

> Allow for local flexibility in project priorities if these FLM goals are upheld, achieved more
effectively, and/or have strong community support

Through the prioritization process, primary pathways can be developed into ‘complete streets’
with FLM improvements that are connected and cohesive and provide safe and comfortable
access for users of all ages and abilities to walk or wheel to a transit station.

The following outlines the FLM prioritization process for Method 1, Method 2, or Method 3,
which are used to inform the selection of priority walk and wheel projects.

> Method 1 — Walk/wheel projects within one-half mile of the station

e Must be located on primary pathways as defined in adopted FLM plans
e Must improve safety for walk and wheel users through safety-focused project types
as designated by Metro
> Method 2 — Wheel projects between one-half mile and three miles of station

e Must be located on primary pathways to the extent delineated in an adopted FLM
Plan

14
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e Must improve safety for wheel users through safety-focused project types as
designated by Metro
e Must connect directly to a key destination and/or other wheel network facilities
located between one-half mile and up to three miles from a new rail transit station
> Method 3 — Local Flexibility for proposed walk and wheel projects. Allows for introduction of
FLM projects if they meet a list of Metro criteria. Detailed information on Method 3 is
discussed below.

Applying Methods 1 and 2 is the first step in the project prioritization process. Additional
technical analysis is then applied to define each of the proposed projects, providing details on
exact locations (spot or corridor-wide improvements), quantities, infrastructure features, and
relevant details needed for cost estimating. Once the draft list of priority projects was identified
using Methods 1 and 2, Metro met with agencies to vet the draft recommendations and initiate
Method 3 Local Flexibility.

Rough-order magnitude (ROM) costs will be developed for all prioritized walk and wheel
projects once adopted. The ROM costs are used to inform budgeting, grant applications, and
implementation of the proposed FLM projects. The cost for approved prioritized projects will be
included in the final FLM plan.

B. Method 3 - Local Flexibility

Method 3 allows local jurisdictions to propose their own projects that meet local needs if such
projects are not identified using Method 1 or 2. Local jurisdictions also provide comments on
proposed projects for further refinement. Projects that become prioritized under Method 3
must satisfy at least one of the following criteria:

> Project shows strong evidence in the FLM Plan of community support, such as projects
addressing a community’s top 25% key issues/concerns within a station area

> Project is identified in an adopted local active transportation, street safety or related
plans/projects and connects to a station or an existing, safe facility that connects to station

> Project substitutes for or modifies a project in the adopted FLM plan and demonstrates
comparable benefit and intent as the plan project

> Project provides walk and wheel benefits that can be achieved more efficiently, cost
effectively, and attempts to reduce construction impacts if implemented concurrently with a
related project, noting the incremental cost savings, will be considered

> Project provides a safe and comfortable route with the same or similar connection to the
station as the primary pathway when a facility cannot be integrated on the primary pathway
due to right-of-way constraints or discontinuous street grid

> Project on a secondary pathway that is identified in the adopted FLM plan, and station
connection is safer than the facility proposed on a primary pathway. Prioritization order
should be by bicycle facility classification: Class |, 1V, Il, then Ill, and secondary pathways
should be prioritized over a parallel non-secondary pathway

Due to the passing of Measure M, jurisdictions that have a rail station are required to contribute
3% of the total transit project cost. Through Method 3, local jurisdictions can fund their
prioritized FLM projects and receive a 3% credit if the FLM projects are still present after the rail
station is completed.

15
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C. Walk Project List Prioritization Process

Walk projects were developed for all seven stations based on the FLM planning process. Projects
were prioritized using the FLM Prioritization Methodology Method 1, followed by additional
technical analysis to define projects details. This included reviewing data and information from
city plans, existing conditions analysis, and site conditions. This secondary step was necessary to
provide sufficient project details for city review (Method 3) and future cost estimating.

The FLM technical team reviewed all potential walk projects suggested during outreach events
and coordination meetings for jurisdictional staff for feasibility using professional experience,
visual observation, and application of Metro’s prioritization methodology. Projects were not
design-tested via engineering but were given a “fit test” appropriate for creating a list of
potential improvement projects. As noted in the FLM Prioritization Methodology, project
substitutions or modifications for a project in the adopted FLM plan can be made if the projects
demonstrates comparable benefit and intent as the plan project. Once priority walk projects
were defined in draft proposed project lists, Metro met with the local jurisdictions and
conducted FLM workshops and collected input for Method 3 via an online questionnaire and
follow up meetings. Projects added to the list following local jurisdictional workshop/office
hours in Summer 2024 were not reviewed for feasibility but will be coordinated with the local
jurisdiction following FLM Plan adoption if local jurisdictions choose to advance projects. This
information is included in the final list of recommendations. Appendix A - Walk Priority Projects
List and Half-Mile Maps presents priority walk projects for Board consideration.

The following summarizes the type of walk projects analyzed as part of Method 1 and includes
technical information used to define projects. The projects are categorized into prioritized
projects and non-prioritized projects.

1. Prioritized Projects

> Bus Stop Improvements — Bus stop improvements include bus shelters/shade structures,
benches, and other amenities like trash receptacles, as defined by Metro. The team
identified existing bus stop locations on primary pathways and evaluated which stops had
missing amenities including bus shelters, seating, and trash receptacles. Bus stop
improvements were proposed as spot improvements at locations where one or more such
improvements were missing. Additionally, the technical team measured and analyzed the
sidewalk widths at all proposed bus stop improvement locations to assess the feasibility of
adding bus shelters. Generally, sidewalks are required to be at least 8 feet wide for bus
shelters to be feasible. Bus shelters were proposed at all identified locations, but local
jurisdictions have discretion as to whether bus shelters are feasible and should be
implemented at the proposed locations.

> Curb Extensions — Curb extensions refer to infrastructure improvements that shorten the
crossing distance and slow traffic at intersections or at mid-block locations, as defined by
Metro. The technical team identified locations on primary pathways with high traffic speeds
to evaluate where curb extensions could be feasible. Additionally, the technical team
researched average daily traffic (ADT) volumes and traffic conditions at all proposed curb
extension locations to assess whether curb extensions were needed. Curb extensions were
proposed at locations on primary pathways with high vehicle volumes and speeds, high
pedestrian traffic, connectivity to secondary pathways, and connectivity to primary
destinations.
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Curb Ramps — Curb ramps refer to infrastructure improvements that facilitate street
crossings for mobility device users, as defined by Metro. Curb ramps were classified into
several types. Uni-directional dual curb ramps refer to two uni-directional curb ramps
perpendicular to each other on the corner of an intersection. Uni-directional curb ramps
refer to curb ramps that face the same direction as the crosswalk. Bi-directional curb ramps
refer to curb ramps that face diagonally into an intersection and do not face the same
direction as the crosswalk. The technical team analyzed the proposed locations of all curb
ramps to evaluate the type of curb ramp to be implemented. Uni-directional dual curb
ramps were recommended at major intersections due to high pedestrian and vehicle
volumes. Uni-directional curb ramps were recommended at T-intersections. Bi-directional
curb ramps were recommended at intersections with lower vehicle/pedestrian volumes or
intersections with insufficient sidewalk space for uni-directional dual curb ramps. Tactile
warning strips were recommended at locations with level ground such as driveway
entrances to primary destinations or pedestrian islands. The team identified locations on
primary pathways where curb ramps were missing or could be upgraded to evaluate where
curb ramps could be feasible.

High Visibility Crosswalks — High-visibility crosswalks refer to new or upgraded crosswalks in
a high—visibility pattern, as defined by Metro. The technical team identified locations on
primary pathways that did not have existing high-visibility crosswalks. The team also
selected locations with high pedestrian activity and proximity to primary destinations and
secondary pathways to evaluate where high-visibility crosswalks could be feasible. High-
visibility crosswalks were proposed at locations that met such criteria.

Landscape and Shade — Landscape and shade refers to plantings that provide shade and
improve the walking environment, as defined by Metro. The technical team identified
primary pathways where landscape and shade were missing or insufficient. Landscape and
shade were proposed as corridor improvements on primary pathways that met such criteria.

New or Improved Sidewalk — New or improved sidewalks refer to the construction of new
sidewalks or widening or upgrades of existing sidewalks. The technical team identified
primary pathways where sidewalk holes and cracks or sidewalk obstructions may exist. New
or improved sidewalks were proposed as corridor improvements on primary pathways that
met such criteria.

Pedestrian and Cyclist Lighting — Pedestrian and cyclist lighting refers to person-scaled
lighting for comfort and safety. The technical team identified primary pathways where
pedestrian and cyclist lighting were missing or could be enhanced. Pedestrian and cyclist
lighting was proposed as corridor improvements on primary pathways that met such
criteria. Only pedestrian/cyclist lighting are considered safety-focused projects based on
Metro’s FLM prioritization methodology. Street/roadway lighting are not considered as
safety-focused projects.

Signalized Crossings — Signalized crossings refer to traffic signals and mid-block crossing
signals as defined by Metro. The technical team identified locations on primary pathways
that did not have signalized crossings and had long block lengths between existing signalized
crossings. The team also selected locations with high pedestrian traffic and close to
secondary pathways and primary destinations. Signalized crossings were proposed on
primary pathways that met such criteria.
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> Traffic Calming — Traffic calming refers to measures to reduce traffic speeds including speed
humps, chicanes, and other treatments. The technical team identified primary pathways
with high vehicle speeds where traffic calming measures could improve safety for
pedestrians and wheel users. Traffic calming was proposed on primary pathways that met
such criteria. However, specific traffic calming measures were not proposed in the current
phase and are left to be determined in future project phases as such measures should be
left up to local jurisdictions' discretion.

2. Non-Prioritized Projects

> Multimodal Mobility Hub — Multimodal mobility hubs refer to sites that can incorporate
multiple transportation options such as bikeshare, carshare, and transit stops and
information, as defined by Metro. The technical team identified locations near the proposed
rail stop that could provide a variety of mobility services such as bikeshare, carshare, and
transit access. Multimodal mobility hubs were proposed as spot improvements at locations
near the proposed rail stops. Multimodal mobility hubs are not included in Metro’s priority
list of safety-focused projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

> Opportunity Improvement — Opportunity improvements refer to improvements that do not
fall into any other existing classification such as pedestrian refuges. Opportunity
improvements were identified during the walk audit and community outreach process.
However, they are not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused projects and thus,
were not included as priority projects.

> Overpass Improvements — Overpass improvements refer to measures to improve comfort
and safety on overpasses such as new sidewalks, wayfinding, shade, and lighting. The
technical team identified locations that would benefit from a pedestrian bridge, as well as
existing crossing locations that could benefit from additional elements such as sidewalks,
lighting, public art, etc. Crossing improvements are not included in Metro’s priority list of
safety-focused projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

> Plaza/Parklet - Plaza/parklets refer to public open spaces to accommodate walking and
rolling mode movement or public gathering spaces in locations that were former roadway
spaces, as defined by Metro. The technical team identified locations at or near the locations
of the proposed stations that could include a plaza/parklet. The team also identified other
locations where a plaza/parklet would be feasible and beneficial to surrounding
communities. Plazas/parklets are not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused
projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

> Roundabouts — Roundabouts refer to neighborhood traffic circle intersection measures
used to reduce traffic speeds. Although roundabouts are included in Metro’s list of priority
list of safety-focused projects, they were not recommended as part of the prioritization
process.

> Shade Structures — Shade structures refer to canopy to provide shade that may accompany
plazas or parklets, as defined by Metro. The technical team proposed shade structures at
the same locations where plazas/parklets were proposed. Plazas/parklets are not in Metro’s
priority list of safety-focused projects and thus, shade structures were not included as
priority projects except for one location where a plaza already exists.

> Street Furniture — Street furniture refers to public benches, trash receptacles, and other
amenities, as defined by Metro. The technical team identified primary pathways with high
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pedestrian traffic where street furniture was missing or could be enhanced. Street furniture
is not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused projects and was thus, not included
as priority projects.

Street/Roadway Lights — Street/roadway lights refer to street-scaled lighting for comfort
and safety. Street/roadway lights are not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused
projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

Underpass Improvements — Underpass improvements refer to measures to improve
comfort and safety in underpasses such as new sidewalks, wayfinding, and lighting. The
technical team identified locations with existing underpasses that could benefit from safety
and comfort-related improvements. Underpass improvements are not included in Metro’s
priority list of safety-focused projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

Wayfinding Signage — Wayfinding refers to signage that improves navigation to transit
stations and local destinations. The technical team identified primary pathways where
wayfinding could be implemented to direct people to the station and key destinations.
Wayfinding is not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused projects and thus, was
not included as priority projects.

Appendix A lists all walk priority projects. The list includes the following information for each
project:

>

Project ID. A unique number to identify each project by station. Project IDs with a letter
indicate the project was added by local jurisdictions through Method 3.

Project Icon. A visual icon from the Metro FLM Toolkit that accompanies each project type.
The project icons are only included on prioritized projects.

Project Type. The type of FLM project as defined per Metro’s FLM Toolkit.

Location. The specific street the project is on (with primary or secondary noted in the
header above it).

Cross Street/Limits. The extent of the project by cross street.

Prioritization Method. The method used to identify the priority project based on Metro’s
FLM Prioritization Methodology.

Notes. The general description of the project and factors that affect project cost.

Sidewalk Width. The width or range of widths of the sidewalk on the street where a given
project is located.

Project Origin. The FLM planning or outreach activity where the project was identified or
support for the project was expressed.

e TWA =Technical Walk Audit

e OLS = On-Line Survey

e CWA = Community Walk Audit

e CAB = Community Activity Board

e JOH =Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

Existing Plan or Project. The local or regional plan in which the project is identified.
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> Jurisdiction. City (or County) in which the project, or a segment of it, is located. Where a
project crosses jurisdictional boundaries an approximate portion by city or county is noted.

D. Wheel Project List Prioritization Process

Prioritized wheel projects were developed for all seven proposed stations. Wheel projects were
prioritized using the FLM Prioritization Methodology Method 1 and Method 2. This was then
followed by additional technical analysis to outline the details associated with bikeway
classifications including features such as available right of way, existing and proposed striping,
and notable features for implementation of wheel projects. As part of Method 2, the technical
team analyzed wheel facilities within the three-mile radius connecting to the proposed station.
This involved a detailed review of adopted bicycle and active transportation plans for local
jurisdictions and regional planning agencies. The detailed review conducted as part of the
prioritization process was necessary to provide sufficient project details for agency review
(Method 3) and future cost estimating.

The FLM technical team reviewed all potential wheel projects suggested during outreach events
and coordination meetings for jurisdictional staff for city staff for feasibility using professional
experience, visual observation, and application of Metro’s prioritization methodology. As noted
in the FLM Prioritization Methodology, project substitutions or modifications for a project in the
adopted FLM plan can be made if the project demonstrates comparable benefit and intent as
the plan project. Projects were not design-tested via engineering but were given a “fit test”
appropriate for creating a list of potential improvement projects. Once draft priority wheel
projects were defined for the half-mile and three mile station area, Metro gathered input via
Method 3 by conducting agency workshops, an online questionnaire and follow up meetings.
Projects added to the list following local jurisdictional workshop/office hours in Summer 2024
were not reviewed for feasibility but will be coordinated with the local jurisdiction following
FLM Plan adoption if local jurisdictions choose to advance projects. This information is included
in the final list of recommendations. Appendix B- Wheel Priority Projects List and Half-Mile
Maps presents priority wheel projects for Board consideration.

The following summarizes the type of wheel projects analyzed and technical information used to
define projects. Four primary types of wheel facilities were analyzed, as defined by Metro FLM
Guidelines. They meet Caltrans’ bikeway classifications as well as classifications in bicycle/active
transportation plans adopted by agencies and local jurisdictions within the three-mile wheel
network. Metro’s focus on safety informed the type of facilities prioritized. They are listed below
in order of level of protection (highest to lowest safety for wheel users) and categorized by
prioritized projects and non-prioritized projects:

1. Prioritized Projects

> Class | — Shared-Use/Off-Street Path - Also known as shared-use paths, these are facilities
with exclusive right-of-way for wheeled mode and pedestrians, away from the roadway and
with cross flows by motor traffic minimized. Some systems provide separate pedestrian
facilities.

> Class IV — Protected Bicycle Lane - Also called cycle tracks or separated lanes, these facilities
are located on roadways but use a variety of methods for physical protection and separation
from passing traffic, such as grade separation, flexible delineators or inflexible barriers, and,
in some cases, by on-street parking as well. The comfort of protected bicycle lanes and the
performance of the means of separation depends on the street context. Streets with higher
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traffic volumes and speeds often require more robust means of separation than flexible
delineators alone, such as concrete barriers or medians. Protected bicycle lanes can provide
one-way or two-way travel on one side of the street. Protected bicycle lanes are typically
implemented on arterial streets.

> Class Il — Bicycle Lane - These lanes are located on roadways and are defined by pavement
striping and signage to delineate a portion of a roadway for bicycle travel. Lanes are one-
way facilities, typically striped adjacent to motor traffic travelling in the same direction.
Contraflow bicycle lanes can be provided on one-way streets for bicyclists traveling in the
opposite direction. Striped lanes are best suited to streets with lower traffic speeds and
volumes.

> Class Il — Bicycle-Friendly Streets - Bicycle-friendly streets designate, through signage and
markings, preferred routes for wheeled modes on local or collector streets not served by
dedicated bicycle lanes. Because bicyclists share the roadway with motor vehicles, Bicycle-
friendly streets are sited on calmer streets where traffic volumes and speeds are already low
or can be reduced through traffic calming measures, such as speed humps, traffic circles and
traffic diverters.

> Bicycle-Friendly Intersection — Bicycle-friendly intersections refer to improvements to
accommodate bicycle access and safety at intersections such as 4-way stops, bike signals, or
bike boxes. The technical team identified signalized intersections on primary pathways with
high vehicle speeds and volumes that would benefit from increased safety through bicycle-
friendly intersections.

2. Non-Prioritized Projects

> Bicycle Repair Station — Bicycle repair stations refer to facilities that provide tools for basic
bicycle maintenance. The team identified primary pathways that would benefit from bicycle
repair stations on a corridor-wide basis. However, such improvements are not included in
Metro’s priority list of safety-focused projects and thus, were not included as priority
projects.

> Short Term Bicycle Parking — Short term bicycle parking refers to racks that provide secure
bicycle parking on public sidewalks on on-street areas. The team identified primary
pathways that would benefit from short term bicycle parking on a corridor-wide basis.
However, such improvements are not included in Metro’s priority list of safety-focused
projects and thus, were not included as priority projects.

To assign the appropriate type of wheel facility, the technical team analyzed the following
additional factors:

> Relevant existing and planned facilities — The team analyzed existing and planned wheel
facilities from city plans to identify the wheel network within the half- and three-mile
project areas. Pathways that provide connectivity to the station were considered for wheel
facilities.

> Right of way — The technical team analyzed the number of lanes within the right of way on
pathways to identify opportunities and constraints for incorporating wheel facilities into the
existing roadway.
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> Roadway width — The technical team analyzed existing curb-to-curb roadway width of
pathways to identify feasible wheel facilities that would fit within the existing roadway and
provide the highest level of safety for wheel users.

> Vehicle speeds — The technical team analyzed vehicle speeds on pathways to identify
appropriate wheel facilities that would provide the highest level of protection and safety for
wheel users. On streets with posted speeds over 30 miles per hour, Class IV bicycle facilities
and above were prioritized because they provided additional levels of protection against
high vehicle speeds.

> ADT volumes — The technical team analyzed existing ADT volumes to identify appropriate
wheel facilities that would provide the highest level of safety for wheel users.

> Bicycle-friendly intersections — Bicycle-friendly intersections refer to improvements to
accommodate bicycle access and safety at intersections, such as 4-way stops, bike signals, or
bike boxes. The technical team identified intersections with high vehicle speeds and
volumes that would connect proposed wheel facilities. Bicycle-friendly intersections were
proposed at such intersections to improve safe access for wheel users.

> Buffered vs. conventional lanes — Buffered bike lanes refer to bike lanes that have
designated buffer space separating them from vehicle travel lanes or parking lanes. The
technical team evaluated existing roadway conditions and proposed buffered or
conventional lanes depending on the feasibility and level of protection required for wheel
users.

> Bus stops — The technical team analyzed existing bus stop locations and identified measures
needed to reconfigure the roadway to reduce conflicts between bus stops and wheel
facilities.

> Connectivity to three-mile network — The technical team analyzed existing and planned
wheel facilities within the three-mile radius of the station area to identify wheel facilities
that provided the best connectivity to the three-mile network.

> Local factors — The technical team analyzed local factors such as the presence of pick-
up/drop-off school zones in determining the feasibility of wheel facilities.

> Parking — The technical team analyzed existing parking conditions and proposed changes to
parking availability on streets to accommodate the proposed wheel facilities.

> Truck traffic — The technical team analyzed existing truck traffic volumes to identify wheel
facilities that would provide the highest level of safety for wheel users. On streets with high
levels of truck traffic, Class IV bicycle facilities and higher were prioritized because they
provide increased levels of protection against truck traffic.

Appendix B lists all wheel priority projects. The list includes the following information for each
project:

> Project ID. A unique number to identify each project by station. Note that prioritized wheel
projects that cross multiple jurisdictions are divided into segments, each of which
corresponds to a single jurisdiction and is denoted by a letter after the Project ID number. In
addition, priority projects are divided into shorter segments within each jurisdiction where
the roadway configuration, proposed facility type, and/or proposed lane striping changes.
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Project Icon. A visual icon from the Metro FLM Toolkit that accompanies each project type.
The project icons are only included on prioritized projects.

Jurisdiction. Jurisdiction in which the project or project segment is located. If multiple
jurisdictions are listed, implementation of the proposed project will require coordination
among those jurisdictions.

Location. The street where the project is located.

From/To. The extents of the project. They are typically streets or city limits. Street limits not
shown in the prioritized wheel project maps are shown in brackets.

Class/Improvement. The class and type of wheel facility proposed. A general description of
each improvement is provided below.

Project Origin. The local or regional plan or FLM planning or outreach activity where the
project was identified or support for the project was expressed.

e TWA =Technical Walk Audit

e OLS = On-Line Survey

e CWA = Community Walk Audit

e CAB = Community Activity Board

e JOH =Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

Length (Miles). Length of the project or project segment length.

Priority. The method that was used to identify the project based on Metro’s FLM
Prioritization Methodology. They include Method 1 (on a primary pathway and within the
half-mile zone), Method 2 (on a primary pathway located between the half-mile zone and
the three-mile zone), or Method 3 (proposed by the local jurisdiction).

Notes. General description of the project and specific project characteristics that affect
project cost.

Roadway Width. The width of the roadway from curb to curb.

Existing Lane Striping. Existing lane and median widths at typical midblock locations. A
legend for the lane annotations is provided below.

lllustrative Lane Striping. Proposed lane and median widths to accommodate the proposed
wheel facility and the changes in lane striping required to do so. A key to the lane
annotations is provided below. Where a median is shown, there are typically left-turn lanes
at major intersections.

Lane widths are shown looking north or west and are annotated as follows:

>

>

>

\"

b = bike lane
bu = striped buffer between bike lane and travel or parking lane
p = parking lane where parking is separated from the curb travel lane

cl = striped center lane, typically left-turn lanes and either a striped median or center turn
lane

m = raised median measured from face of curb to face of curb

sw = sidewalk, included only where wheel facilities are proposed on the sidewalk
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IV.

Travel lane widths are shown with no letter annotation. If the travel lane is a curb lane, the
measurement includes both travel and parking.

Conclusion and Next Steps

The Eastside Transit Corridor Phase 2 FLM Prioritization Summary provides findings from the
FLM planning process and presents recommended priority walk and wheel projects for Metro
Board Adoption. The summary outlines the extensive community-driven and data intensive
process used to inform the first/last mile recommendations, following Metro FLM guidelines
and prioritization methodology.

Following Metro Board adoption of the FLM priority walk and wheel project list the technical
team will prepare the final FLM plan. The technical team will present the draft plan to local
jurisdictions to gather input and feedback prior to finalizing. The plan is anticipated to be
completed in Spring 2025.

Local jurisdictions will lead the implementation of prioritized FLM projects. Ongoing
coordination between Metro and local jurisdictions is encouraged to address the 3% local
contributions and refine projects as needed.
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Appendix A: Walk Priority Projects List and Half-Mile Maps




EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
ATLANTIC BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (SR 60 to Eagle Street)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NW corner of Atlantic Bl and Pomona BI
Install bus shelter (1) at NE corner of Atlantic Bl and
P BI East Los Angel
, Pomona BI, East 4th St, omona o TWA, JOH, First Last Mile —oo -0S Angeles
1 Bus Stop Improvements Atlantic Bl Eagle St 1,3 7'-10 Technical Team Community Pedestrian LA County
& Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles Plan (2023)
(1) at NW corner of Atlantic Bl and East 4th St
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at NW
corner of Atlantic Bl and Eagle St
. East Los Angeles
. . Pomona BI, Beverly B, Install at Pomona Bl (4), Beverly BI (4), East 4th St (4), and D TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . .
2 Curb Extension Atlantic Bl 1 7'-10 . . Community Pedestrian LA County
East 4th St, Eagle St Eagle St (4) Mile Technical Team
Plan (2023)
Install pedestrian signal heads (8) at Pomona BI; Install
. . . . Pomona BI, Via Corona traffic signals for proposed crossings at Via Corona St (2) TWA, CAB, JOH, First Last
3 Signalized Crossin Atlantic Bl 1,3 . . . . 7'-10' . . LA Count
'gnailz ing ! St, Repetto Av and Repetto Av (2); Coordinate with installation of high Mile Technical Team e
visibility crosswalks
Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps at Pomona BI (8)
and Beverly Av (8)
- . . . TWA, OLS, CAB, JOH,
. Install uni-directional curb ramps at mid-block crossing g . . .
4 Curb Ramps Atlantic BI Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1,3 7'-10 First Last Mile Technical LA County
between East 4th St and Eagle St (2)
Team
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Repetto Av (1), East
4th St (4), and Eagle St (4)
. East Los Angeles
Install at Pomona Bl (4), Beverly Bl (4), Via Corona St (3), . .
5 High Visibility Crosswalk Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1,3 (4), Beverly Bl (4), Vi 3 7'-10' TWA, OLS, CAB, JOH  Community Pedestrian LA County
Repetto Av (3), and Eagle St (4)
Plan (2023)
6 Landscape and Shade Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1 Infill shade trees 7'-10' TWA, OLS, CAB LA County

|:| Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
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PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
N I d Repair sid Ik hol d ks; R locat
7 i (O AR Atlantic BI Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1 epair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 7-10' TWA, OLS, CAB LA County
Sidewalk sidewalk obstructions where feasible
Pedestrian and Cyclist
8 Lighting Y Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1 Infill lighting 7'-10' OLS, CAB LA County
Traffic calming strategies to be determined in future
9 Traffic Calming Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St 1 . : < 7-10' OLS, CAB LA County
project phase
Could be integrated with new station design at
intersection of Atlantic Bl and Beverly Bl and at existing
Metro parking structure at intersection of Atlantic Bl and
10 Multimodal Mobility Hub Atlantic Bl Beverly Bl Pomona BI. 7'-10' OLS, CAB LA County
Multimodal Mobility Hub to include bicycle amenities
such as bicycle parking and a bicycle repair station.
CAB, First Last Mile
11 Street Furniture Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St Install where feasible 7'-10' ! ) I LA County
Technical Team
Underpass Add lighting and pedestrian safety improvements,
12 P Atlantic Bl SR 60 AAGTIBNTNG and b yime 710" TWA, OLS, CWA LA County
Improvements improve cleanliness
13 Wayfinding Signage Atlantic Bl Pomona Bl to Eagle St Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 7'-10' TWA, OLS, CAB LA County

E] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
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PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
POMONA BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (South Woods Avenue to South Hillview Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
1) at SE fP Bl and B ly Bl
Beverly Bl South Hillview (1) at SE corner of Pomona Bl and Beverly o TWA, CWA, First Last
14 Bus Stop Improvements Pomona Bl 5'-10 . . LA County
Av . Mile Technical Team
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Pomona Bl and South Hillview Av
15 Curb Ramps Pomona BI South Hillview Av Install bi-directional curb ramps (4) at South Hillview Av 5'-10' TWA, CAB LA County
. . . Between Atlantic Bl and L . . o CAB, First Last Mile
16 Signalized Crossing Pomona Bl South Hillview Av Install traffic signals (2) for proposed mid-block crossing 5'-10 Technical Team LA County
South Woods Av t OLS, CAB, First Last Mil
17 Landscape and Shade Pomona BI ou .00_ > AVEO Infill shade trees 5'-10' .|rs ast e LA County
South Hillview Av Technical Team
18 New or Improved Pomona Bl South Woods Av to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 510" TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last LA Count
Sidewalk South Hillview Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible Mile Technical Team ¥
Pedestrian and Cyclist South Woods Av to OLS, CAB, CWA, First Last
19 Pomona B Infill lightin 5'-10' ’ ’ ’ LA Count
Lighting South Hillview Av " highting Mile Technical Team Sy
South Woods Av to Traffic calming strategies to be determined in future
20  Traffic Calming Pomona B uth Woods Av i ng &l inedin Tty 510" OLS, CAB LA County
South Hillview Av project phase
. . . . TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
21 Street Furniture Pomona BI Beverly BI Integrate into plaza/parklet in new station area 5'-10' . . LA County
Mile Technical Team
First Last Mile Technical
22 Plaza/Parklet Pomona BI Beverly BI Integrate into new station design where plaza is planned 5'-10' ! ! ! LA County

Team

|:| Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
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PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
South Woods Av to CAB, First Last Mile
2 Wayfindi i P BI C inate si to stati local tinati '-10' ’ LAC t
3 ayfinding Signage omona South Hillview Av oordinate signage to station and local destinations 5'-10 Technical Team ounty
BEVERLY BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (South Woods Avenue to Margaret Avenue)
CAB, First Last Mile
24 Curb Extension Beverly B Margaret Av 1 Install at Margaret Av (4) 10' ) LA County
Technical Team
South Hillview Av, - CAB, JOH, First Last Mile East LA Civic Center MSP
25 High Visibility Crosswalk Beverly Bl 1,3 Install at South Hillview Av (4) and Margaret Av (4) 10' . LA County
Margaret Av Technical Team Plan
. . . Between Via Campo St Install traffic signals (2) for proposed mid-block crossing CAB, First Last Mile
26 S lized C B ly Bl 1 10' LA C t
LS e SHELY and South Hillview Av that utilizes center median east of Via Campo St Technical Team S
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Beverly Bl and South Woods Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Beverly Bl and Atlantic Bl
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
South Woods Av to (1) at NW corner of Beverly Bl and South Hillview Av ' OLS, First Last Mile East Los A.«ngeles .
27 Bus Stop Improvements Beverly B Maraaret Av 1 10 Technical Team Community Pedestrian LA County
< Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at SW Plan (2023)
corner of Beverly Bl and South Hillview Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NE corner of Beverly Bl and Margaret Av
Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at SW corner of
Beverly Bl and Margaret Av
)8 Curb Ramps Beverly Bl Via Campo St to 13 Install bi-directional curb ramps at Via Campo St (2), 10" CAB, JOH, First Last Mile East LA Civic Center MSP LA Count
P H Margaret Av ’ South Hillview Av (4), and Margaret Av (4) Technical Team Plan Y
South Woods Av to TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
29 Landscape and Shade Beverly Bl 8 v 1 Infill shade trees 10' I o LA County

Margaret Av

Mile Technical Team

|:| Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
New or Improved South Woods Av to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
B ly Bl 1 10' LA
30 Sidewalk every Margaret Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible 0 Technical Team County
Pedestrian and Cyclist South Woods Av to OLS, CAB, First Last Mile
31 B ly Bl 1 Infill lighti 10' LA C t
Lighting el Margaret Av L Technical Team iy
East Los Angeles
South Woods Av to Traffic calming strategies to be determined at future
32 Traffic Calming Beverly Bl Margaret Av 1 roiect haseg . 10' OLS, CAB Community Pedestrian LA County
& projectp Plan (2023)
South Woods Av to TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
33 Street Furnit Beverly Bl Impl t where feasibl 10' T ! LA Count
reet Furniture everly Margaret Av mplement where feasible Mile Technical Team ounty
South Woods Av to TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
4 Wayfindi i B ly Bl i i i local inati 10' ! ’ LA
3 ayfinding Signage everly Margaret Av Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 0 Technical Team County
EAST 3RD STREET - PRIMARY (South Mednik Avenue to South Woods Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of East 3rd St and
South Mednik Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash tacl
' nstall bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles East Los Angeles
South Mednik Av, (1) at NW corner of East 3rd St and South Woods Av . .
R Community Pedestrian
35 Bus Stop Improvements East 3rd St South Woods Av, South 1,3 8'-10 TWA, JOH LA County
Plan (2023), AHSC grant
La Verne Av Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at SE fundin
corner of East 3rd St and South La Verne Av 2
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of East 3rd St and South La Verne Av
East Los Angeles
South Mednik Av, South CAB, JOH, First Last Mile COMMunity Pedestrian
36 Curb Extension East 3rd St ’ 1,3 Install at South Mednik Av (4) and South Woods Av (2) 8'-10' ’ . Plan (2023), I-710 LA County
Woods Av Technical Team o
Livability Report - E/W
Corridors
East LA Civic Center MAT
37 Curb Ramps East 3rd St South La Verne Av 3 Install bi-directional curb ramps at South La Verne Av (3) 8'-10' JOH V! LA County

Plan

|:| Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
East Los Angeles
South Mednik Av, South Community Pedestrian
! Install at South Mednik Av (4), South La Verne Av (2) and CAB, JOH, First Last Mile
38 High Visibility Crosswalk East 3rd St La Verne Av, Civic Center 1,3 . @) @) 8'-10' . Plan (2023), I-710 LA County
Civic Center Way (2) Technical Team o
Way Livability Report - E/W
Corridors
Install leading pedestrian interval at South La Verne Av
39 Signalized Crossing East 3rd St South La Verne Av 3 including traffic signal (1), controller (1), and pedestrian 8'-10' JOH LA County
heads (4)
South Mednik Av to TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
40 Land d Shad East 3rd St 1 Infill shade t 8'-10' ! ’ LA Count
andscape an ade ast=r South Woods Av nii shade trees Technical Team ounty
New or Improved South Mednik Av to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate OLS, CAB, JOH, First Last 1-710 Livability Report -
41 East 3rd St 1,3 8'-10' LA C t
Sidewalk ast3r South Woods Av ! sidewalk obstructions where feasible Mile Technical Team  E/W Corridors ounty
49 Pedestrian and Cyclist East 3rd St South Mednik Av to 1 Infill liehtin 810" CAB, First Last Mile LA Count
Lighting South Woods Av ghting Technical Team ¥
(¢} tunit | I t traffic timing i ttoi
43 pportunity East 3rd St South Woods Av mplement traitic iming Improvement o Increase 8-10' oLs LA County
Improvement efficiency in traffic flow
South Mednik Av to CAB, First Last Mile
44 Furni E Impl h feasibl '-10' ! LA
Street Furniture ast 3rd St South Woods Av mplement where feasible 8'-10 Technical Team County
South Mednik Av to CAB, First Last Mile
45 Wayfinding Signage East 3rd St ! AV Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 8'-10' ! I LA County

D Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

South Woods Av

Technical Team

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Walk Projects

Prioritization
Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NW corner of South Mednik Av and Civic Center
Way

Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

Civic Center Way, East . .
46 Bus Stop Improvements South Mednik Av 3:'\<I1ICSt SIUEFLEY ) S8 3 Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles 8'-14' JOH AHSC grant funding LA County

(1) at SE corner of South Mednik Av and Civic Center Way

Install bus shelter (1) at SW corner of South Mednik Av
and East 3rd St

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[] Prioritized Projects

[] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic/Whittier Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
ATLANTIC BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Eagle Street to Union Pacific Avenue)
TWA, CAB, CWA, JOH
) Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles o g Y
1 Bus Stop | ts Atlantic Bl Hubbard St 1,3 10'-15' First Last Mile Technical LA Count
-SRI LS antic ubbar ’ (1) at SW corner of Atlantic Bl and Hubbard St Irst Last Mile fechnica OHNEY
Team
lanti .
N TWA, OLS, CAB, JOH, GCCOG Atlantic Corridor
. . East 6th St to East Install at East 6th St (4), Hubbard St (4), Whittier Bl (4), o . ) . Complete Street
2 Curb Extension Atlantic Bl . 1,3 . . 10'-15 First Last Mile Technical . LA County
Olympic Bl Louis Place (2), and East Olympic Bl (4) Team Evaluation & Master Plan
Study
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Eagle St (4), East
6th St (4), Hubbard St (3), Louis Place (1), Verona St (4),
and East Olympic Bl (1)
Eagle St to Union Pacific First Last Mile Technical
3 CurbR Atlantic Bl 1 10'-15' LA Count
urb Ramps antic Av Install uni-directional curb ramps at Hastings St (2) and Team ounty
Louis Place (1)
Install tactile warning strips (2) at East Cody Drive
GCCOG Atlantic Corridor
. o . Install at Eagle St (4), East 6th St (4), Whittier Bl (4), TWA, CAB, JOH, First Last Complete Street
4 High Visibility C Ik Atlantic Bl Eagle St to Verona St 1,3 . 10'-15' . . . LA C t
RIS S R antic S Louis Place (1), and Verona St (4) Mile Technical Team  Evaluation & Master Plan Sl
Study
Eagle St to Union Pacifi TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
5 Landscape and Shade Atlantic Bl LSS A 1 Infill shade trees 10'-15' ) . "ot as LA County
Av Mile Technical Team
6 N.ew or Improved Atlantic Bl Eagle St to Union Pacific 1 R.epair sidewalk h.oles and cracks;.Remove/reIocate 10'-15' CAB, Fir.st Last Mile LA County
Sidewalk Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible Technical Team
Pedestri d Cyclist Eagle St to Union Pacifi CAB, First Last Mil
edestrian and Lyelist — Atiantic BI FE S LI RS 1 Infill lighting 10'-15' Irst Last Ml LA County

Lighting

Av

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Atlantic/Whittier Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Eagle St to East Ol i TWA, First Last Mil
8 Street Furniture Atlantic Bl agle >t to tast Llympic Implement where feasible 10'-15' |r.s astvirie LA County
Bl Technical Team
Eagle St to Union Pacifi CAB, First Last Mil
9 Wayfinding Signage Atlantic Bl agle >t to Lnioh Facitic Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 10'-15' |r.s astvire LA County
Av Technical Team
WHITTIER BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (South Fetterly Avenue to Sadler Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of Whittier Bl and
Atlantic BI
L Atlantic Bl, Goodrich BI, Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
10 Bus Stop Improvements Whittier Bl 1 10'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB LA Count
e Hoefner Av (1) at SE corner of Whittier Bl and Goodrich BI ¥
Install bus shelters (2) at SE and SW corners of Whittier
Bl and Hoefner Av
South Fetterly Av, Fraser . -
. L . Install at South Fetterly Av (4), Fraser Av (2), Hoefner OLS, CAB, JOH, First Last 1-710 Livability Report -
11 Curb Extension Whittier Bl Av, Hoefner Av, Goodrich 1,3 . 10'-12' ' . . LA Count
Bl Av (2), and Goodrich BI (2) Mile Technical Team  E/W Corridors g
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Amalia Av (4),
South Hillview Av (4), South Oakford Drive (2),
Goodrich Bl (2), Belden Av (2), Hoefner Av (2), and
N ' oodrich Bl (2), Belden Av (2), Hoefner Av (2), an o TWA, First Last Mile
12 Curb Ramps Whittier Bl Amalia Av to Sadler Av 1 Sadler Av (2) 10'-12 . LA County
Technical Team
Install uni-directional curb ramps at Goodrich Bl (1),
Belden Av (1), Eastmont Av (1), and Hoefner Av (1)
Install at South Fetterly Av (4), Ferris Av (4), Fraser Av o
South Fetterly Av t I-710 Livability R t-
13 High Visibility Crosswalk Whittier BI outh Fetterly Avito 1,3 (3), South Woods Av (4), Amalia Av (2), Goodrich BI (2), 10"-12" TWA, CAB, CWA, JOH IVabIItY REPOTE = A county
Sadler Av E/W Corridors
Belden Av (2), and Sadler Av (2)
South Fetterly Av to TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA,
14 Landscape and Shade Whittier Bl v 1 Infill shade trees 10'-12" First Last Mile Technical LA County

Sadler Av

Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic/Whittier Station Walk Projects

Prioritization
Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

New or Improved Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate

15 Whittier Bl Atlantic Bl to Sadler A 1 10'-12' TWA, CAB LA Count
Sidewalk H ! v sidewalk obstructions where feasible ’ =0y
Pedestri d Cyclist South Fetterly Av t OLS, CAB, First Last Mil

16 coestnanandLyclist o\ pittier Bl outh Fetterly Avto 1 Infill lighting 10-12' rIrst Last Ve LA County
Lighting Sadler Av Technical Team

17 Traffic Calming Whittier Bl South Fetterly Av to 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined at future 10'-12" OLS, CAB, I.=irst Last Mile LA County

Sadler Av project phase Technical Team
Int te with tati ; Impl t bikeshare, CAB, First Last Mil

18  Multimodal Mobility Hub Whittier Bl Atlantic Bl ntegrate with new station area; Implement bikeshare 10'-12' Irst Last virle LA County

carshare, and transit connectivity Technical Team

19 Plaza/Parklet Whittier Bl Atlantic BI Integrate into new station area 10'-12' OLS, CAB LA County

CAB, First Last Mil
20 Street Furniture Whittier Bl Atlantic Bl to Sadler Av Implement where feasible 10'-12" |r.s ast viie LA County
Technical Team
South Fetterly Av t OLS, CAB, First Last Mil
21 Wayfinding Signage Whittier Bl outh retterly Avto Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 10'-12" Irst tast vile LA County

Sadler Av Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
|:] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic/Whittier Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
EAST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (South Ferris Avenue to Avenue Esteban Torres)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NW corner of East Olympic Bl and South
Vancouver Av
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at SW
corner of East Olympic Bl and South Vancouver Av
TWA, CAB, CWA, JOH,
. South Vancouver Av, . . . . . .
22 Bus Stop Improvements East Olympic Bl . . 1,3 Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of East Olympic Bl 6'-15 First Last Mile Technical AHSC grant funding LA County
Atlantic Bl, Goodrich Bl .
and Atlantic Bl Team
Install bus shelter (1) at NE corner of East Olympic B
and Goodrich Bl
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of East Olympic Bl and Goodrich Bl
Fraser Av, South
’ | Il 4 h 4 B, First Last Mil
23 Curb Extension East Olympic Bl Vancouver Av, Goodrich 1 nsta -at Fraser Av (4), South Vancouver Av (4), and 6'-15' CAB, |r§t ast Mile LA County
Bl Goodrich Bl (4) Technical Team
South Ferris Av, Fraser
’ Install bi-directional curb t Ferris Av (1), F First Last Mile Technical
24 Curb Ramps East Olympic BI Av, Amalia Av, and South 1 nstall ol |rt.ec lonatcur rampsa' (?rrls v (1), Fraser 6'-15' Irst Last Vitle Technica LA County
o Av (4), Amalia Av (4), and South Hillview Av (2) Team
Hillview Av
Install traffic signals (2) f d ing at South
- . ‘ . nstall traffic sngnzfl s(2) 9r p.ropose . crossm‘g at Sou o CAB, First Last Mile
25 Signalized Crossing East Olympic BI South Woods Av 1 Woods Av; Coordinate with installation of high 6'-15 . LA County
s Technical Team
visibility crosswalks
Commerce Bicycle and
26 Hieh Visibility Crosswalk East Olvmbic Bl Ferris Av to Goodrich ;o Install at Ferris Av (4), Fraser Av (4), South Vancouver Gt CAB, CWA, JOH, First Last Pedestrian Plan (2020), -
g ¥ ymp Blvd ’ Av (4), South Woods Av (4), and Goodrich BI (4) Mile Technical Team  |-710 Livability Report - Y
E/W Corridors
South Ferris Av to A CAB, First Last Mil
27 Landscape and Shade East Olympic BI OUEn Ferris AVEO AV 1 Infill shade trees 6'-15' rst tast Ve LA County

Esteban Torres

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Atlantic/Whittier Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

East Los Angeles

)8 New or Improved East Olvmpic Bl South Ferris Av to Av 1 Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 6'-15" CAB, First Last Mile Community Roadwa LA Count
Sidewalk ymp Esteban Torres sidewalk obstructions where feasible Technical Team U . J i
Improvement Project
Pedestrian and Cyclist South Ferris Av to Av TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
29 East Ol ic BI 1 Infill lighti 6'-15' ! ! ! LA C t
Lighting s AL Esteban Torres L Mile Technical Team Sl
South Ferris Av to Av Traffic calming strategies to be determined at later CAB, First Last Mile
30 Traffic Calming East Olympic BI 1 . & & 6'-15' . LA County
Esteban Torres project phase Technical Team
South Ferris Av to Av CAB, First Last Mile
31 Wayfinding Signage East Olympic B Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 6'-15' ’ LA Count
Y g >lgnag ymp Esteban Torres ghag Technical Team ¥

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

CWA = Community Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

E] Prioritized Projects

E] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
SMITHWAY STREET - PRIMARY (Flotilla Street to South Tubeway Avenue)
Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps (4) at South
Tubeway Av
i | Dri h | Il uni-di i I hT A AB, First Last Mil
1 Curb Ramps Smithway St Citadel Drive to Sout 1 nstall uni-directional curb ramps at South Tubeway Av 719" CAB, |r.st ast Mile Commerce
Tubeway Av (2) Technical Team
Install tactile warning strips at all driveway entrances
to Citadel Outlets (10)
Citadel Drive, South . . CAB, CWA, First Last Mile
2 High Visibility Crosswalk Smithway St ! v ! 1 Install at Citadel Drive (1) and South Tubeway Av (2) 7'-12' . ! ! Commerce
Tubeway Av Technical Team
' ' ' ' Citadel Drive, South Insttall traffic signals for proposed crossing§ at Cita.del .
3 Signalized Crossing Smithway St 1 Drive (2) and South Tubeway Av (2); Coordinate with 7'-12 TWA, CAB Commerce
Tubeway Av . . . .
installation of high visibility crosswalks
Flotilla St to South
4 Landscape and Shade Smithway St ! ! 1 Infill shade trees 7'-12' TWA, OLS Commerce
Tubeway Av
N I d Flotilla St to South Repair sid Ik hol d ks; R locat
5 .ew or Improve Smithway St otilla St to Sou 1 .epa|r sidewa 9es and crac s,. emove/relocate 212" TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA Commerce
Sidewalk Tubeway Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible
Pedestrian and Cyclist Flotilla St to South TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
6 Smithway St 1 Infill lightin 7'-12' Commerce
Lighting v Tubeway Av erine Mile Technical Team
Int t ith tati ;| I t bikesh
7 Multimodal Mobility Hub Smithway St Citadel Drive ntegrate With new station area; Impiement bikesnare, 712" TWA, CAB Commerce
carshare, and transit connectivity
8 Plaza/Parklet Smithway St Citadel Drive Integrate with new station area 7'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB Commerce
OLS, CAB, First Last Mil
9 Shade Structure Smithway St Citadel Drive Implement at plaza/parklet 7'-12' Irst Last vinie Commerce

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

Project ID Project Type

10

TELEGRAPH ROAD - PRIMARY (Camfield Avenue to South Tubeway Avenue)

11

Wayfinding Signage

Location

Smithway St

Bus Stop Improvements Telegraph Rd

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Cross Street/Limits

Flotilla St to South
Tubeway Av

Camfield Av, Citadel
Drive, Gaspar Av

Prioritization

Notes

Coordinate signage to station and local destinations

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Telegraph Rd and Camfield Av

Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of Telegraph Rd
and Citadel Drive

Install bus shelter (1) at NE corner of Telegraph Rd and
Gaspar Av

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) serving at NW corner of Telegraph Rd and Gaspar
Av

Sidewalk Width

7'-12'

8'-10'

Project Origin

TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
Mile Technical Team

TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
Mile Technical Team

Existing Plan/Project

Jurisdiction

Commerce

Commerce

12

Curb Extension

Telegraph Rd

Citadel Drive

Implement at NE and SE corners of Telegraph Rd and
Citadel Drive (2)

8'-10'

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

13

High Visibility Crosswalk Telegraph Rd

Camfield Av, Citadel
Drive, Gaspar Av

Install at Camfield Av (2), Citadel Drive (3), and Gaspar
Av (2)

8'-10'

TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

14

Landscape and Shade

Telegraph Rd

Camfield Av to South
Tubeway Av

Infill shade trees

8'-10'

TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA,
First Last Mile Technical
Team

Commerce

15

New or Improved
Sidewalk

Telegraph Rd

Camfield Av to South
Tubeway Av

Remove sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate
sidewalk obstructions where feasible

8'-10'

TWA, CAB, CWA, First
Last Mile Technical Team

Commerce

16

Pedestrian and Cyclist
Lighting

Telegraph Rd

Camfield Av to South
Tubeway Av

Infill lighting

8'-10'

TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
17 Traffic Calming Telegraph Rd Camfield Av to South 1 Trafﬁc calming strategies to be determined at future 810" CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Commerce
Tubeway Av project phase Technical Team
Implement overpass from neighborhoods south of I-5 Commerce Bicycle and
18 Overpass Improvements Telegraph Rd Commerce Wa 8'-10' OLS, CAB . Commerce
Verp prov grap y over Telegraph Rd to Citadel Outlets and future station Pedestrian Plan (2020)
Camfield Av to South CAB, First Last Mil
19 Street Furniture Telegraph Rd amield Avto sou Implement where feasible 8'-10' |r.s astvire Commerce
Tubeway Av Technical Team
Camfield Av to South CAB, First Last Mil
20 Wayfinding Signage Telegraph Rd amueld AVES sou Implement where feasible 8'-10' |r.s ast vinie Commerce
Tubeway Av Technical Team
FLOTILLA STREET - PRIMARY (Camfield Avenue to Smithway Street)
CAB, First Last Mile
21 High Visibility Crosswalk Flotilla St Hoefner Av, Smithway St 1 Install at Hoefner Av (2) and Smithway St (1) 7'-12' I . I Commerce
Technical Team
Install traffic signals fo ed crossi at Hoefne First Last Mile Technical
22 Signalized Crossing Flotilla St Hoefner Av 1 ns AITICSIBNS TOTPIOPOSEC CrosSiies oetner 7'-12' st Last Wi chnie Commerce
Av (2) Team
Camfield Av to Smith CAB, First Last Mil
23 Landscape and Shade Flotilla St amt Y Y 1 Infill shade trees 7'-12' |r.s St viie Commerce
St Technical Team
24 New or Improved Flotilla St Camfield Av to Smithway 1 R.epair sidewalk h.oles and cracks;.Remove/reIocate 711" CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Commerce
Sidewalk St sidewalk obstructions where feasible Technical Team
25 Traffic Calming Flotilla St Camfield Av to Smithway 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined at future 711" CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Commerce
St project phase Technical Team
Camfield Av to Smith TWA, CAB, First Last Mil
26 Street Furniture Flotilla St amtield Av to smithway Implement where feasible 7'-12' Irst Last vinie Commerce

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

St

Technical Team

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
CAMFIELD AVENUE - PRIMARY (Telegraph Road to Flotilla Street)
Telegraph Rd to Flotilla CAB, First Last Mile
27 Landscape and Shade Camfield Av el ! Infill shade trees 6'-7' I ) I Commerce
St Technical Team
)8 New or Improved Camfield Av Telegraph Rd to Flotilla R.epalr sidewalk hF)Ies and cracks;.Remove/reIocate 67" CAB, F|r§t Last Mile Commerce
Sidewalks St sidewalk obstructions where feasible Technical Team
59 Traffic Calming Camfield Av Telegraph Rd to Flotilla Trafﬁc calming strategies to be determined at future 67" CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Commerce
St project phase Technical Team
Tel h Rd to Flotill CAB, First Last Mil
30 Street Furniture Camfield Av elesrap o rlotifa Implement where feasible 6'-7' ’ |r.s astvirie Commerce
St Technical Team
Tel h Rd to Flotill CAB, First Last Mil
31 Wayfinding Signage Camfield Av elesrap o rlotifa Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 6'-7' |r.s astvirie Commerce
St Technical Team
FERGUSON DRIVE - PRIMARY (Atlantic Boulevard to Hendricks Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NW corner of Ferguson Av and Gerhart Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NE corner of Ferguson Av and Elton Av
Gerhart Av, Elton Ay, Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles CAB, First Last Mile
32 Bus Stop Improvements Ferguson Drive (1) g(1) . 7'-15' Commerce

Hendricks Av

(1) at SE corner of Ferguson Av and Elton Av

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NE corner of Ferguson Av and Hendricks Av

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Ferguson Av and Hendricks Av

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

Project ID Project Type

33

Curb Ramps

Location

Ferguson Drive

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Cross Street/Limits

South Gerhart Av to
Hendricks Av

Prioritization

Notes

Install bi-directional curb ramps at South Gerhart Av
(2), Simmons Av (2), Nairn Av (2), Gaspar Av (2), Elton
Av (2), and Hendricks Av (2)

Sidewalk Width

7'-15'

Project Origin

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Existing Plan/Project

Jurisdiction

Commerce

34

High Visibility Crosswalk

Ferguson Drive

South Gerhart Av to
Hendricks Av

Install at South Gerhart Av (3), Simmons Av (3), Rail
crossing west of South Gerhartt Av (2), and Hendricks
Av (2)

7'-15'

TWA, CAB, First Last Mile Commerce Bicycle and

Technical Team

Pedestrian Plan (2020)

Commerce

35

Landscape and Shade

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Infill shade trees

7'-15'

TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
Mile Technical Team

Commerce

36

New or Improved
Sidewalk

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate
sidewalk obstructions where feasible

7'-15'

TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

37

Pedestrian and Cyclist
Lighting

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Infill lighting

7'-15'

CAB, CWA, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

38

Traffic Calming

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Traffic calming strategies to be determined at future
project phase

7'-15'

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

39

Street Furniture

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Implement where feasible

7'-15'

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

40

Wayfinding Signage

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

Ferguson Drive

Atlantic Bl to Hendricks
Av

Coordinate signage to station and local destinations

7'-15'

CAB, CWA, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Commerce

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Walk Projects

Prioritization
Metrzmod Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits

CAB, First Last Mile
41 Wayfinding Signage Harbor St Commerce Way Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 5'-10'

. Commerce
Technical Team

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[:I Prioritized Projects

[] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Greenwood Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
GREENWOOD AVENUE - PRIMARY (Mariposa Lane to Oakwood Street)
1 Curb Extension Greenwood Av Washington BI, Date St 1 Install at Washington Bl (4) and Date St (4) 6'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB Montebello
Greenwood Elementary Install traffic signals for proposed crossings at Greenwood Elementary TWA. CAB. JOH. First Last City of Montebello First
2 Signalized Crossing Greenwood Av School, Washington B, 1,3 School (2) and Frankel Av (2); Install pedestrian-friendly signal timing (1) at 6' Mille Teéhnic;I Team Mile Last Mile Plan Montebello
Frankel Av Washington BI; Coordinate with installation of high visibility crosswalks (2023)
City of Montebello First
3 High Visibility Crosswalk Greenwood Av Mariposa Ln to 13 Install at Beach St (4), Greenwood Elementary School (1), Washington BI 5'-12' TWA, CAB, JOH, First Last l\/lli:/ec:_astoMnili :-Ia(r)\ s Montebello
£ v Oakwood St ! (4), Frankel Av (1), Date St (4), and Oakwood St (3) (4' PKW) Mile Technical Team (2023)
Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Greenwood Av and Mariposa Ln
Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at SW corner of Greenwood Av and
Beach St
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles (1) at Greenwood
Elementary School on west side of Greenwood Av
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at Greenwood Elementary
School on east side of Greenwood Av
Mari Ln t 5'-12'
4 Bus Stop Improvements Greenwood Av O:':\IA?;);Z S: ° 1 Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Greenwood Av and Washington BI (4' PKW) TWA, OLS, CAB Montebello
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles (1) at stop on NW
corner of Greenwood Av and Frankel Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles (1) at stop on NW
corner of Greenwood Av and Date St
Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at NW corner of Greenwood Av and
Oakwood St
Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Greenwood Av and Oakwood St
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Beach St (4), Frankel Av (4), Date St (4),
c Curb Ramps Greenwood Av Mariposa Ln to 1 and Oakwood St (4) EI> -12 TWA, CAB, -Flrst Last Mile Montebello
Oakwood St (4' PKW) Technical Team

Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps at Washington BI (8)

D Prioritized Projects
[:l Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Greenwood Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Mariposa Ln to . 5'-12' TWA, CWA, First Last
6 Land d Shad G dA 1 Infill shade t Montebell
andscape an ade reenwood Av Oakwood St nfill shade trees (4 PKW) Mile Technical Team ontebello
N | Mari L Repair si Ik hol ks; R | i Ik i 12!
7 .ew or Improved Greenwood Av ariposa Ln to 1 epair snde}/va oles and cracks; Remove/relocate sidewalk obstructions !? TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA Montebello
Sidewalk Oakwood St where feasible (4' PKW)
City of Montebello First
Pedestrian and Cyclist Mariposa Ln to . 5'-12' TWA, CAB, First Last Mile |'y .
8 L Greenwood Av 1 Infill lighting , . Mile Last Mile Plan Montebello
Lighting Oakwood St (4' PKW) Technical Team
(2023)
Mari Ln t 5'-12'
9 Traffic Calming Greenwood Av O:I:\I/\F/)c?ciz S: ° 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined in future project phase (4 PKW) TWA, OLS, CAB Montebello
Implement bikeshare, carshare, and transit connectivity
Note : Additional projects (hardened centerlines, pedestrian nose at
10 Multimodal Mobility Hub Greenwood Av Washington B median, truck aprons, reflective border on signal heads, public art, 6'-12' TWA Montebello
mobility parking options) proposed by the City of Montebello at the
intersection of Greenwood Av and Washington Bl can be considered
through discussion with Metro at a future phase.
Marinosa Ln to 5100 City of Montebello First
11 Street Furniture Greenwood Av P Install where feasible . TWA, OLS, CAB Mile Last Mile Plan Montebello
Oakwood St (4' PKW)
(2023)
Mari Ln t 5'-12' TWA, CAB, First Last Mil
12 Wayfinding Signage Greenwood Av o:m?;: S: © Coordinate signage to station and local destinations (4 PKW) Techniclz:ISTe::n ne Montebello
WASHINGTON BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (South Vail Avenue to South 5th Street)
San Gabriel Vall
South Vail Av, OLS, CAB, First Last Mile R?eniOSalr I:cti\?e N
13 Curb Extension Washington BI South Maple Av, 1 Install at South Vail Av (4), South Maple Av (4), and Montebello Bl (4) 8'-9' ! . & . Montebello
Montebello Bl Technical Team Transportation Plan
(2018)
CAB, First Last Mil
14 Curb Ramps Washington Bl Montebello Bl 1 Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps at Montebello Bl (8) 8'-9' |r-s astvirie Montebello
Technical Team
South Vail Av,
TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
15 High Visibility Crosswalk Washington BI South Maple Av, 1 Install at South Vail Av (4), South Maple Av (4), and Montebello Bl (4) 8'-9' . . Irst Las Montebello
Montebello Bl Mile Technical Team

[:] Prioritized Projects
|:| Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Greenwood Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of Washington Bl and South Vail Av
Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Washington Bl and South Vail Av
South Vail Av t Install bus shelter (1) at NE f Washington Bl and Maple A TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
16 Bus Stop Improvements Washington Bl outh Vail Avto 1 nstall bus sheter (1) a SRSl BRI S e e 8'-9' . . Irst tas Montebello
South 5th St Mile Technical Team
Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Washington Bl and Maple Av
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacle (1) at NE corner of
Washington Bl and South 5th St
South Vail Av t
17 Landscape and Shade Washington Bl ou a Avto 1 Infill shade trees 8'-9' TWA, OLS Montebello
South 5th St
N | h Vvail ir si Ik hol ks; R | i Ik i TW. B, First Last Mil
18 .ew or Improved Washington Bl South Vail Av to 1 Repair snde}/va k holes and cracks; Remove/relocate sidewalk obstructions 8.9 A, CA 3 irst Last Mile Montebello
Sidewalk South 5th St where feasible Technical Team
City of Montebello First
Pedestri d Cyclist South Vail Av t TWA, CAB, First Last Mil . .
19 .e e:<, rian and Lyclls Washington Bl ou a Avto 1 Infill lighting 8'-9' . Irst Last vitle Mile Last Mile Plan Montebello
Lighting South 5th St Technical Team
(2023)
South Vail Av t TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last
20 Traffic Calming Washington Bl ou an Avto 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined at future project phase 8'-9' . . Irst-as Montebello
South 5th St Mile Technical Team
City of Montebello First
South Vail Av t TWA, CAB, First Last Mil . .
21 Street Furniture Washington Bl ou an Avto Implement where feasible 8'-9' . Irst Last Ve Mile Last Mile Plan Montebello
South 5th St Technical Team
(2023)
South Vail Av t TWA, CAB, First Last Mil
22 Wayfinding Signage Washington Bl ou an Avto Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 8'-9' Irst Last Ve Montebello

South 5th St

Technical Team

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit
CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

E] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
ROSEMEAD BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Crossway Drive/Balfour Street to Rex Road)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Rosemead Bl and Coffman Pico Rd
Install bus shelter (1) at NE corner of Rosemead Bl and
Coffman Pico Rd
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
Coffman Pico Rd, (1) at NW corner of Rosemead Bl and Danbridge St 0'-12" - -
1 Bus Stop Improvements Rosemead B . . TWA, OLS Pico Rivera
Danbridge St, Rex Rd . (7' PKW)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Rosemead Bl and Danbridge St
Install bus shelter (1) at NW corner of Rosemead BI
and Rex Rd
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at NE
corner of Rosemead Bl and Rex Rd
Balfour St/Cro Dr,
. @ u ey Install at Crossway Dr/Balfour St (1), Washington Bl (4), 0'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile . .
2 Curb Extension Rosemead BI Washington BI, Danbridge St (4), and Rex Rd (4) (7' PKW) Technical Team Pico Rivera
Danbridge St, Rex Rd < ’
Terrazas Wa Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Terrazas 0-12" TWA CAB. First Last Mile
3 Signalized Crossing Rosemead BI . b Way (2) and Danbridge St (2); Coordinate with i ! g Pico Rivera
Danbridge St . . . s (7' PKW) Technical Team
installation of high visibility crosswalks
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Carron Dr (1) and
Rex Rd (2)
Install uni-directional curb ramps at Coffman Pico Rd
3),C Dr (1 d Rex Rd (3
‘ o Rosemead Bl Balfour St/Crossway Dr (3), Carron Dr (1), and Rex Rd (3) 0'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile P
P to Rex Rd (7' PKW) Technical Team

Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps at Washington
BI (8)

Install tactile warning strips on Coffman Pico Rd (4)
and Carron Dr (3)

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Install at Coffman Pico Rd (3), Carron Dr (3),
Washington BI (4), Driveway entrance by Walgreens to TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA, . .
Balfour St/Crossway Dr 0'-12' Pico Rivera Urban
5 High Visibility Crosswalk Rosemead B ur St/ By 1 Pico Rivera Towne Center (1), Terrazas Way (3), Drway . First Last Mile Technical I I,V Pico Rivera
to Rex Rd . . . (7' PKW) Greening Plan (2018)
entrance by Habit Burger to Pico Rivera Towne Center Team
(1), Danbridge St (3), and Rex Rd (4)
Balf St/C D 0'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . .
6 Landscape and Shade Rosemead BI alfour St/Crossway Dr 1 Infill shade trees . . . "ot tas Pico Rivera
to Rex Rd (7' PKW) Mile Technical Team
New or Improved Balfour St/Crossway Dr Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 0'-12' TWA, CAB, First Last Mile . .
7 ) Rosemead BI 1 . ) . . . Pico Rivera
Sidewalks to Rex Rd sidewalk obstructions where feasible (7' PKW) Technical Team
Pedestrian and Cyclist Balfour St/Crossway Dr 0'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . .
8 L ¥ Rosemead BI / ¥ 1 Infill lighting . . . Pico Rivera
Lighting to Rex Rd (7' PKW) Mile Technical Team
9 Traffic Calming Rosemead Bl Balfour St/Crossway Dr 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined in a future (I)'-12' CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Pico Rivera
to Rex Rd project phase (7' PKW) Technical Team
Implement at Pico Rivera Towne Center (carshare, 0'-12' . .
10 Multimodal Mobility Hub Rosemead B Washington BI . P . . ( , OoLS Pico Rivera
bikeshare, transit connectivity) (7' PKW)
Add shade structures, pedestrian and cyclist lighting, 0'-12' . .
11 Overpass Improvements Rosemead Bl Balfour St/Crossway Dr . P ¥ ghting , TWA, CAB Pico Rivera
and aesthetic treatments (7' PKW)
Balfour St/Crossway Dr 0'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . .
12 Street Furniture Rosemead Bl / y Implement where feasible . . . Pico Rivera
to Rex Rd (7' PKW) Mile Technical Team
Balfour St/Crossway Dr 0'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile . .
13 Wayfinding Signage Rosemead B ur St/ way Coordinate signage to station and local destinations , . ! ! Pico Rivera
to Rex Rd (7' PKW) Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits
j ject Typ / Method

Notes

WASHINGTON BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Paramount Boulevard to Lemoran Avenue)

Candace Av,
14 Curb Extensions Washington Bl Bollenbacher Dr, 1
Crossway Dr

Install at Candace Av (4), Bollenbacher Dr (4), and
Crossway Dr (4)

Sidewalk Width

10'-15'
(10' PKW)

Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

CAB, First Last Mile

Pico Rivera
Technical Team

. Paramount Bl to
15 Bus Stop Improvements Washington Bl 1
Lemoran Av

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Washington Bl and Paramount BI

Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at NE corner of
Washington Bl and Paramount B

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at stop on NE corner of Washington Bl and Phaeton
Av

Install bus shelter (1) at stop on NW corner of
Washington Bl and Crossway Dr

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) on NE corner of Washington Bl and Loch Alene Av

Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Washington Bl and Loch Alene Av

10'-15'
(10' PKW)

CWA, First Last Mile

Pico Rivera
Technical Team

Paramount Bl to
16 Curb Ramps Washington BI 1
Lemoran Av

Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps (8) at
Paramount BI; Install uni-directional curb ramp at
Bollenbacher Dr (1)

Install bi-directional curb ramps at Candace Av (3),
Bollenbacher Dr (3), Crossway Dr (2), and Lemoran Av

(1)

Install tactile warning strips at driveway entrance to
Pico Rivera Towne Center (Chili's) (2) and Bonnie Vale
Place (2)

10'-15'
(10' PKW)

CAB, First Last Mile

Pico Rivera
Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

Project ID Project Type

Location

17 High Visibility Crosswalk Washington Bl

Cross Street/Limits

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Prioritization

Notes

Install at Paramount Bl (4), Candace Av (3),
Bollenbacher Dr (3), Crossway Dr (4), Bequette Av (2),
and Loch Alene Av (2)

Sidewalk Width

10'-15
(10' PKW)

Project Origin

TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA,
First Last Mile Technical
Team

Existing Plan/Project

Jurisdiction

Pico Rivera

18 Landscape and Shade

Washington Bl

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Infill shade trees

10'-15
(10' PKW)

TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA,
First Last Mile Technical
Team

Pico Rivera

New or Improved

1
9 Sidewalks

Washington BI

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate
sidewalk obstructions where feasible

10'-15
(10' PKW)

TWA, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Pico Rivera

Pedestrian and Cyclist

20
Lighting

Washington BI

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Infill lighting

10'-15
(10' PKW)

OLS, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Pico Rivera

21 Traffic Calming

Washington BI

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Traffic calming strategies to be determined in a future
project phase

10'-15
(10' PKW)

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Pico Rivera

22 Street Furniture

Washington BI

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Implement where feasible

10'-15
(10' PKW)

OLS, CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Pico Rivera

23 Wayfinding Signage

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

Washington BI

Paramount Bl to
Lemoran Av

Coordinate signage to station and local destinations

10'-15'
(10' PKW)

CAB, First Last Mile
Technical Team

Pico Rivera

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
PARAMOUNT BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Silverette Drive/Unser Street to Canford Street/Mercury Lane)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at stops on SE corner of Paramount Bl and Unser
St/Silverette Dr
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Paramount Bl and Unser
St/Silverette Dr
Unser St/Silverette Dr, Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles VA . .
7'-15 TWA, First Last Mile . .
24 Bus Stop Improvements Paramount Bl Carron Dr, (1) at SE corner of Paramount Bl and Carron Dr . . Pico Rivera
. (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Washington B
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Paramount Bl and Carron Dr
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NE corner of Paramount Bl and Washington BI
Install bus shelter (1) at SW corner of Paramount Bl
and Washington Bl
7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile
25 Curb Extensions Paramount Bl Washington B Install at Washington BI (4 ’ Pico Rivera
< : @) (0™-10' PKW) Technical Team
Unser St/Silverette Dr,
C Dr, Dri Install at U St/Sil tte Dr (3), C Dr (3
. o arron Dr, Driveway nst all at Unser St/Silverette Dr (3), Carron Dr (3), 7115 CAB, First Last Mile ' '
26 High Visibility Crosswalk Paramount Bl entrance to Walmart Driveway entrance to Walmart Garden Center (2), and o . Pico Rivera
(0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Garden Center, Mercury Mercury Ln/Canford St (4)
Ln/Canford St
Unser St/Silverette Dr, Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Unser
57 Sienalized Crossin S Carron Dr, Driveway St/Silverette Dr (2), Carron Dr (2), and the driveway 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile B
g g entrance to Walmart entrance to Walmart Garden Center (2); Coordinate (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Garden Center with installation of high visibility crosswalks
Unser St/Silverette Dr to 7'-15' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile
28 Landscape and Shade Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ Infill shade trees . ’ . Pico Rivera
Canford St (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Rosemead Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Unser St/Silverette Dr to
New or Improved / Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 7'-15' TWA, CAB, First Last Mile . .
29 ) Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ 1 . . . R . Pico Rivera
Sidewalk sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Canford St
Unser St/Silverette Dr to
Pedestrian and Cyclist / . 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile . .
30 L Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ 1 Infill lighting . . Pico Rivera
Lighting (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Canford St
Unser St/Silverette Dr to
. . / Traffic calming strategies to be determined in a future 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile . .
31 Traffic Calming Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ 1 . Ty . Pico Rivera
project phase (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Canford St
Unser St/Silverette Dr to
. / . 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile . .
32 Street Furniture Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ Implement where feasible g . Pico Rivera
(0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Canford St
Unser St/Silverette Dr to
- . / . . . L 7'-15' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile . .
33 Wayfinding Signage Paramount Bl Mercury Ln/ Coordinate signage to station and local destinations . . Pico Rivera
Canford St (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit
OLS = On-Line Survey
CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Project ID Project Type

NORWALK BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Flory Street to Aeolian Street)

Location

Cross Street/Limits

Prioritization

Notes

Sidewalk Width

Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Norwalk
Boulevard (Mines Bl to

1 Curb Extension Norwalk Bl Saragos:? St, Broadway Install at Saragosa St (2), Broadway Av (1), and Aeolian I5'I-12' CAB, Fir.st Last Mile Broadway) Vision Zero 65% LA County .
Av, Aeolian St St (3) (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team Traffic Safety 35% Santa Fe Springs
Enhancements, Los
Nietos Safe Routes to
School - Phase 1 Project
5'-12' CAB, CWA, First Last Mile
2 Shade Structure Norwalk Bl Saragosa St Install at existing plaza/parklet in Saragosa St ’ ’ LA Count
: g plaza/p : (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team g
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NE corner of Norwalk Bl and Washington BI
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) on west side of Norwalk Bl between Washington BI
oy . Norwalk Boulevard
. and Boer Av 5'-12 TWA, CAB, CWA, First . . . 50% LA County
3 Bus Stop Improvements Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St Do } . Station First-Last Mile .
(0'-5' PKW) Last Mile Technical Team Plan (2023) 50% Santa Fe Springs
Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at SW corner of
Norwalk Bl and Waddell St
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Norwalk Bl and Wakeman St
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Flory St (2),
Choisser St (2), Rockne Av (1), and Boer Av (2)
4 Curb Ramps Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St Instzf\ll uni-directional curb ramps at Saragosa St (2), I5'I-12' TWA, CAB, .First Last Mile Los Nietos Safe Rout.es to 90% LA County '
Choisser St (1), Rockne Av (2), Waddell St (2), (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team School - Phase 1 Project 10% Santa Fe Springs

Broadway Av (8), and Aeolian St (1)

Implement tactile warning strips on Broadway Av (2)

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Norwalk
Boulevard (Mines Bl to
. Broadway) Vision Zero
Install at Flory St (1), Saragosa St (2), Choisser St (2), 5112 TWA, CAB, CWA, JOH, Traffic Safet 85% LA Count
5 High Visibility Crosswalk Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St 1,3 Rockne Av (2), Boer Av (2), Waddell St (1), Broadway . First Last Mile Technical ¥ ? ¥ .
. (0'-5' PKW) Enhancements, Norwalk 15% Santa Fe Springs
Av (4), Wakeman St (1), and Aeolian St (1) Team ’ .
Boulevard Station First-
Last Mile Plan (2023),
Los Nietos Pedestrian
Access Improvement
Project (2031)
T L B
i ! 5'-12' : WA, O S'.CA ’ CW.A' 65% LA County
6 Landscape and Shade Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St 1 Infill shade trees . First Last Mile Technical .
(0'-5' PKW) Team 35% Santa Fe Springs
7 New or Improved Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St 1 R.epair sidewalk h9|es and cracks;.Remove/reIocate 15':12' TWA, CAB Los Nietos Safe Rout.es to 65% LA County .
Sidewalks sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-5' PKW) School - Phase 1 Project 35% Santa Fe Springs
Pedestri d Cyclist 5'-12' TWA, CAB, First Last Mil 65% LA Count
8 'e e,s rian andLyclls Norwalk BI Flory St to Aeolian St 1 Infill lighting . . Irst Last vinie ? ounty .
Lighting (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team 35% Santa Fe Springs
Vision Zero Los Angeles
County: A Plan for Safer
Rd 2019), N Ik
Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Choisser ways ( ), Norwa
St (2) and Boer Av (2); Install leading pedestrian Bl (Mines Bl to
o , . \ ' e 512" TWA, CAB, JOH, First Last Broadway) Vision Zero  60% LA County
9 Signalized Crossing Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St 1,3 interval at Saragosa St (1), Washington BI (1), and D . . ) )
] L ) , (0'-5' PKW) Mile Technical Team  Traffic Safety 40% Santa Fe Springs
Broadway Av (1); Coordinate with installation of high
s Enhancements, Los
visibility crosswalks . ;
Nietos Pedestrian Access
Improvement Project
(2031)
Traffic calming strategies to be determined at lat 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil 65% LA Count
10 Traffic Calming Norwalk BI Flory St to Aeolian St 1 ra. Ic calming strategles to be determined at fater . ’ |r.s astvire ? ounty .
project phase (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team 35% Santa Fe Springs

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Implement street furniture at existing plazas on the 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile
11 Street Furniture Norwalk Bl Saragosa St P . . &P . ) LA County
NW and SW corner of the intersection (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
5'-12' TWA, CAB, CWA, First 65% LA Count
12 Street Furniture Norwalk Bl Flory St to Aeolian St Implement where feasible - : . ) Y .
(0'-5' PKW) Last Mile Technical Team 35% Santa Fe Springs

Norwalk Boulevard

5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil . . . 65% LA C t
13 Wayfinding Signage Norwalk BI Flory St to Aeolian St Coordinate signage to station and local destinations - |r.s ast vinie Station First-Last Mile ’ ounty .
(0'-5' PKW) Technical Team Plan (2023) 35% Santa Fe Springs
WASHINGTON BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Pioneer Boulevard to Gretna Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at NE
corner of Washington Bl and Pioneer BI
Install bus shelter (1) and seating (1) at SW corner of
Washington Bl and Pioneer BI
Install bus shelter (1) and trash receptacles (1) at NE
f Washington Bl and N Ik BI
, Pioneer Bl, Norwalk B, e S el o TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last 55% LA County
14 Bus Stop Improvements Washington B 1 6'-15 ) . .
Broadway Av . Mile Technical Team 45% Santa Fe Springs
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SE corner of Washington Bl and Norwalk BI
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at NW corner of Washington Bl and Broadway Av
Install bus shelter (1) at SE corner of Washington Bl
and Broadway Av
15 Curb Extension Washington Bl Pioneer Bl, Norwalk BI, 1 Install at Pioneer Bl (4), Norwalk Bl (4), and Broadway 6'-15" OLS, CAB, I.:irst Last Mile 60% LA County .
Broadway Av Av (4) Technical Team 40% Santa Fe Springs
Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Duchess . .
OLS, CAB, First Last Mil 50% LA Count
16 Signalized Crossing Washington BI Duchess Dr, Gretna Av 1 Dr (2) and Gretna Av (2); Coordinate with installation 6'-15' ’ . Irst Last vinie ? ounty .
Technical Team 50% Santa Fe Springs

of high visibility crosswalks

I:] Prioritized Projects
D Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
West Whittier-Los Nietos
. N . . Install at Pioneer Bl (4), Millergrove Dr (2), Norwalk Bl R CAB, First Last Mile . . 70% LA County
17 High Visibility Crosswalk Washington BI Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av 1 6'-15 . Community Pedestrian .
(4), Duchess Dr (2), Broadway Av (4), and Gretna Av (3) Technical Team Plan (2019) 30% Santa Fe Springs
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Pioneer Bl (2),
Milna Av (2), Rockne Av (2), Norwalk Bl (1), Boer Av (2),
2;]:?”25;5;4(1)2)’ Vanport Av (2), Westman Av (2), and Norwalk Boulevard
Station First-Last Mile
Plan (2023), Los Nietos
Install uni-directional curb t Danby Av (2), CAB, JOH, First Last Mil 50% LA Count
18 Curb Ramps Washington B Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av 1,3 n? all un-directiona CI_Jr ramps at Danby Av (2) 6'-15' .|rs astvire Safe Routes to School - ? ounty .
Millergrove Dr (1), Morill Av (1), Norwalk Bl (2); Install Technical Team . 50% Santa Fe Springs
. . Phase 1 Project, Los
uni-directional dual curb ramps at Broadway Av (8) . .
Nietos - Pioneer
Boulevard et al Project
Install tactile warning strips at Norwalk BI (2), !
entrances to Santa Fe Springs Marketplace (8), and
between Broadway Av and Westman Av (6)
Norwalk Boulevard
TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . ) . 70% LA Count
19 Landscape and Shade Washington B Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av 1 Infill shade trees 6'-15' . . IrstLas Station First-Last Mile ? ounty .
Mile Technical Team Plan (2023) 30% Santa Fe Springs
Los Nietos Safe Routes to
New or Improved . . Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate e TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last . 70% LA County
20 . Washington BI Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av 1 . ) . 6'-15 . . School - Phase 1 Project .
Sidewalks sidewalk obstructions where feasible Mile Technical Team (2023) 30% Santa Fe Springs
Pedestrian and Cyclist OLS, CAB, First Last Mile 70% LA Count
21 L. u Washington BI Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av 1 Infill lighting 6'-15' . > u .
Lighting Technical Team 30% Santa Fe Springs
Traffic calming strategies to be proposed at later CAB, First Last Mile 70% LA Count
22 Traffic Calming Washington BI Pioneer Bl to Greta Av 1 . < < el 6'-15' . > u .
project phase Technical Team 30% Santa Fe Springs
53 Opportunity Washington Bl pioneer Bl Add aesthetic treatments, lighting, and other 615" First Last Mile Technical LA County
Improvement improvements to 1-605 underpass Team
Develop plaza/parklet and integrate into new station CAB, First Last Mile ,
24 Plaza/Parklet Washington BI Norwalk Bl velop plaza/p Integ ! W ! 6'-15' I I Santa Fe Springs

area

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
CAB, First Last Mil .
25 Shade Structure Washington B Norwalk B Integrate shade structures into plaza/parklet 6'-15' |r.s astvire Santa Fe Springs
Technical Team
OLS, CAB, First Last Mil 70% LA C t
26 Street Furniture Washington B Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av Implement where feasible 6'-15' . Irst Last vinie ? ounty .
Technical Team 30% Santa Fe Springs
Und Enh id Iks and pedestri list lighting;
27 naerpass Washington B 1-605 freeway . nhance si ew-a s and pedesrian/cyclist lighting 6'-15' OLS, CAB LA County
Improvements improve cleanliness
TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last 70% LA C t
28 Wayfinding Signage Washington B Pioneer Bl to Gretna Av Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 6'-15' . . IrstLas ? ounty .
Mile Technical Team 30% Santa Fe Springs
BROADWAY AVENUE - PRIMARY (Allerton Street to Norwalk Boulevard)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile
29 Bus Stop Improvements Broadway Av Saragosa St 1 LA Count
pimp ¥ : (1) at NW corner of Broadway Av and Saragosa St (0-6'PKW) Technical Team v
Install at NE and SE corner of intersections at both 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile
30 Curb Extension Broadway Av Thornlake Av 1 ’ LA Count
b ends of Thornlake Av (4) (0-6'PKW) Technical Team u
Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Coolhurst
Coolhurst Dr, Thornlake Dr (2), north and south ends of Thornlake Av (4), and . .
o . S r (2), north and south ends of Thornlake Av (4), an 512" CAB, CWA, First Last Mile 75% LA County
31 Signalized Crossing Broadway Av Av, Between Washington 1 between Washington Bl and Norwalk Bl (2); , . .
. L . . o (0-6'PKW) Technical Team 25% Santa Fe Springs
Bl and Norwalk Bl Coordinate with installation of high visibility
crosswalks
Install at Coolhurst Dr (2), Winchell St (1), Saragosa St . .
5'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mil 90% LA Count
32 High Visibility Crosswalk Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk BI 1 (2), Thornlake Av (2), and between Washington Bl and , ’ . Irst tast il ) ohd )
Norwalk Bl (1) (0-6'PKW) Technical Team 10% Santa Fe Springs
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Allerton St (2),
e (2) 512" CAB, First Last Mile
33 Curb Ramps Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk B 1 Coolhurst Dr (2), Balfour St (2), Winchell St (2), , . LA County
(0-6'PKW) Technical Team

Saragosa St (2), and Thornlake Av (4)

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

roject roject Type ocation ross Street/Limits otes idewa idt roject Origin xisting Plan/Project urisdiction
Proj ID ProjectT L i C S /Limi Method N Sid Ik Width Proj Origi Existing Plan/Proj Jurisdicti
5'-12' TWA, CAB, First Last Mile 75% LA County
34 Landscape and Shade Broadway A Allerton St to Norwalk Bl 1 Infill shade trees
B R W ! (0-6'PKW) Technical Team 25% Santa Fe Springs
35 New or Improved Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk Bl 1 Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 5'-12' CAB, CWA, First Last Mile Los Nietos Safe Routes to 75% LA County
Sidewalks v sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0-6'PKW) Technical Team School - Phase 1 Project 25% Santa Fe Springs
West Whittier-Los Nietos
Pedestrian and Cyclist I 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile . . 75% LA County
36 L Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk BI 1 Infill lighting , . Community Pedestrian .
Lighting (0-6'PKW) Technical Team Plan (2019) 25% Santa Fe Springs
Traffic calming strategies to be determined at a later 5'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile Norwalk Boulevard 75% LA Count
37 Traffic Calming Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk BI 1 . & & , ’ . Station First-Last Mile ? ¥ .
project phase (0-6'PKW) Technical Team Plan (2023) 25% Santa Fe Springs
5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil 75% LA C t
38 Street Furniture Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk BI Implement where feasible , |r.s astvire ? ounty .
(0-6'PKW) Technical Team 25% Santa Fe Springs
5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil 75% LA C t
39 Wayfinding Signage Broadway Av Allerton St to Norwalk BI Coordinate signage to station and local destinations , |r.s astvire ? ounty .
(0-6'PKW) Technical Team 25% Santa Fe Springs
PIONEER BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Saragosa Street to Waddell Street)
Danby Av/Bartley Av 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile West Whittier-Los Nietos
40 Curb Extensions Pioneer Bl ’ 1 Install at Danby Av/Bartley Av (4) and Waddell St (4 § ’ Community Pedestrian LA Count
Waddell St y Av/Bartley Av (4) @) (0™-10' PKW) Technical Team i u
Plan (2019)
West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Saragosa St (3), Plan (2019), Los Nietos
Saragosa St, Danby Danby Av/Bartley Av (4), and Waddell St (2) 7'-15' CAB, JOH, First Last Mile Safe Routes to School
41 Curb Ramps Pioneer Bl Av/Bartley Av, Waddell 1,3 i K ’ Do ’ " ) LA County
st (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team Phase 1 Project, Los
Install uni-directional curb ramp at Waddell St (1) Nietos - Pioneer
Boulevard et al Project
(2027)
7'-15' Los Nietos - Pioneer
42 Signalized Crossin Pioneer BI Saragosa St 3 Install traffic signal (1) at Saragosa St JOH LA Count
s s s gnal (1) s (0'-10' PKW) Boulevard et al Project u

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
West Whittier-Los Nietos
Install at Saragosa St (2), Danby Av/Bartley Av (4), I-605 . . Community Pedestrian
. - . Saragosa St to & _( ) 55 YR 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile y .
43 High Visibility Crosswalk Pioneer Bl Waddell St ramp north of Washington Bl (1), I-605 ramp south of (010" PKW) Technical Team Plan (2019), Los Nietos LA County
Washington Bl (1), Waddell St (2) Safe Routes to School -
Phase 1 Project
Norwalk Boulevard
S Stt 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mil . . .
44 Landscape and Shade Pioneer Bl clelgens] Sl Infill shade trees A |r.s astMI® station First-Last Mile LA County
Waddell St (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team
Plan (2023)
Los Nietos Safe Routes to
45 New or Improved Pioneer Bl Saragosa St to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 7'-15' TWA, CAB, CWA, First School - Phase 1 Project, LA Count
Sidewalks Waddell St sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-10' PKW) Last Mile Technical Team Los Nietos - Pioneer ¥
Boulevard et al Project
Pedestrian and Cyclist . Saragosa St to . 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile
46 Pioneer BI Infill lightin LA Count
Lighting Waddell St i (0™-10' PKW) Technical Team g
. . . Saragosa St to Traffic calming strategies to be determined at a later 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile
47 Traffic Calmin Pioneer BI LA Count
< Waddell St project phase (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team u
Washington Bl to 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile
48 Street Furniture Pioneer BI Implement where feasible ’ LA Count
Waddell St P (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team ¥
Saragosa St to 7'-15' CAB, First Last Mile
49 Wayfinding Signage Pioneer BI Coordinate signage to station and local destinations LA Count
yiinding >1ghag Waddell St gnag (0'-10' PKW) Technical Team ¥

D Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Los Nietos
0'-11' Safe Routes to School -
50 High Visibility Crosswalk Millergrove Dr Benavon St 3 Install at Benavon St (2) (0-8' PKW) JOH Phase 1 Project, Los LA County
Nietos Pedestrian Access
Improvement Project

(2031)

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian

Install bi-directional curb ramps at Duchess Dr (2) and 0'-4' JOH Plan (2019), Los Nietos
Vanport Av (4) (0'-8' PKW) Pedestrian Access

Improvement Project
(2031)

51 Curb Ramps Saragosa St Duchess Dr, Vanport Av 3 LA County

Norwalk Boulevard
Station First-Last Mile
0'-4' Plan (2023), Los Nietos
52 High Visibility Crosswalk Saragosa St Duchess Dr 3 Install at Duchess Dr (4) (0-8' PKW) JOH Pede(strian)Accessl
Improvement Project

(2031)

LA County

West Whittier-Los Nietos

Community Pedestrian

New or Improved Duchess Dr to Broadway . ) 0'-4' Plan (2019), Los Nietos
S St 3 Install sidewalk both sides of S St JOH
Sidewalks e Av MR e PR e SRl (0'-8' PKW) Pedestrian Access

Improvement Project
(2031)

LA County

[] prioritized Projects

[:j Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Walk Projects

Prioritization
Project ID Project Type Location Cross Street/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Los Nietos
. Abbotsford Rd, Install bi-directional curb ramps at Abbotsford Rd (2) 0'-5' Safe Routes to School -
>4 Curb Ramps Vicki br Aeolian St 3 and Aeolian St (1) (0'-7' PKW) 10H Phase 1 Project, Los LA County
Nietos Pedestrian Access
Improvement Project

(2031)

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Los Nietos
4'-20' Safe Routes to School -
55 High Visibility Crosswalk Vicki Dr Godoy St 3 Install at Godoy St (1) (0-6' PKW) JOH Phase 1uProject Los LA County
Nietos Pedestrian Access
Improvement Project

(2031)

West Whittier-Los Nietos
Community Pedestrian
Plan (2019), Los Nietos
Pedestrian Access
Improvement Project
(2031)

56 Curb Ramps Waddell St Rexall Av 3 Install at Rexall Av (2) 0' JOH LA County

West Whittier-Los Nietos

Community Pedestrian
N,ew @l UmpIEE Waddell St Decosta Av to 3 Install sidewalks on north side of Waddell St ,0 :11 JOH e (20,19)' Los Nietos
Sidewalks Norwalk BI (0'-7' PKW) Pedestrian Access

Improvement Project

(2031)

LA County

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[] prioritized Projects
[:] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
LAMBERT ROAD - PRIMARY (Washington Boulevard to Greenleaf Avenue)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
1) at st tNW f Lambert Rd and Santa F
(S )rian ss;p;a corner of Lamber and Santa Fe Lambert Road Station
1 Bus Stop Improvements Lambert Rd Santa Fe Springs Rd il 11' TWA, CAB First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
2022
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles ( )
(1) at NE corner of Lambert Rd and Santa Fe Springs Rd
4'-12' CAB, First Last Mil .
2 High Visibility Crosswalk Lambert Rd Hydro Dr Install at Hydro Dr (2) with new signalized crossing e Ir? astivire Whittier
(0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
Install traffic si | (2) at Hydro Dr; Coordinate with 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mil .
3 Signalized Crossing Lambert Rd Hydro Dr .ns @ r.a I 5|g.na (_ ). a. . DRI A ORI LY e Ir_s astvire Whittier
installation of high visibility crosswalks (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Hydro Dr (2),
4 T B o Lambert Rd Washington BI to Newlin Av (2), Shulman Av (2), and Villa Dr (2) 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mile Whittier
P Greenleaf Av (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
Install uni-directional curb ramp at Hydro Dr (1)
Washington Bl to 4-12' CAB, CWA, First Last Mile -2mPert Road Station
5 Landscape and Shade Lambert Rd g Infill shade trees D ’ " First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Greenleaf Av (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
(2022)
New or Improved Washington BI to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 4'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last L
6 ) Lambert Rd ) ) . D ) . Whittier
Sidewalks Greenleaf Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-5' PKW) Mile Technical Team
Pedestrian and Cyclist Washington BI to 4'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile Lambert Road Station
7 o i Lambert Rd 3 Infill lighting D T First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Lighting Greenleaf Av (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
(2022)
. . Washington BI to Traffic calming strategies to be determined at later 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mile e
8 Traffic Calmin Lambert Rd Whittier
s Greenleaf Av project phase (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Implement bikeshare, carshare, and transit 4'-12' .
9 Multimodal Mobility Hub Lambert Rd Washington BI P . . e OLS Whittier
connectivity at new station area (0'-5' PKW)
Between Washington B Integrate plaza/parklet into new station area on west 4'-12'
10 Plaza/Parklet Lambert Rd & ; & plaza/p D oLS Whittier
and Hydro Dr side of Lambert Rd (0'-5' PKW)
Between Washington BI 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mile .
11 Shade Structure Lambert Rd g Implement at plaza/parklet in new station area I . Whittier
and Hydro Dr (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team

Lambert Road Station

Washington Bl t 4'-12' OLS, CAB, CWA, First Last _. . .
12 Street Furniture Lambert Rd ashington BT 10 Implement where feasible e . . IrstLas First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Greenleaf Av (0'-5' PKW) Mile Technical Team
(2022)
Washington Bl t 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mil L
13 Wayfinding Signage Lambert Rd ashington BT 1o Coordinate signage to station and local destinations e |r.s astvire Whittier
Greenleaf Av (0'-5' PKW) Technical Team
WASHINGTON BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Calobar Avenue to Whittier Boulevard)
Install bus shelter (1) at NE corner of Washington Bl
and Calobar Av 412" 75% City of Whittier
14 Bus Stop Improvements Washington BI Calobar Av 1 D TWA, CAB 25% LA County
. (0'-6' PKW)
Install bus shelter (1), seating (1), and trash receptacles
(1) at SW corner of Washington Bl and Calobar Av
4'-12' CAB, First Last Mile
15 Curb Extension Washington BI Lambert Rd 1 Install at Lambert Rd (4 ’ Whittier
< ) (0'-6' PKW) Technical Team
Install traffic signals at proposed crossing at Lambert o . .
16 Signalized Crossin Washington BI Lambert Rd 1 Rd (2); Coordinate with installation of high visibilit 4-12 CAB, First Last Mile Whittier
< . : ’ < v (0'-6' PKW) Technical Team
crosswalks
Calobar Av to Install at Crowndale Av/Rivera Rd (4), Driveway 411" TWA. CAB. CWA. First Lambert Road Station
17 High Visibility Crosswalk Washington BI Whittier Bl 1 entrance to Home Depot (1), Persing Dr (1), Putnam St (0-6' PKW) Last M'ile Te,chnica;l Team First-Last Mile Plan LA County
(3), Lambert Rd (1), and Whittier Bl (8) (2022)

I:] Prioritized Projects
D Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Method
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Home Depot
entrance (2), Persing Dr (1), and Whittier Bl (2)
I [l uni-directional le/Ri L R i
. Calobar Av to nsta unl. directional curb ramps at Crowndale/Rivera 412" CAB, First Last Mile ?mbert o?d Station
18 Curb Ramps Washington BI . Rd (3), Driveway entrance to Home Depot (1), Putnam D . First-Last Mile Plan LA County
Whittier Bl o (0'-6' PKW) Technical Team
St (1), and Whittier BI (7) (2022)
Install tactile warning strips on pedestrian islands at
Whittier Bl (6)
TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA, Lambert Road Station
Calobar Av to 4'-12' T ’ ’ 90% City of Whittier
19 Landscape and Shade Washington B L Infill shade trees o First Last Mile Technical First-Last Mile Plan e
Whittier Bl (0'-6' PKW) 10% LA County
Team (2022)
20 New or Improved Washinaton Bl Calobar Av to Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 4'-12' TWA, OLS, CAB, First Last 90% City of Whittier
Sidewalks : Whittier Bl sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-6' PKW) Mile Technical Team 10% LA County
TWA, OLS, CAB, CWA, . .
21 Pedestrian and Cyclist Washington Bl Calobar Av to Infill lightin 4'-12' First Last Mile Technical 90% City of Whittier
Lighting : Whittier Bl i (0'-6' PKW) o 10% LA County
. Upgrade five points intersection as a protected . . .
Opportunit 4'-12' First Last Mile Technical
22 PP Y Washington BI Whittier Bl pedestrian/bicycle intersection. Design to be o Whittier
Improvement . (0'-6' PKW) Team
developed at later project phase.
Calobar Av to 4'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile 90% Whittier
23 Street Furniture Washington Bl Implement where feasible ’ ’
& Whittier BI P (0'-6' PKW) Technical Team 10% LA County
Calobar Av to 4'-12' CAB, First Last Mile 90% Whittier
24 Wayfinding Si Washington BI Coordinate si to stati d local destinati ’
ayfinding Signage ashington Whittier Bl oordinate signage to station and local destinations (0-6' PKW) Technical Team 10% LA County

D Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization
Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction

SANTA FE SPRINGS ROAD - PRIMARY (Whittier Boulevard to McGee Drive)

5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile

25 Curb Extension Santa Fe Springs Road ~ Lambert Rd 1 Install at Lambert Rd (4) (0-7' PKW) Technical Team Whittier
. N . Putnam St, Lambert Rd, Install at Putnam St (3), Lambert Rd (4), Foxley Dr (3), 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile L
26 High Visibility Crosswalk Santa Fe Springs Rd 1 Whittier
: v g Foxley Dr, McGee Dr and McGee Dr (3) (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
Putnam St. Foxlev Dr Install traffic signals at proposed crossings at Putnam 511" TWA CAB. First Last Mile
27 Signalized Crossing Santa Fe Springs Rd ’ bR 1 St (2), Foxley Dr (2), and McGee Dr (2); Coordinate o ! g Whittier
McGee Dr L . . o (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
with installation of high visibility crosswalks
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Nogal Av (1) and
McGee Dr (1)
5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil e
28 Curb Ramps Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr 1 Install uni-directional, dual curb ramps at Lambert - Ir? astivire Whittier
o (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
Road (2) and uni-directional curb ramp at Foxley Dr (1)
Install tactile warning strips on Lambert Road (3)
5'-12' CAB, CWA, First Last Mile
29 Landscape and Shade Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr 1 Infill shade trees ’ ’ Whittier
. iz (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
New or Improved . L Repair sidewalk holes and cracks; Remove/relocate 5'-12' OLS, CAB, First Last Mile L
30 Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr 1 Whittier
Sidewalks iz sidewalk obstructions where feasible (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
Pedestrian and Cyclist 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mile e
31 Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr 1 Infill lightin Whittier
Lighting iz erine (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
Traffi Imi trategies to be det ined at lat 5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil .
32 Traffic Calming Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr 1 ra. IR SRS Het 2 s AR e . |r.s ast virie Whittier
project phase (0'-7' PKW) Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
l:] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil "
33 Street Furniture Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr Implement where feasible - |r.s ast e Whittier
(0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
5'-12' CAB, First Last Mil "
34 Wayfinding Signage Santa Fe Springs Road Whittier Bl to McGee Dr Coordinate signage to station and local destinations - |r.s ast e Whittier
(0'-7' PKW) Technical Team
WHITTIER BOULEVARD - PRIMARY (Baldwin Place to Milton Place)
Install bi-directional curb ramps at Pacific Place (1)
TWA, CAB, First Last Mile .
35 Curb Ramps Whittier Bl Pacific Place 1 Install uni-directional curb ramps at Pacific Place (1) 0'-14' . Whittier
Technical Team
Install tactile warning strips at Pacific Place (4)
L .
. N _ . . . ) o CAB, First Last Mile ?mbert Ro?d Station N
36 High Visibility Crosswalk Whittier BI Pacific Place 1 Install at Pacific Place (4) and 5 points intersection (2) 0'-14 . First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Technical Team
(2022)
Baldwin Place to OLS, CAB, First Last Mile Lambert Road Station
37 Landscape and Shade Whittier B . 1 Infill shade trees 0'-14' ’ . First-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Milton Av Technical Team
(2022)
38 New or Improved Whittier Bl Ba-ldwin Place to 1 R'epair sidewalk h9|es and cracks;.Remove/reIocate 0'-14" OLS, CAB, Ifirst Last Mile Whittier
Sidewalks Milton Av sidewalk obstructions where feasible Technical Team
Pedestri d Cyclist Baldwin Place t CAB, First Last Mil -
39 'e e,s MRl el Whittier Bl a- win Flace to 1 Infill lighting 0'-14' |r.s ast virie Whittier
Lighting Milton Av Technical Team
40 Traffic Calming whittier Bl Baldwin Place to 1 Traffic calming strategies to be determined at later 0'-14" CAB, First Last Mile Whittier

Milton Av

project phase

Technical Team

I:] Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

PRIORITIZED WALK PROJECTS

Lambert Station Walk Projects

Prioritization

Project ID Project Type Location Cross St/Limits Method Notes Sidewalk Width Project Origin Existing Plan/Project Jurisdiction
Lambert Road Station
Baldwin Pl t CAB, First Last Mil . . L
41 Street Furniture Whittier Bl a. win Flace to Implement where feasible 0'-14' |r.s 3tV Eirst-Last Mile Plan Whittier
Milton Av Technical Team
(2022)
Underpass . N o - _
42 Whittier BI La Cuarta St Improve lighting and traffic signage for safety 0'-14 OLS, CAB Whittier
Improvements
Baldwin Place t TWA, CAB, First Last Mil .
43 Wayfinding Signage Whittier BI l\/?iltc\::lv aceto Coordinate signage to station and local destinations 0'-14' Irst tast viie Whittier

Technical Team

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

D Prioritized Projects
[ ] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



Atlantic Station

Proposed Pedestrian o
p a7 0 i~
-1 RNER D, Lane p
- Elementary School
Improvements Rk
P
L ¥ 52
P .5 z
pz ) > o =
pz (=} < = s
o 4 Belvedere Community <zt ann s S
8\\)’/ Regional Park d § N S g =
>,7 zis = ) w
2 k o2 £ I%
~&,/ Morris K. Hamasaki o )
¢§ ",/ Elementary School B » wast st
7 el
vy E1STST @8
AV S
//
-
L
’ —_—r—.
{
£
A=)
4 ©
Y’ r w
ll : c "z' East Los
| £ B Angeles
I H © ourt Houseg ) VEDERE PARK
! a = LAKE TELFORD ST f)
© -—v

E3RDST ~~ @

o

O

o<l

Griffith Middle School

44

Metro E Line Station +

o Entrance
&) Proposed Metro Station
+ Entrance
wem mmm  Proposed ESP2

Alignment
Existing Bus Stops

City Boundaries

Metro

East LA
Civic Center

e

d

r o

=

Curb Extension

®

Corridor Projects ——

A

Bus Stop
Improvements

Landscape and Shade

Arts in Action

Community

S
<
E =
‘THST & s
Q <
a
™ > S
=z < g -3
& a = 3
N & N 0
3 3 (%] Q
& S
) w S
ESCUE Fz;mh S:ml
lementary
Lasy School
N
N
\
A =
- Garfield Senior
N d High School #
~
\\ 5
\\ s
e ~
S :l :l
- K3 K3 2
Spot Improvements —e
Bus Sto
Q P Curb Ramps
@, |mprovements

New or High-Visibility
Crosswalk

New or High-Visibility
Crosswalk

New or Improved
Sidewalks

o0

NS
’ g%omom BL

C €4
= |
- :
e
A
21
z !
4, El ll
'94;, A
= /
A4
= /
44 = !
os 2 /I
(g /
7/

Note: For corridor extents see project costing

Signalized Crossing

Pedestrian and
Cyclist Lighting

o
=

Traffic Calming

EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



Atlantic/Whittier Station

Proposed Pedestrian Beiige

Improvements =
aN Ry
<
p - \\&\\ S ~
g ' H, T[N g
Prs Garfield Senior s St >y
i High School M
o } '
R N
N7 é Atlanti
s sy [ N
. N Park >
X, %) St. Alphonsus \\
Q¢ @ School N\
W// -3 N
< g I N
£ \
e [ ] )
\
Yy
\
// g -9 \\
£ 8 ~ o \
/ £ L 3 = k
K~ 3 A
/ K S S il § i
i a ALY ff m S S ] ‘\
! = - I
I = Hy @ ‘5 \
I 84Rp 5 R
Y \
i \
1 I \
—] ‘
h g > \
I 5’ ¢ & S :
; & 6; g S
w o 1
I il 3 F ]
i \ T ‘§ ]
{
> ]
\ > o VERONA ST ]
\ F g » 5 i }
\ g f’ > Uis py ’
[ o 5 j ]
{ I Ny
L SR ST S . = N
\ $ & U
\ &3 GRacg /
\ </& PL /
\ RS /
: /

/ 7/
\ .
’ ) = \ J
\ > N o ® y
\\ ALKAANY / J.A. //
4
' o = g
\ Winter O ] 4
N Gardens 0, L v et ;
N Elementary School Mpic I & ’
o BL iR § y

= Note: For corridor extents see project costing

Spot Improvements —e
% Proposed Metro Station
+ Entrance

Proposed ESP2
Alignment

Q Bus Stop Improvements @ Curb Ramps

Curb Extensions Signalized Crossing

0

| Existing Bus Stops

——--— City Boundaries

Corridor Projects ——1
Curb Ramps New or High-Visibility Pedgstri.an a_nd
Crosswalk Cyclist Lighting

g Landscape and Shade @ S.ZW °rl|ka"°VEd @ Traffic Calming
idewalks

Metro EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



Commerce/Citadel Station

Proposed Pedestrian T

7F = N
Improvements 15
4 > %‘5 N
o N < . & P
e lon E i N
p PACIFICAV 5 g’,,_s‘f \\\
R 4 [ i %, Xy
'bb\’/ & / <), S
NS \ > ‘/‘9/0 )
Pg CL Cop
/ £ CLARENDON sT 2 N
v S
= \
B = M- 3 Pop, 2",
/ [ @ = op o
U L E — g> \\
- z S5
w
= ok =

I
I
[}
I
I
I
1
[}
)
i
\
|

\
1Miss)
| ON wy
\
\
\ Rosewood Park ]
‘\ Elementary School /
/
\
\ ”4/95 /
\\ OQ Sr #, 7
/
\ & /
* S /
A Ry 7
N [S) 7
\ S /4
’

\_Rosewood Park
A

A
s
\ &
G
2

Note: For corridor extents see project costing

44

Crosswalk

& Proposed Metro Station
+ Entrance @ New or High-Visibility

Alignment Signalized Crossing

Curb Extensions

Proposed ESP2

HHHHH Metrolink Tracks
| Existing Bus Stops

——--—  City Boundaries
Corridor Projects ——1

Curb Ramps New or Improved Pedestrian and Cyclist
Sidewalks Lighting
g Landscape and Shade @ (I\:lew or I-::(gh-Visibility @ Traffic Calming
rosswa

Metro EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



Greenwood Station

Proposed Pedestrian

Improvements F &F I
< 3 N g \\\
/ £ 5@ &F >
o & X ol o
’ Q > N
>, $ N
8\‘)/ 3 >
T N
.§¢l, \\
4 ”4#, A\
Po A
Y 4 ;
'\,/ Ly A
4 \
/ 8¢, N
/ 40 .
,‘ ”57' \
\
Y \ .
/ \\
/
[/ V-] \
[/ q‘,° ‘\
[/ & X
[/ )
[/ ét' \‘
[/ %) >4 \
[ N @ g \
ol & \
[ 5 S > ||
5 G d
I‘ s, Elementary School & 1
]
[
l Ag, ]
I “ar,, |
\ R |
\ 3 ]
\ & !
3 I
\
! g ll
\
1
“ A !
. & /
\ o II
\ &Y ¥
\\ & .
> U
\
/
A 047'5 o \7
~n Sr Chet Holified Park x
\ m %) 4
N aggrfﬂq ‘Ios 2> ¥ 7
\\ M e 0’;’; Vi
4 4 & R 7
N \ § 4”/\'52 /
s 4 /
N / I v ¥4
\\ { $ ///
N . . ) ’
N & o
/. & & 2
S é) 13 o
- & -
< & -~
\\\ 9 4
S o /’
\\ /’ . . .
A e 4""?00 = Note: For corridor extents see project costing
e D g -
N oy, S -

Spot Improvements —e
Proposed Metro Station

+ Entrance
@ Curb Extensions
. er_oposethSPZ
TS @ Curb Ramps
| Existing Bus Stops

City Boundaries Corridor Projects —

‘=) Bus Stop Improvements

Curb Ramps

Landscape and Shade

@GO

Metro

New or High-Visibility
Crosswalk

Signalized Crossing

New or High-Visibility
Crosswalk

@ Traffic Calming

New or Improved
Sidewalks

Pedestrian and
Cyclist Lighting

EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



Rosemead Station

Proposed Pedestrian

-
N
Improvements
RioVista ~~
Elementary School >~
:
Vs z >
% z @\ Soesa.
z j
> £
&4 2 4
@Q’/ =)
o
N 3
A
<
/ll:

A}

El Rancho
% High School

\
\
\
1
1
f '.
! 1
! 1
i “re ]
! %y, 1
'l L 1
L |
! I
\ 1
A 1
\ !
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
\
A
\
\
N
\
v
\
\
\,
\\
N Ly
N
\\\ e"#o
N
. =
\\ s 8
\\ o/ 1 ,3‘"
- g
S v
A AN % § L Note: For corridor extents see project costing
N ~ o =i
Spot Improvements —e
% Proposed Metro Station
+ Entrance Q Bus Stop New or High-
P & |mprovements Visibility Crosswalk
wom mmm  Proposed ESP2
Ali t i i
fgnmen Curb Extensions S|gna¥|zed
. Crossing
| Existing Bus Stops

--— City Boundaries

Corridor Projects ——1

fm) Bus Stop Landscape and Shade New or Improved Traffic Calming
\a |mprovements Sidewalks

Pedestrian and
Cyclist Lighting

@ Curb Ramp @ New or High-Visibility

Crosswalk

Metro

EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



Norwalk Station

BT SR < R N N
Phelan ~ -

Proposed Pedestrian -
Improvements o ¢

§
8 \
\
g \
] \
> ... g
Preschool = ]
g o
o w 1
y = 1
1
1
1'% o \ 1
% . 2 .
B v @Y Santa Fe Kid Co 0 |
(f_ Preschool /]
s = y
Goboy 3 — 1
Sr > A8 | <l /
1 T s 1
> \i, / - j ANGELE%:;’(‘”’!G_S II
Ada S Nelson | / - =4 Il
Elementary School e LI ], | o 4
TN AN ST / E /I
0 I
§ ko : 3 /I
& g 2
. & 1 . 1114
\ I > ) 3 ] ’
\ < = = > S /
\ =) -3 0 < ) > \/ //
N g 2 S x F-3 3 WAKEMAN ST 4
N @ = w () @ = /
~ S < Q = w =
N 5 a > = o (=] 4
S < [ 14
R 5 = (%) 450 o i >
- o Lig 4
s (3} >
g Nsr 5’
7’
S x i @r - -
< >
=~ ~ - - . 3 .
SS - . Note: For corridor extents see project costing
- -

Spot Improvements —e

% Proposed Metro Station
+ Entrance
Bus Stop Improvements
-
. zlr_oposethSPZ
R @ Curb Extensions

| Existing Bus Stops

Signalized
Crossing

New or High-Visibility
Crosswalk

Curb Ramps

Shade Structure

—--— City Boundaries Corridor Projects —i
==} Bus Stop Improvements Landscape and Shade ) Signalized
— Sidewalks Crossing
New or High-Visibility Pedestrian and Cyclist @ Traffic Calming

@ New or Improved

Lighting

e 6

Crosswalk

@ Curb Ramps

EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

Metro



Lambert Station

Proposed Pedestrian B
Improvements o =

J
3 -~
>
.§QI 2 LANDING sr g "
Y\ \ 7 e \
V4 © N
AV \Vfo N g\"\c u N
AAragym % ) 2 : 3
£ P >
/ o > < Y
‘ % I 5 X 1N
A o ge P Z g \
. § & , %, A
§ éjf:g ) A \\
m) 5 5 LA CUARTA ST\
,I — g \

f i
H \

[ \
[ : J

Whitti

: P o‘\" )
I RD Tral - & |‘
I | RWERR , S
I 1 S :
i - |
[ g\ ;
i ol 1
i {4

\ e ]

\ 5 !

\ 516 ll

\ EE Evergreen 1

\ oy Elementary !
Y | School ]
\ \ !
\ 1
\ )
% : ‘/Q‘, /
\ ) > /
£ ? /
= %/
\
OB ;
oz 7
\ \‘ % Q‘:\//
- (‘y' 4
\ &/
> 7
\
\ &
\ 7
\\ 7/
N
N
\\
S ¥,
A4
S (%
\‘SOI/ 9, % .,
Su N 9
\\ 04, 7
N 04’, *2dd Note: For corridor extents see project costing

Spot Improvements —e

& Proposed Metro Station N
gatntrance ‘=) Bus Stop Improvements Curb Extensions New or High-Visibility
B Crosswalk

Proposed ESP2
Alignment

Signalized
Crossing

| Existing Bus Stops

——--— City Boundaries

Corridor Projects ——1
Curb Ramps New or High-Visibility Pedestrian and
Crosswalk Cyclist Lighting

Landscape and Shade @ New or Improved Traffic Calming

Sidewalks

@6

Metro EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 — FIRST/LAST MILE PRIORITIZATION SUMMARY

Appendix B: Wheel Priority Projects List and Half-Mile Maps




EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priori Roadwa Existing Lane Striping (ft Illustrative Lane Striping (ft
Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project gt t Notes Y g ping (ft) ping (ft)

(Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West

E 3rd St/ . . . . First Last Mile Technical Team, Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
1A LAC E Mednick A Atlantic Bl 1 B le-F dly Street 0.5 1 22-30 11/11 11/11
ounty Pomona BI edniceAv antic [yClesiendly tree OLS, CWA existing paint for safe bikeway use. / /
. . . Improvements will require the narrowing of the travel
E [H Last Mile Tech 1T
1B LA County sirel 5y Atlantic Bl Sadler Av v Protected Bicycle Lane irst Last Mile Technical Team, 0.4 1 lanes and center median. Removal of parking on one side 80 9p/13/11/14cl/11/13/9p 6b/3bu/11/11/10cl/11/11/8p/3bu/6b
Pomona BI TWA, CWA
of the street.
| ill i i f 11
Sadler Av Gerhart Av v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 12 mprovements will require narrowing of travel lanes to 32 12/20 10/10/3bu/9b

create a two-way cycle track.

Improvements will require the narrowing of the travel
2A LA County Beverly BI Woods Av Gerhart Av v Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, CAB 0.6 1 lanes and center median. Removal of parking on one side 80 8p/13/12/10cl/4m/12/13/8p 6b/3bu/12/10/10cl/10/12/8p/3bu/6b
of the street.

LA County Bicycle Master Plan
mn Bicycle Route e

2012
Montebello Bicycle Mast | ts will ire th i f the t |
2B Montebello Beverly Bl Gerhart Av Montebello Bl v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team ontebeflo bicycle Master 23 2 mprovements witl require the narrowing ot the trave 84 7p/16/12/14cl/12/16/7p 6b/3bu/7p/11/10/10cl/10/11/7p/3bu/6b
Plan 2024 lanes and center turn lane.
Rio Hondo Bike . . . . Improvements will require the removal of a travel lane in
Montebello Bl — v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.7 2 each direction 56 11/11/12cl/11/11 6b/4bu/12/121/12/4bu/6b

Montebello Bicycle Master

1] Buffered Bicycle Lane Plan 2024

Signalized intersections on streets with priority wheel
projects within the 1/2 mile (10 total):

. . . . - . First Last Mile Technical Team LA County: 10 (100%)
Bicycle-Friendly Intersections on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects ’
3 LA County v, y Y ) TWA, OLS, CWA !
Intersection improvements also needed for the
unsignalized intersection at Atlantic Bl and Repetto Av.

[:| Prioritized Projects

[] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Atlantic Station Wheel Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

. . . . . . Length  Priority Roadway Existing Lane Striping (ft) Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)
Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project Notes
L 2 L E /Proj (Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West
PROJECTS ON OTHER STREETS
South of Eagle St . First Last Mile Technical Team, Improvements will require removal of parking on both
4 LA Count Woods Av W 1st St 1] Bicycle Lane 0.7 40 8p/12/12/8| 6b/14/14/6b
¥ (E 6th St) ey TWA sides of the street. p/12/12/8p /14/14/
| ts will i | of parki th
5 LA County Amalia Av Repetto St Hastings St I Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Technical Team 03 mprovements will require removal of parking on bo 40 8p/12/12/8p 6b/14/14/6b
sides of the street.
| ts will i | of parki th
6 LA County Repetto St Woods Av Amalia Av I Bicycle Lane TWA 0.1 mprovements will require removal of parking on bo 40 8p/12/12/8p 6b/14/14/6b
sides of the street.
LA County, . . . Improvements will require additional traffic calming
7 Repetto St Amalia A Bradshaw St I Bicycle-Friendly Street TWA 0.7 30 7p/8/8/7 7p/8/8/7
Montebello P 1 fv W 'y I v infrastructure beyond existing paint for safe bikeway use. p/8/8/7p p/8/8/7p
Montebello San Gabriel Valley Regional Improvements will require the narrowing of the travel
8 ’ Gerhart Av Pomona BI Riggin St \Y Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team . yReg 0.3 lanes and center turn lane. Requires removal of parking 54 9p/12/12/12/9p 7p/6b/2b/10/10cl/10/3bu/6b
Monterey Park Bicycle Master Plan 2014 .
on one side of the street.
Metro Active Transportation
Strategic Plan 2023, San Improvements will require removal of one travel lane in
9 Monterey Park Riggin St Gerhart Av Collegian Av IV Protected Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Technical Team °el X , 02 provements will requl v v ! 56 7p/14/11/11/13 6b/3bu/7p/10/11cl/10/3bu/6b
Gabriel Valley Regional Bicycle each direction.
Master Plan 2014
Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
10 Monterey Park Collegian Av Cesar Chavez Av 1st St I Bicycle-Friendly Street  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.1 .qu.| . II . I ing ! uetd 4 30 7p/12/11 7p/12/11
existing paint for safe bikeway use.
San Gabriel Valley Regional Impro ents will ire the narrowing of the travel
11 LA County W 1st St Mednik Av Atlantic Bl I Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Technical Team >~ oo'€ Valiey Reglon 08 provements witl require the narrowing of the trav 56 10p/12/12¢c1/12/10p 7p/6b/10/10¢l/10/6b/7p
Bicycle Master Plan 2014 lanes and center turn lane.
Short term parking within the 1/2 mile falls within the
following jurisdictions:
12 LA County Short Term Parking on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects First Last Mile Technical Team LA County

Note : Includes bicycle repair stations

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit
OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit
CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[] Prioritized Projects
[T] Non-Prioritized Projects

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2

PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Atlantic/Whittier Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priority

Roadway

Existing Lane Striping (ft)

Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)

Project ID Locati Fi T | | t Proj igi Local Plan/Project Not
rojec Jurisdiction ocation rom o Class mprovemen roject Origin ocal Plan/Projec (Miles) Method otes Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West
WHITTIER BOULEVARD PROTECTED BICYCLE LANE
E;::]cgoggs ﬁ‘iﬁf::ﬂ:]:”lty Improvements will require the narrowing of the travel 7p/11/10/10/11/7p 6b/2bu/10/10/10/10/2bu/6b
1A Los Angeles Whittier Bl Euclid Av Indiana St vV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB Trans ort;tion Strategic Plan 0.9 2 lanes and center turn lane. Removal of parking on both 56-70 to to
Sovs e & sides of the street. 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
Metro Active Transportation Improvements will require the removal of parking on A i) e LA T
1B LA County Whittier BI Indiana St Goodrich BI IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB Ctratenie Pl 200 3p 23 12 bofh S Strezt parking 56-70 to to
& ' 7p/11/11/11c1/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
i BioveloRouts LA County Bicycle Master Plan
v 2012
Metro Active Transportation Improvements will require the removal of parking on [RALADATER ERRRIRUA LR AR 2
1C LA County, Commerce Whittier Bl Goodrich Bl Simmons Av \ Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB Strategic Plan 2023p 0.4 12 bofh sides of the stre:t P J 56-70 to to
g ’ 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
" Bicvele Route LA County Bicycle Master Plan
v 2012
Improvements will require the removal of parking on A e D) Eh el HURRR R
1D LA County Whittier BI SimmonsAv  ViaSanClementeSt IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB 0.9 2 bofh S Strezt S 56-70 to to
’ 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
n el Feniie LA County Bicycle Master Plan
i 2012
Montebello Bicycle Master Improvements will require the removal of parking on 7p/11/10/10/11/7p 6b/2bu/10/10/10/10/2bu/6b
1E Montebello Whittier Bl Via San Clemente St Montebello Bl IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB Do ona 4 13 2 bofh S Stre:t parking 56-70 to to
’ 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
Improvements will require the removal of parking on 7p/11/10/10/11/7p 6b/2bu/10/10/10/10/2bu/6b
1F Montebello Whittier BI Montebello Bl 1st St IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB 0.4 2 bofh e streZt parking 56-70 to to
’ 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
" Bievele Rolte Montebello Bicycle Master
v Plan 2024
Rio Hondo Bike Improvements will require the removal of parking on 7p/11/10/10/11/7p ey A AT
1G Montebello Whittier BI 1st St IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB 0.4 2 P . [P 56-70 to to

[] Prioritized Projects
[T] Non-Prioritized Projects

Path

Shared-Use Path

Montebello Bicycle Master
Plan 2024

both sides of the street.

7p/11/11/11¢/12/11/7p

6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Atlantic/Whittier Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priority

Roadway

Existing Lane Striping (ft)

Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)

Project ID Locati F T | | Project Origi Local Plan/Proj N
roject Jurisdiction ocation rom o Class mprovement roject Origin ocal Plan/Project (Miles) Method otes Width () Looking North or West Looking North or West
OLYMPIC BOULEVARD PROTECTED BICYCLE LANE
| ill require th | of parki
2A Los Angeles Olympic Bl 8th st Indiana St IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 0.4 ,  \mprovements will require the removal of parking on 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10¢l/11/10/3bu/6b
both sides of the street.
| ill require th | of parki
28 LA County Olympic Bl Indiana St Goodrich BI IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 21 12  |mprovements will require the removal of parking on 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
both sides of the street.
" Bicvcle Lane LA County Bicycle Master Plan
i 2012
2C Commerce Olympic Bl Goodrich BI Simmons Av IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 0.5 1 'mprovements will require the removal of parking on 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
both sides of the street.
" Bicvele Rout Commerce Bicycle &
icycle Route Pedestrian Master Plan 2020
| ill require th | of parki
2D LA County Olympic Bl Simmons Av Concourse Av IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 11 ,  Imerovements will require the removal of parking on 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/10/11/10cl/11/10/3bu/6b
both sides of the street.
T b e LA County Bicycle Master Plan
v 2012
2E Montebello Olympic BI Concourse Av Montebello Bl IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 11 2 :’;Z'Z;“::; es'::‘;;'" require removal of parking on one 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/11/11/11/11/8p/3bu/6b
" Buffered Bicvele Lane Montebello Bicycle Master
¥ Plan 2024
2F Montebello Olympic BI Montebello Bl 4th st IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS 02 A ST L Il 70 7p/11/11/11cl/12/11/7p 6b/3bu/11/11/11/11/8p/3bu/6b

D Prioritized Projects

[T] Non-Prioritized Projects

side of the street.

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Atlantic/Whittier Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priori Roadwa Existing Lane Striping (ft Illustrative Lane Striping (ft
Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project gt t Notes Y g ping (ft) ping (ft)

(Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West

First Last Mile Technical Team,

3 LA County 6th St Woods Av Harding Av 1} Bicycle-Friendly Street o 0.9 3 40 8p/12/12/8p 8p/12/12/8p

LA County Bicycle Master Plan

1] Bicycle Route 2012

First Last Mile Technical Team Signalized intersections on streets with priority wheel
4 LA County Bicycle-Friendly Intersections on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects s aSTWAeOfSC CACBa Sy 1 projects within the 1/2 mile (15 total):

LA County: 15 (100%)
PROJECTS ON OTHER STREETS

Improvements will require removal of parking on one

side of the street.

5 LA County Woods Av E 6th St Olympic BI I Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Technical Team 0.8 38 7p/12/12/7p 6b/12/12/8p

Note: No proposed bike facility on Atlantic Bl. Woods Av
proposed as an alternative to provide access to station.

Improvements will require removal of parking on one

side of the street.
6 LA County Amalia Av Hastings St Olympic BI I Bicycle Lane TWA 0.8 38 7p/12/12/7p 6b/12/12/8p
Note: No proposed bike facility on Atlantic Bl. Amalia Av

proposed as an alternative to provide access to station.

Short term parking within the 1/2 mile falls within the
following jurisdictions:

7 LA County, Commerce Short Term Parking on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects First Last Mile Technical Team, LA County
OLS, CAB Commerce

Note : Includes bicycle repair stations

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[:| Prioritized Projects
[] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Wheel Projects

Length Priorit Roadwa Existing Lane Striping (ft Illustrative Lane Striping (ft
Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project e v Notes v e ping (ft) ping (ft)

(Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West

Camfield Av/Flotilla Improvements will require the narrowing of the travel
st/Smithway St Telegraph Rd Tubeway Av 1\ Protected Bicycle Lane TWA 1.0 1 lanes and center turn lane. Removal of parking on one 55 8p/14/11cl/14/8p 6b/3bu/10/10cl/10/7p/3bu/6b
side of the street.

1 Commerce

Commerce Bicycle &

1l Bicycle Rout
Cyclenoute Pedestrian Master Plan 2020

. . First Last Mile Technical Team, Improvements will require the narrowing and removal of
2A Commerce Ferguson Dr Atlantic BI Gerhart Av \% Protected Bicycle Lane 0.6 1 P q J

CWA b travel lanes. 58 8p/10/11/11/10/8p 6b/3bu/8p/12/12/8p/3bu/6b

Commerce Bicycle &

1] Bicycle Lane
i Pedestrian Master Plan 2020

LA Count Requi dditional traffic calming infrastructure b d
2B ounty, Ferguson Dr Gerhart Av Concourse Av I Bicycle-Friendly Street  First Last Mile Technical Team 1.2 12 e.qu'lres a. ftionaltra .|c caiming Infrastructure beyon 38 7p/12/12/7p 7p/12/12/7p
Commerce existing paint for safe bikeway use.
) Commerce Bicycle &
I Bicycle Route Pedestrian Master Plan 2020
Requi dditional traffic calming infrastructure b d
2C Montebello Ferguson Dr Concourse Av Vail Av 1] Bicycle-Friendly Street  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.4 2 CIRJEIED ERLLMEIED WIS E IS IS EEse XE7en 38 8p/11/11/8p 8p/11/11/8p

existing paint for safe bikeway use.

3 Commerce Atlantic Bl Ferguson Dr Telegraph Rd | Shared-Use Path First Last Mile Technical Team 04 Improvements will require modification of sidewalks 180 17sw/21/12/12/12/14/25m/14/12/21/20s 17sw/21/12/12/12/14/25m/14/12/21/10
through underpass to create two-way cycle track. w b/10sw

Commerce Bicycle &

1] Bicycle Lane
i Pedestrian Master Plan 2020

Improvements will require removal of center buffer to
4 Commerce Telegraph Rd Atlantic Bl Camfield Rd | Shared-Use Path First Last Mile Technical Team 0.1 P q

82 13/13/11bu/3m/12/12/10/10 10b/3bu/12/12/3m/12/12/10/10
create two-way cycle track.

Commerce Bicycle &

| Bicycle Lane Pedestrian Master Plan 2020

|:| Prioritized Projects

D Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Commerce/Citadel Station Wheel Projects

Length Priorit Roadwa Existing Lane Striping (ft Illustrative Lane Striping (ft
Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project g v Notes v g ping (ft) ping (ft)

(Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West
NON-LINEAR WHEEL PROJECTS

Signalized intersections on streets with priority wheel
projects within the 1/2 mile (1 total):

i f :1 (1009
OLS, First Last Mile Technical ChvielCe e Bt

5 Commerce Bicycle-Friendly Intersections on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects T 1
m
ea Intersection improvements also needed for the six way
intersection outside of the 1/2 mile at Atlantic B,
Ferguson Dr, Goodrich BI, Telegraph Rd, and Triggs St.
PROJECTS ON OTHER STREETS
Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes and
6 Commerce Goodrich BI Olympic BI Ferguson Dr 1\ Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.4 removal of parking on one side to create two-way cycle 64 7p/14/11/11/14/7p 7p/11/11/11/11/3bu/10b
track.
| ts will ire th i f the t |
7 Commerce Tubeway St Smithway St Corvette St vV Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.1 lz:]p;rsovemen s will require the narrowing ot the trave 58 8p/21/21/8p 6b/3bu/8p/12/12/8p/3bu/6b
8 Commerce Corvette St Tubeway Av Saybrook Av \Y, Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes. 60 8p/22/22/8p 6b/3bu/8p/13/13/8p/3bu/6b
9 Commerce Saybrook Av Corvette St Flotilla St \Y, Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes. 60 8p/22/22/8p 6b/3bu/8p/13/13/8p/3bu/6b
Commerce, ) . . . . . . . .
10 Montebello Flotilla St Saybrook Av Vail Av v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.8 Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes. 60 8p/22/22/8p 6b/3bu/8p/13/13/8p/3bu/6b
11 Montebello Vail Av Flotilla St Olympic Bl v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mike Technical Team 0.4 Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes. 44 8p/14/14/8p 6b/3bu/13/13/3bu/6b
Short term parking within the 1/2 mile falls within the
following jurisdictions:
12 LA County, Short Term Parking on streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects First Last Mile Technical Team LA County
Commerce Commerce
Note : Includes bicycle repair stations
LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

|:| Prioritized Projects
[:I Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Greenwood Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priority Notes Roadway Existing Lane Striping (ft) Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)

Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project
! 2 L E /Proj (Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West

Improvements require removal of parking on both sides
f th . inati ith SGV i
1 Montebello Greenwood Av Cleveland Av Carmelita Av 1] Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Technical Team 0.8 2 of the street C?ordlnatlon n.eeded DALIES C,OG smc.e_ 56 7p/10/11/11/10/7p 6b/11/11/11/11/6b
the proposed bicycle lane will traverse the Union Pacific

Railroad (UPRR) project.

7p/12/11/11/12/7 6b/3bu/10/11/11/10/3bu/6b
. . First Last Mile Technical Team, Montebello Bicycle Master Requires lane reduction or parking removal. May also AR B Gty
SN (LS v RicteaedBiee RS oLs Plan 2024 0.3 ! include narrowing of travel lanes and removal of TWLTL 60-78 to to
E ’ 8p/14/12/10cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/11/11/8p/3bu/6b

Montebello Bicycle Master

2A Montebello Washington Bl Vail Av Bluff Rd \% Protected Bicycle Lane oLs Plan 2024 0.9 12  Requires lane removal on each travel direction. 84 11/11/12/16cl/12/11/11 6b/3bu/11/11/11cl/11/11/3bu/6b
Improvements require removal of one travel lane in each
direction. Will ire additional lysi d

2B Pico Rivera Washington BI Bluff Rd Paramount Bl v Protected Bicycle Lane First Last Mile Team 0.4 2 rection. Wiltrequire additional analysis an 82 11/11/11/16m/11/11/11 6b/3bu/12/12/16m/12/12/3bu/6b

coordination to connect bike lane over bridge to Rio
Hondo Bike Path.

Improvements require removal of parking lane on both

First Last Mile Technical T Montebello Bicycle Mast ides.
3A Montebello Beach St Vail Av Maple Av 1] Bicycle Lane irstfast Merlechnicatiieam, fviontebe fobicycle Viasten 0.2 3 sides 38 7p/12/12/7p 6b/12/12/6b
JOH Plan 2024
Note: Alternative to Washington Blvd post LRT.
Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
isti int f fe bik .
3B Montebello Beach St Maple Av Bluff Rd " Bicycle-Friendly Street First Last Mile Team, JOH 0.8 3 existing paint for saie bikeway use 38 7p/12/12/7p 7p/12/12/7p

Note: Alternative to Washington Blvd post LRT.

Montebello Bicycle Master

i Bicycle Rout
TofB LR Plan 2024

Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond

4A Montebello Date St Vail Av Greenwood Av Il Bicycle-Friendly Street ot st Mile Technical Team, 0.4 g GEMEEIRERE G SRS 38 7p/12/12/7p 7p/12/12/7p
TWA, CWA, JOH
Note : Alternative to Washington Blvd post LRT.
Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
4B Montebello Date St Greenwood Av Bluff Rd Il Bicycle-Friendly Street  First Last Mile Team, JOH 0.4 g GEMEEIRERE G SRS 38 7p/12/12/7p 7p/12/12/7p

Note : Alternative to Washington Blvd post LRT.

Montebello Bicycle Master

i Bicycle R
icycle Route Plan 2024

|:| Prioritized Projects

D Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Greenwood Station Wheel Projects

. s . ) o . Length  Priority Roadway Existing Lane Striping (ft) Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)
P ID L F T | | P Local Plan/P N
roject Jurisdiction ocation rom o Class mprovement roject Origin ocal Plan/Project (Miles) Method otes Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West
. . . . First Last Mile Technical Team, Montebello Bicycle Master Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
5 Montebell Maple A Li In A Washington Bl 1l Bicycle-F dly Street 0.8 3 40 8p/12/12/8 8p/12/12/8
ontebetio dpie Ay incoin Av SMHeton [yClesiendly tree JOH Plan 2024 existing paint for safe bikeway use. YA AR
First Last Mile Technical T Requi itional traffic calming inf
Washington Bl Date St " Bicycle-Friendly Street irst Last Mile Technical Team, 03 3 e.qu'lres a(.idltlona tra . ic calming infrastructure beyond 0 8p/12/12/8p 8p/12/12/8p
JOH existing paint for safe bikeway use.

Signalized intersections on streets with priority wheel

6 Montebello Bicycle-Friendly Intersections on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects AR = L) 1 projects within the 1/2 mile
oLS (7 total):
Montebello: 7

Linear miles priority wheel projects within the 1/2 mile
(3.9 miles total):

First Last Mile Technical T
5 (R LCALLS 1T RS 3 Montebello: 3.9 miles (100%)

7 Montebello Short Term Parking on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects OLS, JOH

Note : Includes bicycle repair stations

PROJECTS ON OTHER STREETS

Montebello Bicycle Master Requires additional traffic calming infrastructure beyond
8 Montebello Montebello Bl Beach St Date St 1 Bicycle-Friendly Street First Last Mile Technical Team ¥ 0.6 qul ” ing ¥

Plan 2024 existing paint for safe bikeway use. 40 7p/12/12/7p 7p/12/12/7p

‘

EGEND
TWA = Technical Walk Audit
OLS = On-Line Survey
CWA = Community Walk Audit
CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

[:| Prioritized Projects

[] Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Rosemead Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priority Notes Roadway Existing Lane Striping (ft) Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)

Project ID Jurisdiction Location From To Class Improvement Project Origin Local Plan/Project
! 2 L E /Proj (Miles) Method Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West

Improvements require narrowing or removal of travel
lanes to accommodate bike facilities.

o . . . 12/12/12/12 6b/3bu/15/15/3bu/6b
. . . City Limit i First Last Mile Technical Team,
1A Pico Rivera Washington Bl Paramount Bl (San Gabriel River) v Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB 15 12 Will require additional analysis and coordination to 4875 to to
T q . ) U L . 10/11/11/11cl/11/11/10 6b/3bu/12/11/11cl/11/12/3bu/6b
connect bike lane over bridge to San Gabriel River Mid
Trail.

Improvements will require the narrowing of travel lanes

First Last Mile Technical Team, Metro Active Transportation and median fencing. May require additional analysis and

2A Pico Ri R d Bl Gallatin Rd Washington BI v Protected Bicycle L: 2.6 12 84 20/13/6m/10cl/13/22 6b/3bu/11/13/6m/10cl/13/13/3bu/6b
icoRivera osemea afiatin ashington rotected bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CAB Strategic Plan 2023 coordination to due to Rosemead Blvd (CA 19) being a HiE e R PR e L2 R
state route.
. Pico Rivera Urban Greening
Il Bicycle Lane Plan 2018
Improvements will require the narrowing of travel lanes
d median fencing. M ire additional analysis and
2B Pico Rivera Rosemead BI Washington Bl Rex Rd | Shared-Use Path oLS 0.5 1 an m.e |z.m encing. May require additional ana YSIS an 84 20/13/6m/10cl/13/22 6b/3bu/11/13/6m/10cl/13/13/3bu/6b
coordination to due to Rosemead Blvd (CA 19) being a
state route.
" Bicycle Lane Pico Rivera Urban Greening

Plan 2018

3A Pico Rivera Paramount Bl Mines Av Washington Bl W pomasediindelme o M'leCLzCh"'cal Team, 08 12 'T"V‘J’Lr;’:' O A S O L S e TS 72 20/11/12¢l/11/18 6b/3bu/11/11/10¢l/11/11/3bu/6b
. Pico Rivera Urban Greening
Il Bicycle Lane Plan 2018
. X . First Last Mile Technical Team, X X X
3B Pico Rivera Paramount Bl Washington Bl Rex Rd | Shared-Use Path ol's 0.5 12  Improvements will require narrowing of travel lanes. 92 12/12/12/12LTL/11m/12/21 12/12/12/12LTL/4m/12/12/4bu/12b
. Pico Rivera Urban Greening
1] Bicycle Lane

Plan 2018

Signalized intersections on streets with priority wheel
. . . . . . L . First Last Mile Technical Team projects within the 1/2 mile
4 Pico Rivera Bicycle-Friendly Intersections on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects ’ 1
1co RV U Y v . OLS, TWA, CAB (7 total):

Pico Rivera: 7 (100%)
WHEEL PROJECTS ON OTHER STREETS

Short term parking within the 1/2 mile falls within the

following jurisdictions:
5 Pico Rivera Short Term Parking on Streets with FLM Priority Wheel Projects OLS, CWA Pico Rivera

Note : Includes bicycle repair stations

LEGEND

TWA = Technical Walk Audit

OLS = On-Line Survey

CWA = Community Walk Audit

CAB = Community Activity Boards

JOH = Jurisdictional Workshop/Office Hours

|:| Prioritized Projects
D Non-Prioritized Projects FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Wheel Projects

Length  Priority Roadway Existing Lane Striping (ft) Illustrative Lane Striping (ft)

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN

Project ID Locati Fi T Cl | t Project Origi Local Project/Proj Not
rojec Jurisdiction ocation rom o ass mprovemen roject Origin ocal Project/Project (Miles) Method otes Width (ft) Looking North or West Looking North or West
WASHINGTON BOULEVARD PROTECTED BICYCLE LANE
Improvements will require the narrowing and removal of
County Limit travel lanes.
1A LA County Washington BI y R Norwalk BI \Y Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CWA 0.5 1 76 12/10/11/10cl/11/10/12 6b/3bu/12/11/12cl/11/12/3bu/6b
(San Gabriel River) . . . . -
Will require additional analysis and coordination for
segment Washington/I-605 undercrossing.
| ts will ire th i | of
1B Santa Fe Springs Washington Bl Norwalk Bl Duchess Dr IV Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CWA 0.2 1 t'r';sre'l"l’:::” SO (U G e e (e 76 12/10/11/10¢cl/11/10/12 6b/3bu/12/11/12¢l/11/12/3bu/6b
LA County, Improvements will require the narrowing and removal of
1C Santa Fe Springs, Washington Bl Duchess Dr Crowndale Av I\ Protected Bicycle Lane TWA, OLS, CWA 1.1 1 trasel lanes q J 76 12/10/11/10cl/11/10/12 6b/3bu/12/11/12cl/11/12/3bu/6b
Whittier ’
NORWALK BOULEVARD PROTECTED BICYCLE LANE
. . . Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
. . . First Last Mile Technical Team, X i -
2A Whittier Norwalk BI Beverly Bl Whittier Bl v Protected Bicycle Lane TWA CWA 0.8 2 sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to
! roadway width. 8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b
) City of Whittier Bicycle Routes
ll Bicycle Lane
Map 2023
Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
2B LA County Norwalk Bl Bexley Dr Rockne Av v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.9 12  sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to
roadway width. 8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b
LA Count Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
2C Santa Fe S r%n . Norwalk Bl Rockne Av Washington Bl v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 1 sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to
e roadway width. 8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b
Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
2D Santa Fe Springs Norwalk Bl Washington BI Boer Av v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 1 sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to
roadway width. 8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b
Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
2E LA County Norwalk Bl Boer Av Perkins Av v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.7 12  sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to
roadway width. 8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p 6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b
Improvements will require removal of parking on both 8p/12/12/11cl/12/12/8p 6b/3bu/11/12/11cl/12/11/3bu/6b
2F Santa Fe Springs Norwalk Bl Perkins Av Los Nietos Rd v Protected Bicycle Lane  First Last Mile Technical Team 0.2 2 sides of the street or one side of the street, depending on 75-80 to to

[T] prioritized Projects
[T] Non-Prioritized Projects

roadway width.

8p/14/12/11cl/12/14/8p

6b/3bu/8p/11/11/10cl/11/11/3bu/6b

FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN



EASTSIDE TRANSIT CORRIDOR PHASE 2 FIRST/LAST MILE PLAN
PRIORITIZED WHEEL PROJECTS

Norwalk Station Wheel