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The California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) has determined that the No Build
Alternative (Alternative 1) will have no significant impact on the environment. This FONSI is
based on the attached EA which has been independently evaluated by Caltrans and determined
to adequately and accurately discuss the need, environmental issues, and impacts of the
proposed project and appropriate mitigation measures. lt provides sufficient evidence and
analysis for determining that an EIS is not required. Caltrans takes full responsibility for the
accuracy, scope, and content of the attached EA (and other documents as appropriate).

The environmental review, consultation, and any other action required in accordance with
applicable Federal laws for this project is being, or has been, carried-out by Caltrans under its
assumption of responsibility pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327.
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Changes have been made to this environmental document since the circulation of the draft 
environmental document. Comments received during the circulation of the Draft IS/EA, the public 
hearing process, and agency consultations have resulted in refinements that have been 
incorporated in this environmental document. A vertical line in the margin indicates changes in 
the document. 
 
No physical changes will take place as a result of this project. Therefore, no CEQA classification 
is included in this document because the No Build Alternative was designated as the Preferred 
Alternative. No mention of CEQA is included in this document. 
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CHAPTER 1 - PROPOSED PROJECT 

CHAPTER 1 | PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
The Interstate 405 (San Diego Freeway)/Arbor Vitae Street Half Interchange Project 
 
1.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1.1 CURRENT PROJECT 
 
The Interstate Route-405 (I-405), also known as the San Diego Freeway, is an 
interstate/interregional commuter freeway that originates at Interstate Route-5 (I-5), in the City of 
Irvine, in Orange County, and ends at I-5 near the community of Mission Hills in the City of Los 
Angeles, the County of Los Angeles. I-405 is part of the National Highway System and is a 
north/south route that is classified as an Urban Principle Arterial. This freeway traverses in a 
north-south direction within the Project Study Area, serving the Cities of Los Angeles and 
Inglewood in Los Angeles County. Interstate Route-105 (I-105), also known as the Century 
Freeway, is an interstate/interregional commuter freeway that originates at West Imperial 
Highway in El Segundo, the County of Los Angeles, and ends at Interstate 605 (I-605) in the City 
of Norwalk in the County of Los Angeles. Interstate 105 traverses in an east-west direction less 
than a mile south of the Project Study Area, and serves the Cities of Los Angeles, Inglewood and 
Hawthorne and the communities of Del Aire and Lennox in Los Angeles County. 
 
      Figure 1-01. Regional Project Location 

 
       Map created by Sarah Berns/Caltrans District 7 Division of Environmental Planning 
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The California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”), the lead agency under NEPA had 
proposed to construct a new south-half interchange on the I-405, at Arbor Vitae Street, in the City 
of Inglewood. The new half interchange would have provided a new southbound onramp to I-405 
from Arbor Vitae Street and a new northbound off-ramp from I-405 to Arbor Vitae Street. This 
would have created, from the I-405, a new direct vehicle access to and from the Hollywood Park 
Casino, the University of West Los Angeles, the Forum, and Centinela Hospital. If the build 
alternative is approved, construction is tentatively scheduled to begin in Spring 2013, and end in 
Spring 2015. 
 
Figure 1-02. Vicinity Project Location 
 

 
Map created by Tim Baker/Caltrans District 7 Division of External Affairs 
 
Caltrans has two (2) project alternatives, one (1) of which is the half-interchange at Interstate 
405/Arbor Vitae Street. The other alternative is the No-Build Alternative.  
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1.1.2 PROJECT HISTORY 
 
The Interstate 405/Arbor Vitae Street Interchange Project was initiated by Los Angeles World 
Airports (Los Angeles Department of Airports at the time) in 1976 to provide an alternate East-
West access route between I-405 and the Los Angeles International Airport. This project was part 
of a larger project proposed in 1980 and scheduled to be constructed in 1984. However, the 
Arbor Vitae Interchange has been postponed multiple times due to for the following reasons: 

 right of way impact;  
 opposition from local residents, who live adjacent to the proposed project, and the 

Inglewood Unified School District Board was prevalent during the public comment 
periods; 

 Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) did not support the construction 
of the full interchange, and led to the current south half version of the interchange. It 
lacks support from local elected officials.  

At this time, this project is programmed through the Project Approval/Environmental Document 
[PA/ED] phase (the current phase). There is only partial funding currently programmed for the 
construction of this proposed alternative; an additional $37 million is needed to construct this 
project. If approved, the project will be funded from the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP).  
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Figure 1-03. Arbor Vitae Project Map 

 
Map created by Khanh Nguyen/Caltrans District 7 Division of Project Development and Laura Vanaskie/Galvin Preservation Associates 
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CHAPTER 1 - PROPOSED PROJECT 

1.2 THE PROPOSED PROJECT: PURPOSE AND NEED 
 
1.2.1 INTRODUCTION OF PURPOSE 
 
Traffic studies have identified heavy congestion on the segment of the I-405 within, and adjacent to, the 
project limits. The project’s purpose is to reduce congestion at the Century Boulevard and Manchester 
Avenue interchanges by creating along Arbor Vitae Street, from the I-405, a new direct vehicle access to 
and from the Hollywood Park Casino, the University of West Los Angeles, the Forum, and Centinela 
Hospital. 
 
1.2.2 DISCUSSION OF PURPOSE  
 
The project is intended to: 
 

 Alleviate existing and future recurring congestion at two adjacent interchanges on Interstate 405 
(Century Boulevard interchange and Manchester Avenue interchange).  

 Provide direct vehicle access to the University of West Los Angeles located west of Interstate 
405, and Hollywood Park Casino, the Forum, and Centinela Hospital, east of Interstate 405. 

 
The proposed new south half interchange will relieve congestion at the existing adjacent interchanges 
located at Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. Without increasing I-405 mainline capacity, the 
project would have reduced some travel times on the collector-distributors and local streets, within and 
around the Project Study Area. 
 
1.2.3 DISCUSSION OF NEED 
  
The I-405 freeway is the only north-south freeway west of downtown Los Angeles. Therefore, the I-405 is 
the only freeway to connect the South Bay Region, the San Fernando Valley, and the Westside of Los 
Angeles. The mobility of these portions of Los Angeles County depend upon the I-405. In 2007, the I-405 
freeway carried an average of 159,000 vehicles per day of northbound and southbound traffic in the 
vicinity of the Arbor Vitae Overpass. By 2035, this number is expected to increase to 196,000 vehicles per 
day. This project would not have increased the existing I-405 mainline capacity. However, the new south 
half interchange will relieve the congestion on the existing ramps at Century Boulevard and Manchester 
Avenue and may have resulted in a reduced number of accidents in the segment of I-405 within the 
project study limits (postmile 22.2/23.4) according to the Final Project Report. 
 
The following discussion summarizes the present and future conditions of the existing I-405 project area 
between Century Boulevard and Arbor Vitae Street, which justifies the need for action. One project 
alternative has been identified to meet the purpose and need. If no improvements are made, the project 
area’s section of I-405 will face increasing congestion and increased travel times on Century Boulevard 
and Manchester Avenue and their interchanges, and adjacent local streets.   
 
Congestion (Improvements to Operation, Capacity, and Traffic Flow). Traffic studies indicate that 
heavy congestion exists during weekday morning, mid-day, and evening peak hours as well as on 
weekends on the stretch of Interstate 405 within and adjacent to the project limits. Weaving and merging 
of traffic on the freeway, collector-distributors, and ramps further aggravate the resulting stop-and-go 
traffic conditions. Motorists from Interstate 105 traveling to the northbound I-405 are unable to use the 
Interstate 405 northbound off-ramp to Century Boulevard to access LAX. This deficiency further 
compounds the congestion at the Manchester Avenue interchange.  
 
In the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street Interchange Traffic Analysis completed by CH2M Hill, data analysis of 
existing traffic volumes, capacity, Level of Service (LOS) levels and existing and future SCAG demands 
was conducted to develop procedures for estimating future demands. The resulting mainline freeway 
growth rates between existing conditions and 2035 was 5.0 percent. The local street (intersection) growth 
rate was 15.6 percent. 
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Existing Access and Freeway Interchange Level of Service (LOS) in the Project Area.  
 
For a more in-depth discussion of traffic data within the Project Study Area, please refer to Section 2.1.6, 
titled “Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.” 
 
1.2.4 SOCIAL DEMANDS AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
 
The project will improve economic vitality to the surrounding communities by providing direct vehicle 
access to the University of West Los Angeles (west of Interstate 405), Hollywood Park Casino, the Forum 
and Centinela Hospital (east of Interstate 405). Vehicle congestion will be reduced along Century 
Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and along their onramps and off-ramps as drivers utilize the Arbor 
Vitae New South Half Interchange’s southbound off-ramp and northbound onramp. Safety along these 
corridors will be improved as well. Overall, the I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange will improve 
mobility and accessibility to west Los Angeles County’s primary north-south freeway and serve as a 
benefit to the surrounding communities and future land use goals. 
 
The Project Within the Context of the Transportation System, Existing Land Use Planning, and 
Regional Growth. The City of Los Angeles Department of City Planning has developed the 
transportation element of the general plan in conjunction with the 35 communities that make up the city 
planning area. The goal of the transportation plan is to present a code for further development of a 
citywide transportation system which provides for the efficient movement of people and goods (City of Los 
Angeles 1997). It also recognizes that the primary emphasis must be placed on maximizing the efficiency 
of existing and proposed transportation infrastructure, in which the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South 
Half Interchange is completely consistent with. 
 
Accommodation of future growth is also a high priority for the City of Los Angeles (growth projections are 
referenced in the Growth section of this document). While accommodating future residential growth is a 
high priority, it is just as important to ensure quality of life in vibrant and livable neighborhoods. 
Constructing the New South Half Interchange at I-405/Arbor Vitae Street is likely to assist in reducing 
congestion along Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue, adjacent local streets, and neighborhoods: 
The project will aid in achieving city goals in improving circulation in the surrounding neighborhoods, 
creating safer, pedestrian-oriented environments, and accommodating new growth. 
 
The City of Inglewood has developed a circulation element in its 2006 Update to its General Plan. The 
goal of the circulation element is to lay the groundwork for and promote the development of a 
coordinated, multi-modal citywide transportation system to meet the needs of all people living, working, or 
visiting the City and all economic segments of the community. The circulation element’s purpose is to set 
forth strategies to support the production of a circulation system consistent with the overall vision 
specified for the City of Inglewood that includes; a well functioning transportation system in the City of 
Inglewood, which is vital. 
 
Most Caltrans capacity-increasing projects are proposed as a response to traffic congestion that is a 
result of growth that has already occurred or will soon occur. The I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half 
Interchange Project does not have the potential to adversely induce growth beyond current regional 
growth projections because of the highly urbanized setting in the project location and a predominantly 
built-out environment. For more detailed discussion of growth, please refer to Section 2.1.2 of this 
Environmental Assessment, entitled “Growth.” 
 
Projected Land Use Planning Changes in the Area. The Project Study Area is primarily a built-out 
environment with limited possibilities in land use zoning changes and little room for geometrical 
improvements at or near the proposed but rejected new south half interchange location. At great expense 
and inconvenience for residents, employees, business owners, and motorists, the Century Boulevard and 
Manchester Avenue interchanges and overpasses could be reconstructed and widened simultaneously 
with the widening of the Interstate 405 freeway. However, the new south half interchange construction 
has been determined to be a more feasible alternative. For a more in-depth discussion on land use 
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planning within the Project Study Area, please refer to Section 2.1.1 of this document titled “Land Use 
and Planning.” 
 
1.2.5  IS THE PROPOSED PROJECT A COMPONENT OF A LARGER PROJECT? 
 
The proposed but rejected LA405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project will relieve 
congestion at the existing adjacent interchanges located at Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. 
Without increasing I-405 mainline capacity, the project will reduce some travel times on the collector-
distributors and local streets, within and around the Project Study Area. This project is an independent 
project that is not related to any other Caltrans project. The project has a Purpose and Need that cannot 
be fulfilled by any other Caltrans project. In addition, the proposed project begins on Interstate 405 from 
the Century Boulevard interchange and ends at the Arbor Vitae Street Overpass. This Environmental 
Assessment analyzes the entire project area, and is, in no way dependent on the environmental 
document or mitigation proposals of any other project. Lastly, the proposed project will not restrict 
consideration of alternatives for other reasonably foreseeable transportation improvements. 
 
Therefore, based on the above and pursuant to 23 CFR 771.111(f), this project has independent utility 
and logical termini. 
 
Other Caltrans Improvement Projects on Interstate 405  
 
EA 1178U1 | Southbound & Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 25.9/29.5 
Construct carpool lane from Route 90 to Interstate 10 
Construction completed 
 
EA 120300 | Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 28.8/39.0 
Construct carpool lane from National Boulevard to Greenleaf Street 
Construction: 4/2009-4/2013 
 
EA 1667U4 | Southbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 31.9/39.7 
Construct southbound carpool lane 
Construction completed 
 
EA 191004 | Northbound Interstate 405 Auxiliary Lane 
Mile Marker: 37.0/39.0 
Add auxiliary lane from Mulholland Drive 
Construction completed 
 
EA 191304 | Northbound Interstate 405 to Southbound US Route 101 Widening  
Mile Marker: 39.0/39.4 
Widen northbound I-405 to southbound US-101 connector 
Construction completed 
 
EA 195903 | Southbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 29.8/32.1 
From I-10/I-405 Interchange to Waterford Street 
Add auxiliary lane, add carpool lane 
Construction completed 
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EA 199611 | Southbound Interstate 405 to US-101 Connector Improvement Project 
Mile Marker: I-405: 39.4/40.5, US-101: 17.0/19.4 
From southbound I-405 to North and southbound US-101 Freeway 
New two-lane 50 miles per hour connector and bridge structure over Sepulveda Dam 
Construction: 12/2013-1/2017 
 
EA 199624 | Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 38.8/40.1 
Construct carpool lane from Greenleaf to Burbank Boulevard 
Construction completed 
 
EA 201203 | Northbound Interstate 405 Gap Closure 
Mile Marker: 38.7/39.4 
Carpool gap closure with structure 
Construction completed 
 
1.3 THE PROPOSED PROJECT: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
The California Department of Transportation (“Caltrans”) proposed to construct a new south-half 
interchange on the I-405, at Arbor Vitae Street, in the City of Inglewood. The new half interchange would 
have provided a new southbound onramp to the I-405 from Arbor Vitae Street, as well as, a new 
northbound off-ramp from the I-405 to Arbor Vitae Street. This would create, from the I-405, a new direct 
vehicle access to and from the Hollywood Park Casino, the University of West Los Angeles, the Forum, 
and Centinela Hospital. 
 
1.3.1 CURRENT TWO (2) ALTERNATIVES THAT REMAIN UNDER CONSIDERATION 
 
The project includes two viable alternatives: 
 
ALTERNATIVE 1   
 
Alternative 1 (No-Build Alternative)  
This Alternative would lead to no changes to Arbor Vitae Street or its Overpass. No changes would be 
constructed on the State Highway System or any local roads. Caltrans has identified the No Build 
Alternative (Alternative 1) as the Preferred Alternative. The following factors led Caltrans to that decision: 

 
1. Though the Build Alternative (Alternative 2) achieves the Purpose and Need, a new traffic 
analysis by Caltrans consultant CH2MHill has demonstrated that Alternative 2 would produce a 
substantial increase in afternoon traffic delays at various locations, thereby worsening the Total 
Network Average Intersection Delay in the year 2035. Please refer to the following table, as well 
as, Sections 2.1.6 for additional details. 
2.  FHWA declined to grant the half-interchange design exception that is required for Alternative 2 
Without that design exception, Alternative 2 cannot be constructed. 
3.  Strong local support based on spoken and written comments during the Public Participation 
Process for the No Build Alternative. 

 
As can be seen in the following table, Alternative 2 would produce a substantial increase in afternoon 
traffic delays at the intersections of Arbor Vitae Street/Aviation Boulevard (81.9 seconds or “LOS D to 
LOS F”), Arbor Vitae Street/La Cienega Boulevard (116.1 seconds or “LOS C to LOS F”), Arbor Vitae 
Street/Oak Street (78 seconds or “LOS F to a worse LOS F condition”), and Arbor Vitae Street/Inglewood 
Avenue (78.2 seconds or “LOS C to LOS F”).  The scale for the Level of Service (LOS) for signalized 
intersections can be viewed in Table 12, on page 42. 
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Table 1. Year 2035 Traffic Analysis Delay and Level of Service (LOS) 

Year 2035 Traffic Analysis

Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS Delay (sec) LOS
Arbor Vitae St at Aviation Blvd 50.1 81.9 40.5 D 50.1 D 90.6 F 132.0 F
Arbor Vitae St at La Cienega Blvd 41.6 116.1 14.8 B 30.1 C 56.4 E 146.2 F
Arbor Vitae St at Oak Street 10.3 78 25.3 C 82.8 F 35.6 D 160.8 F
Arbor Vitae St at Inglewood Ave 8.6 78.2 36.0 D 31.4 C 44.6 D 109.6 F
Arbor Vitae at La Brea Ave 6.8 33.5 43.5 D 66.5 E 50.3 D 100.0 F
La Tijera Blvd at Sepulveda Blvd -0.3 5 38.1 D 100.6 F 37.8 D 105.6 F
Arbor Vitae Street at Sepulveda Blvd 3.8 -7.3 47.1 D 103.8 F 50.9 D 96.5 F
Arbor Vitae Street at Airport Blvd 4.7 28.1 25.6 C 25.4 C 30.3 C 53.5 D
La Cienega Blvd at Olive St 1.6 2.6 22.4 C 24.9 C 24.0 C 27.5 C
Manchester Ave at Inglewood Ave 0.9 -0.6 11.8 B 15.0 B 12.7 B 14.4 B
Century Blvd at Inglewood Ave -3.1 2.3 42.3 D 28.4 C 39.2 D 30.7 C
Manchester Ave at La Brea Ave -6.1 0.5 118.8 F 60.0 E 112.7 F 60.5 E
Arbor Vitae St at Prairie Ave 1.4 5.7 6.9 A 16.6 B 8.3 A 22.3 C

Note: (-) means a projected improvement, not an increase in delay

 Increased AM 
Delay (seconds) if 

Alternative 2 
selected

Increased PM 
Delay (seconds) if 

Alternative 2 
selected

Alternative 1 Alternative 2

AM PM AM PM
(No Build) (New Arbor Vitae Half IC

Intersection

 
ALTERNATIVE 2: 
 
Alternative 2, the proposed engineering features included the following: 
 

1. Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing would be widened an additional 6 feet on each side to 
accommodate traffic due to the proposed interchange.  The bridge structure would be widened 
from 78 feet to 90 feet. 

2. A new southbound onramp from Arbor Vitae Street will be constructed with the connection to 
Arbor Vitae Street located on the east side of the freeway and connecting to the south side of 
Arbor Vitae Street. A portion of this ramp will be located on an overcrossing structure that spans 
over both directions of I-405 before connecting to southbound I-405. 

3. A new northbound off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street will be constructed with the connection to Arbor 
Vitae Street located on the east side of the freeway and connecting to the south side of Arbor 
Vitae Street. The new southbound onramp and northbound off-ramp connect to Arbor Vitae Street 
at a single intersection location. 

4. A new cul-de-sac will be constructed on Ash Avenue south of Arbor Vitae Street.   
5. New sound walls will be constructed along northbound and southbound I-405 at various locations. 
6. Various retaining walls will be constructed to accommodate the proposed ramps. 
7. The Century Boulevard collector structure (Century Collector OC) will be replaced to 

accommodate the proposed northbound off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street. 
 
1.3.2 PREVIOUSLY CONSIDERED BUT REJECTED ALTERNATIVES 
 
ALTERNATIVE 3 (SOUTHERN INTERCHANGE) 
 
Similar to the Current Alternative 2, Rejected Alternative 3 would create the south half of the  
I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange instead of a full interchange as originally proposed 
for this project. However, as shown in Figure 1-04 on the following page, this version of the new south 
half interchange design would have taken 14 full takings and 4 partial takings due to the construction of a 
new Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing. This alternative would have the following design features: 
 

 Construct a single lane off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street from the northbound Interstate 405 off-ramp 
to the Manchester Avenue collector. The ramp width will widen to two lanes at the ramp terminus 
to provide for mandatory left and right turn pockets plus storage space for vehicles to line up in. 
This would provide more direct access from northbound I-405 to Arbor Vitae Street.  
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 Build a two-lane onramp to SB I-405 from Arbor Vitae Street. The two off-ramp lanes would 
merge into one lane and then merge into the SB I-405 mainline. Arbor Vitae Street would be 
widened to the south from east of the Arbor Vitae Street overcrossing structure to Kenwood 
Street to accommodate a right turn pocket for eastbound Arbor Vitae Street movements to 
southbound I-405 and a left turn pocket for westbound Arbor Vitae Street movements to 
southbound I-405. 

 Reconstruct the northbound Century Boulevard collector elevated overcrossing to provide a wider 
opening to accommodate the new northbound off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street. This will require 
constructing a temporary overcrossing structure in order to continue to provide access from 
Century Boulevard to northbound I-405. 

 The at-grade intersection between Ash Avenue and Arbor Vitae Street would be removed. Ash 
Avenue would end in a cul-de-sac south of Arbor Vitae Street.  

 A retaining wall would be constructed west of Ash Avenue to accommodate the new northbound 
off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street.  

 Retaining walls would be constructed east of the southbound Interstate 405 onramp from La 
Cienega Boulevard/Olive Street intersection and along the southbound I-405 mainline to 
accommodate the new southbound onramp from Arbor Vitae Street.  

 A new Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing would be constructed.  
 

This previously rejected alternative would have better accommodated a future full interchange at Arbor 
Vitae Street. Unfortunately, Alternative 3 would require the acquisition of fourteen (14) full and four (4) 
partial property acquisitions to build the south half of the Arbor Vitae Street Interchange. It has been 
redesigned into the current Build Alternative 2 that has only seven full property acquisitions as the 
Manchester Avenue Tunnel will remain as is.   
 
Figure 1-04. Alternative 3 and South Half (Phase 1) of Alternative 4 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 4 (FULL INTERCHANGE)  
 
Rejected Alternative 4 consists of constructing a full interchange to provide direct access to and from the 
I-405 Freeway and relieve congestion on the two adjacent interchanges at Manchester Avenue and 
Century Boulevard. The full interchange would allow traffic to travel on an additional roadway from the 
Century (I-105) Freeway to Los Angeles World Airport and the adjacent neighborhoods and commercial 
and public facilities on or near Arbor Vitae Street. 
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This alternative, as shown in Figure 1-04 and Figure 1-05 on the following page, will require constructing 
both elevated northbound and southbound off and onramps at Arbor Vitae Street, on the east side of 
freeway, at a single intersection location. This version of the full interchange design would provide direct 
access from westbound Interstate 105 to Arbor Vitae Street with the following design features: 
 

1. Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing will have to be replaced by a structure that is at least 108 
feet wide to allow all of the necessary traffic movements. 

2. The La Cienega Boulevard/Manchester Avenue off-ramps will have to be realigned and a 
retaining wall will need to be constructed at the Oak Street Elementary School.  

3. Realign the Manchester Avenue southbound onramp between the ramp inlet from La 
Cienega Boulevard and Arbor Street. 

4. Construct a retaining wall between La Cienega Boulevard and the realigned Manchester 
Avenue southbound onramp from Hillcrest Boulevard to Arbor Vitae Street. 

5. Demolish the Spruce Avenue pedestrian and waterline overcrossing structure. 
6. Demolish and reconstruct the Hillcrest Boulevard structure to provide utility openings for 

relocating the waterline and replacing the Spruce Avenue pedestrian overcrossing. Also, 
extend the sidewalk to Spruce Avenue on the southeast side of the structure. 

7. Reconstruct the tunnel at the northbound off-ramp to Manchester Avenue or construct a 
bridge by removing the tunnel (south of Arbor Vitae Street) and realign the existing onramp to 
Manchester Avenue to construct the northbound off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street. 

8. A total of fifty-three (53) properties would need to be acquired for the full interchange 
construction. 

 
This alternative has been withdrawn from consideration due to the number of impacts associated with the 
northern portion of the interchange including: 
 

1) Section 4(f) impacts to the Oak Street Elementary School.High number of residential relocations 
due to necessary right-of-way takings  

 
In addition, there was widespread and intense community opposition to this alternative of the project. At 
the time this alternative was proposed, there was a lack of available funding for a full interchange project. 
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Figure 1-05. North Half (Phase 2) of Alternative 4 
 

 
 
ALTERNATIVE 5 (MODIFIED SOUTHERN INTERCHANGE) 
 
Rejected Alternative 5 is similar to Rejected Alternative 3 as a South Half Interchange. This alternative 
has a viaduct along the median of Interstate 405 and a northbound loop off-ramp instead of the 
northbound off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street. The loop off-ramp requires additional right of way, but 
relinquishes the need to modify or reconstruct the Manchester Avenue Tunnel.  
This rejected alternative would not sufficiently meet the project's purpose and need to reduce congestion 
along Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. This alternative requires additional right-of-way than 
the proposed build alternative and would not alleviate existing and projected traffic congestion along 
Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. The distance between the southbound off-ramp intersection 
(La Cienega Boulevard and Arbor Vitae Street) would be approximately 221 feet, which does not meet 
the minimum mandatory standard of 394 feet. Alternative 4 is inefficiently configured to service the 
projected traffic volumes along Interstate 405 and Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. Also, the 
multiple ramp access points of Alternative 4 would adversely disrupt traffic flows along Arbor Vitae Street. 
 
ALTERNATIVE 6 (MODIFIED FULL INTERCHANGE) 
 
Rejected Alternative 6 is similar to Rejected Alternative 4 except that the southbound off-ramp will not be 
constructed. Instead, the southbound Century Boulevard off-ramp would be widened and utilized for this 
full interchange alternative. 
 
This alternative would not sufficiently meet the project's purpose and need to reduce congestion along 
Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. This alternative requires additional right-of-way and would 
not alleviate existing and projected traffic congestion on Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue. This 
alternative is inefficiently configured to service the projected traffic volumes. Rejected Alternative 6’s 
absence of a southbound off-ramp access, in addition to the other three inefficient ramp configurations, 
would both adversely disrupt traffic flow on Arbor Vitae Street and not provide full access to the project 
area. 
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1.4 TSM, TDM AND MASS TRANSIT 
 
It is not anticipated that the proposed project will interfere with any transit operator planning in the area. 
However, Transportation System Management (TSM) and Transportation Demand Management (TDM) 
alternatives are usually only relevant in urban areas with population over 200,000 such as Los Angeles 
County. Also, in urban areas with population over 200,000 including Los Angeles County, a Mass 
Transportation Alternative is considered on all proposed major highway projects such as the I-405/Arbor 
Vitae Street New South Half Interchange.  
 
TSM strategies consist of actions that increase the efficiency of existing facilities; they are actions that 
increase the number of vehicle trips a facility can carry without increasing the number of through lanes. 
Examples of TSM strategies include: ramp metering, auxiliary lanes, turning lanes, reversible lanes and 
traffic signal coordination. TSM also encourages automobile, public and private transit, ridesharing 
programs, and bicycle and pedestrian improvements as elements of a unified urban transportation 
system.  
 
Modal alternatives integrate multiple forms of transportation modes, such as pedestrian, bicycle, 
automobile, rail, and transit. 
 
TDM focuses on regional strategies for reducing the number of vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled as 
well as increasing vehicle occupancy. It facilitates higher vehicle occupancy or reduces traffic congestion 
by expanding the traveler’s transportation choice in terms of travel method, travel time, travel route, travel 
costs, and the quality and convenience of the travel experience. Typical activity within this component is 
providing contract funds to regional agencies that are actively promoting ridesharing, maintaining 
rideshare databases and providing limited rideshare services to employers and individuals. 
 
For the congested Interstate 405 mainline and the Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue 
interchanges, TSM, TDM, and modal alternatives (including rail and transit) may seem like reasonable 
and attractive strategies/alternatives. However, such strategies are outside the scope of this particular 
project for the following reasons: 
 

1) Those strategies do not meet the proposed project’s Purpose and Need. In particular, they would 
not effectively alleviate existing and future recurring congestion at two adjacent Century 
Boulevard and Manchester Avenue interchanges on Interstate 405. Nor would these strategies 
provide direct vehicle access to the University of West Los Angeles west of Interstate 405 and to 
Hollywood Park Casino, the Forum and Centinela Hospital east of Interstate 405. 

2) The proposed project’s size (on Interstate 405 between Century Boulevard and Arbor Vitae 
Street) and focus is too small and narrow for any meaningful implementation and integration of 
TSM, TDM, and modal alternatives. 

3) TSM, TDM, and modal alternatives would best serve as stand alone projects to be implemented 
not only within this project’s study area, but along the entire Interstate 405, Century Boulevard, 
and Manchester Avenue corridors. 

 
1.5 PERMITS AND APPROVALS NEEDED 
 
No permits and approvals would be required. 
 
Approvals 
 
There will be no encroachment upon any State or Federal parklands or environmentally sensitive areas 
(ESAs) since none exist within the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project Study 
Area. Therefore, the Army Corps of Engineers will not have to grant an easement to Caltrans before 
construction begins on this project to ensure that the project complies with Federal statutes and 
regulations governing Army Corps Civil Works projects and real estate activities. 
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Permitting Requirements 
 
There are no surface waters or State or Federal listed species within the project’s footprint. Therefore, the 
following will not be required:  
 

 Fish and Game Code 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement 
 Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification 
 Clean Water Act Section 404 Nationwide Permit 
 FESA Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 CESA Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game 
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CHAPTER 2 | AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND 
AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
2.1 HUMAN ENVIRONMENT 
 
This chapter presents potential impacts to human environments which may have been caused by 
the proposed Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. In this case, human environments 
are identified as the Inglewood, Westchester, and Lennox communities. There is no indication 
that these communities would be substantially impacted by the Arbor Vitae Project. The majority 
of the project’s activities will be conducted exclusively within Inglewood city limits, and the 
Westchester and Lennox communities should see minimal impacts. As a result, the Inglewood 
community is a major focus of this human environment assessment.  
 
Our assessment includes the following sections, which are subdivided into Regulatory Setting, 
Affected Environment, Potential Impacts, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures:  
 

1. Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Programs 
2. Land-Use and Planning 
3. Growth 
4. Community Impacts  
5. Utilities/Emergency Services 
6. Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities  
7. Visual/Aesthetics  
8. Cultural Resources 

 
2.1.1 CONSISTENCY WITH STATE, REGIONAL, AND LOCAL PROGRAMS  
 
Coastal Zone, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and Farmlands/Timberlands  

 
Preliminary analysis shows that the proposed project does not fall within the State of California’s 
Coastal Zone; there are no Wild and Scenic rivers and no Farmlands/Timberlands in the Project 
Study Area. Therefore, the project will have no adverse impacts on these resources. 
Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding Coastal Zone, Wild and Scenic Rivers, or 
Farmlands/Timberlands resources in this document.  
 
Park and Recreational Facilities 
 
No Parks and Recreational Facilities, Waterfowl Refugees, or Section 4(f) resources are located 
within the Project Study Area, nor would they have been taken or used as a result of the 
construction of Alternative 2 (New South Half Interchange).  
 
No Section 4(f) evaluation was necessary to prepare pursuant to the FHWA regulations for 
Section 4(f) compliance codified at 23 CFR Section 774. Additional guidance regarding the 
existence of no Section 4(f) resources in the Project Study Area has been obtained from the 
FHWA Technical Advisory T 6640.8A (1987), the FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper (2005), and the 
FHWA Western Resource Center Section 4(f) Checklist (1997). 
 
2.1.2 LAND USE AND PLANNING 
 
Existing and Future Land Use 
 
The existing and future land use within the Arbor Vitae Corridor can be described by land use 
types, commuter patterns, and economic development plans. This information can be found in the 
following discussion. 
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Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan/Los Angeles County General Plan 
 
As noted in the Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan, the land uses in the Arbor Vitae 
Street corridor can be classified as residential single and multi-family housing, commercial 
(office/retail), and industrial (manufacturing and airport-related). In addition, the portions of the 
project which fall within Lennox and Westchester are residential and public land (Westchester).  
 
The Ground Transportation Center in the LAX Master Plan and was mentioned by Councilman 
Bill Rosendahl’s Field Representative Jim Kennedy at an Elected Officials Briefing for the 
I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. At this time, there is no development 
timeline or funding for the Manchester Square Redevelopment Project since it was removed from 
the LAX Plan via the 2004 Stipulated Settlement. 
 
City of Los Angeles General Plan/LAX Plan 
 
The particular area of the community of Westchester just east of LAX, but west of Interstate 405 
is generally referred to as the Airport Landside area, as identified in the City of Los Angeles 
General Plan and the LAX Plan. The area serves as the interface between Airport Airside and the 
regional ground transportation network, establishing access portals for the efficient processing of 
people and goods. It includes only the following facilities: Central Terminal Area (CTA), Ground 
Transportation Center (GTC), Intermodal Transportation Center (ITC), and Consolidated Rental 
Car Facility (RAC). The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project is consistent with the 
LAX Plan’s objectives regarding community cohesion, economic development and improving 
traffic circulation on local roads. It also addresses the problem of “pass-through” traffic on I-405 
noted in the Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan by reducing vehicle hours traveled on 
this highway. The Westchester-Playa Del Rey Community Plan includes the widening of Arbor 
Vitae Street from four to six lanes between Airport and Aviation Boulevards. The Arbor Vitae 
Street Overcrossing would be widened to accommodate the future widening of the roadway with 
the construction of the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. 
 
LAX Master Plan 
 
The current revision of the LAX Master Plan includes several substantial improvements to 
roadway facilities aimed at redistributing traffic to and from LAX throughout the Project Study 
Area, including improvements to Arbor Vitae Street. Century Boulevard is the principle roadway to 
LAX, but urgent congestion relief is needed as commuters continue to seek alternative routes, 
creating gridlock on the surrounding arterial system. While these improvements are not 
necessarily dependent on the construction of a new south half interchange on I-405 at Arbor 
Vitae Street, the proposed project would have aided in accomplishing the future goals of LAX’s 
parent company, Los Angeles World Airports (LAWA), in improving traffic circulation in and 
around airport facilities. Specifically, the proposed project aims at reducing congestion at the  
I-405 on- and -off-ramps at Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard, and would provide an 
additional point of access to and from LAX to the I-405 mainline.  
 
Inglewood General Plan/Inglewood Citywide Economic Development Strategic Plan 
 
The portions of the project that fall within the City of Inglewood are primarily commercial and 
residential as noted in the Inglewood General Plan. Major venues at the east end of the Arbor 
Vitae Corridor include Centinela Hospital Medical Center at Myrtle Avenue and Hollywood Park 
Casino at Prairie Avenue/Avenue of the Champions. The 2005 Citywide Economic Development 
Strategic Plan for the City of Inglewood, details the economic needs of the city, as well as defines 
areas to be redeveloped. The City of Inglewood has various economic needs including workforce 
development, new retail businesses to generate additional sales tax revenues, and the creation of 
small businesses. Based on these economic needs and the Citywide Economic Development 
Strategic Plan, the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project should be a complimentary 
development project with the city’s economic objectives. In fact, the Arbor Vitae New South Half 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 18 



CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Interchange Project is outlined as a portion of the city’s defined redevelopment areas. See 
Figures 2-01 and Figure 2-02 on the following two pages that illustrate the redevelopment areas 
and the economic development target areas of Inglewood.  
 
The Mixed Use Redevelopment of the Hollywood Park Casino Complex at 1050 South Prairie 
Avenue in Inglewood, California (Zip Code 90301) was approved on June 9, 2009 by the 
Inglewood City Council. Construction of the project will begin in the fall of 2010 and be completed 
by 2014. This project helps the City of Inglewood reach its economic objectives. The Hollywood 
Park Redevelopment Project’s cumulative impacts will be present prior to and during the 
construction of the I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange.  
 
The map on the following page defines the redevelopment areas of City of Inglewood.  
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Figure 2-01. Redevelopment Areas of Inglewood 
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This map defines the City of Inglewood’s economic development target areas including the Arbor 
Vitae Corridor. 
 
Figure 2-02. Economic Development Target Areas 

 
 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 21 



CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Commuter Patterns 
 
In regards to commuter patterns, there are two primary areas of concern, capacity and 
congestion. In 2007, approximately 159,000 vehicles travel along I-405 in the vicinity of the Arbor 
Vitae overpass per day.  By 2035, this number is expected to increase to 196,000 vehicles per 
day. Traffic studies indicate that heavy congestion exists during weekday morning, midday, and 
evening peak hours as well as on weekends on the stretch of I-405 within and adjacent to the 
project limits. Weaving and merging of traffic on the freeway, collector-distributors, and ramps 
further aggravate the resulting stop-and-go traffic conditions. Motorists from I-105 traveling to the 
northbound I-405 are unable to use the I-405 northbound off-ramp to Century Boulevard to 
access LAX without having to make two difficult lane changes to the far right lane within a quarter 
of a mile amidst heavy congestion. This deficiency further compounds the congestion at the 
Manchester Avenue Interchange. In the Traffic Analysis completed by CH2M Hill, data analysis of 
existing volumes and existing and future SCAG demands was conducted to develop procedures 
for estimating future demands. The resulting mainline freeway growth rates between existing 
conditions and 2035 was 5.0 percent. 
 
Consistency with State, Regional, and Local Plans and Programs 
 
At this time, the project is programmed to be funded from the State Transportation Improvement 
Program (STIP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) for the 2008/2009 
and 2009/2010 fiscal years. It is listed in both the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 
the 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP) is prepared by the Southern 
California Association of Governments (SCAG). Both of these documents are regional plans for 
future improvements for the area’s transportation system. The project will be deprogrammed and 
not appear in the STIP nor the RTIP for the 2010/2011 fiscal year. A new project with local road 
improvements to Arbor Vitae Street and Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue will be 
suggested to the City of Inglewood and City of Los Angeles. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
The potential impacts to land use as a result of this project are minimal on a regional scale. 
Seven residential properties would have been acquired by Alternative 2 consisting of a half 
interchange at Arbor Vitae Street along I-405. Two of these residential properties also include 
commercial uses that include a law office. One of the properties, consisting of three residential 
units and a bakery, was damaged heavily in a fire and is now unoccupied. It will provide direct 
access to the University of West Los Angeles west of I-405 and to Hollywood Park Casino east of 
I-405.  
 
Avoidance, Minimization and Mitigation Measures 
 
The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project was proposed as an alternative to the Arbor 
Vitae Street Full Interchange Project that would avoid and minimize many of the acquisitions that 
would result from the original project. School and parkland would no longer be impacted by the 
new south half interchange. The number of property acquisitions has been reduced from 53 for 
the original design of the full interchange project to seven (seven residential units, 1 commercial 
office) for the current design of the New South Half Interchange.  
 
Caltrans will allocate project funds for relocations and mitigate all associated costs and 
compensation needed per the relocation costs for a residence or office of their choice. The 
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) assists residents and businesses in the relocation process 
and the Last Resort Housing Program payments will be utilized to relocate residents being 
displaced by this project. All displacees, as stated in the Relocation Impact Statement, will be 
contacted by a Right of Way Agent who will ensure that eligible displacees receive their full 
relocation benefits. For this project, all relocations should take place within an estimated time 
frame of 18 to 24 months.  
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Figure 2-03. Generalized Land Use in Inglewood 
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Figure 2-04. Generalized Land Use in Westchester-Playa Del Rey 

 
 

Land Uses of Westchester-Playa Del Rey 
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  Low Medium 
  Low Medium II 
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  Figure 2-05. Generalized Land Use in Lennox 
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2.1.3 GROWTH 
 
Regulatory Setting. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations, which implement 
the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, requires evaluation of the potential impacts of all 
proposed federal activities and programs. This provision includes a requirement to examine 
indirect consequences, which may occur in areas beyond the immediate influence of a proposed 
action and at some time in the future. The CEQ regulations, 40 CFR 1508.8, refer to these 
consequences as secondary impacts. Secondary impacts may include changes in land use, 
economic vitality, and population density, which are all elements of growth.  
 
Affected Environment 
 
The Project Study Area is in an urban, built out environment. The project area and the adjacent 
communities are dense in terms of population and commerce. As noted in the public comments 
received from the public circulation in 2000 of the Arbor Vitae Interchange Project Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Study approved in 2001, congestion from growth, particularly growth from the 
expansion of the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) and its supporting businesses, is a 
concern to residents and workers. A number of past opponents of the project suspect that the 
purpose of the Arbor Vitae Interchange is to serve as an access point to Los Angeles 
International Airport and support its expansion. According to past and the current Environmental 
Assessment/Initial Studies of this interchange project, the project has not and will not include in 
its purpose to aid in the expansion of the airport’s facilities. The LAX Plan and the Westchester-
Playa Del Rey Community Plan note that many other projects and alternatives are in the works 
aimed at improving circulation in the Project Study Area, which include the development of 
connections between Airport Landside facilities and the regional ground transportation network, 
such as improvements to public transit systems. 
 
As part of the scoping and environmental analysis conducted for the proposed project, the 
following growth elements were considered: 
 

1) Land Use  
In 2006, the City of Inglewood updated their General Plan (an ongoing process), which 
showed that single-family units contribute 45.6% of total land use, and multi-family units 
contribute 9.9% of the total land use in Inglewood. Comparably, the number of single family 
and multi family units affected by the Arbor Vitae extension should be minimal. In fact, a total 
of seven residences, including three multi-units and four single-family units will be affected by 
this project.   

 
2) Economic Vitality  
According to the City of Inglewood’s General Plan, Century Boulevard and Manchester 
Avenue are major arteries that support more than 30,000 vehicles per day. Traffic studies 
conducted by Caltrans in 2008 reveal that Level of Service, or “LOS” (measurements of 
density, delay, and travel time) at on- and off ramp segments of Manchester Avenue and 
Century Boulevard are expected to deteriorate even more by 2035 (See “Traffic, 
Transportation / Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities” section). These major arteries currently 
carry consumers to Hollywood Park Casino, The Forum, Centinela Hospital, and LAX, which 
are key locations for economic stimulus; hence, they are important access pathways to retail 
locations. Adding an on-and off ramp at Arbor Vitae Street, between Century Boulevard and 
Manchester Avenue would reduce congestion along the two major arteries that to these 
points while accommodating the existing growth that is/will be there whether the project is 
constructed or not, not to create more growth.   

 
3) Population 
In consideration of Inglewood’s economic goals and overall growth, the Arbor Vitae  
half interchange has been developed to displace a minimal amount of residents. When the 
project is completed, a total of 21 residents will be displaced. As of 2005, the total population 
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of Inglewood was estimated at 118,164 and was growing at an annual rate of 0.97%. We do 
not anticipate a substantial impact on Inglewood’s current population growth. 

 
Regional Growth Projections. The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
region encompasses Imperial, Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Ventura 
Counties. Los Angeles County consists of eight subregions; the Arroyo Verdugo Cities Subregion, 
Gateway Cities Council of Governments Subregion, Las Virgenes Malibu Council of Governments 
(LVMCOG) Subregion, City of Los Angeles Subregion, North Los Angeles County Subregion, 
San Gabriel Valley Council of Governments (SGVCOG) Subregion, South Bay Cities Council of 
Governments Subregion, and the Westside Cities Subregion. The communities surrounding the 
project area include Inglewood, which falls within the South Bay Cities Council of Governments 
Subregion, and Westchester, which falls within the City of Los Angeles Subregion, which has the 
largest population and most households in the region. 
 
Based on the SCAG 2008 RTP Socioeconomic Forecast, the City of Los Angeles Subregion is 
expected to grow at a slower pace than other subregions in Los Angeles County, its population 
increasing to 4.4 million people by 2035 and adding 624,000 people to the county’s total 
population by 2035 (pp. 26, SCAG 2007b). The same study also indicates that the number of 
households will increase by the Los Angeles County average (0.9 percent), with an average 
annual increase of 40,000 new jobs in the next 30 years (pp. 27, SCAG 2007b). 
 
The South Bay Cities Council of Governments Subregion is expected to grow at a slower pace 
than other subregions in Los Angeles County, by adding people to the county, and increasing 
population to 1,002,927 million by 2035 (pp. 26, SCAG 2007b). The same study also indicates 
that the number of households will increase customary to the Los Angeles County average (0.9 
percent), with an average annual increase of 40,000 new jobs in the next 30 years (pp. 27, SCAG 
2007b). 
 
Table 2 below shows growth statistics for the communities surrounding the project area: 
 
Table 2. Community Population and Household Growth Projections for 2010 
 

Projection City of Los Angeles City of Inglewood 
Unincorporated South 

Bay Communities 
Total Population 4,057,484 118,466 121.143 

Growth Rate 4.4% 1.1% 6.2% 

Total Household 1,366,985 37,205 56,409 

Growth Rate 5.9% 1.0% 2.2% 

Source: City of Los Angeles General Plan; Westchester/Playa Del Rey Community Plan 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
The population growth of Inglewood is projected to continue to increase below 1 percent (0.97%) 
from 2005 to 2035 according to the Southern California Association of Governments’ (SCAG) 
2008 Regional Transportation Plan Projections. This is comparable to the median growth rate for 
communities in the South Bay Cities Association of Governments and throughout Los Angeles 
County as illustrated in SCAG population projections. The Arbor Vitae New South Half 
Interchange Project is not likely to have a substantial effect on growth in the project area or in 
nearby communities. The potential for growth inducing effects would be the highest on 
undeveloped and unplanned land because these areas generally have limited existing 
transportation infrastructure. The Arbor Vitae Project would enhance operations along I-405 that 
currently experiences a constrained level of freeway and local road access. Growth will emerge in 
some locations from land uses that change in response to market demands. However, the Arbor 
Vitae New South Half Interchange Project does not encourage growth on undeveloped and 
unplanned land, it is consistent with the Circulation Element of the General Plans of the City of 
Inglewood and the Transportation Element of the City of Los Angeles General Plan. The 
proposed transportation improvements of this project accommodate existing development. The 
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proposed project would have no substantial potential for stimulating the location, rate, timing, or 
amount of growth in or adjacent to the Project Study Area. Development and population growth is 
not expected to cause substantial externalities to the communities of Inglewood, Westchester, 
and Lennox surrounding the project area. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Compensation Measures 
 
No Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Compensation Measures will be required because this 
project will not stimulate growth independently of other developments and road projects. The 
project is compatible with the City of Inglewood General Plan, the City of Los Angeles General 
Plan, the Playa Del Rey/Westchester Community Plan, LAX Plan, and the Los Angeles County 
General Plan. 
 
2.1.4 COMMUNITY IMPACTS 
 
To assess affects from the Arbor Vitae Project on surrounding communities; the following areas 
have been analyzed:  
 

1. Community Character and Cohesion  
2. Relocations 
3. Environmental Justice  

 
Community Characteristics and Cohesion 
 
Regulatory Setting. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA), 
established that the federal government use all practical means to ensure all Americans safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 U.S.C. 109(h)] 
directs that final decisions regarding projects are to be made in the best overall public interest. 
This requires taking into account adverse environmental impacts such as destruction or disruption 
of human-made resources, community cohesion and the availability of public facilities and 
services.  
 
Affected Environment 
 
Community profiles and analysis was performed in the Project Study Area as defined by census 
tracts within three surrounding postal zip codes, and utilizing 2000 U.S. Census data. They are 
represented as follows: 

 90301 (Inglewood)  
 90045 (Westchester)  
 90304 (Lennox) 

 
Together, the population for the study area totals approximately 105,501 residents. A typical 
demographic study of the Project Study Area would provide a generalized profile for the area as a 
whole, but because of the diverse nature of the two neighborhoods surrounding the Arbor Vitae 
Street Overcrossing at I-405, individual profiles are presented in the following subsections. 
 
Zip Code 90301 – Community of Inglewood 
 
Inglewood has a young population that is primarily African American and Latino. In comparison 
with Los Angeles County data, the residential population has a higher percentage of children 
under 5 (9.4 percent versus 7.7 percent) and a lower than average population over the age of 65 
(7.0% vs. 9.7%). This area consists mostly of Hispanic and African American (57.3% Hispanic or 
Latino and 35% African American) residents. In total, seven African American residents will be 
relocated as a result of this project extension. Among these seven relocated residents, four own 
single-family homes which average $416,654 and are well above the City of Inglewood and Los 
Angeles County averages, $158,900 and $209,300, respectively.  
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Table 3. Racial Characteristics for Zip Code 90301 (Inglewood) 
 

General Characteristics (90301) Number Percent

Los Angeles 
County 

(number)
Los Angeles 

County (percent)
United States 

(percent)

One Race 35,812 95.5 9,049,557 95.1 97.6
White 8,981 23.9 4,637,062 48.7 75.1
Black or African American 13,140 35.0 930,957 9.8 12.3
American Indian and Alaska Native 298 0.8 76,988 0.8 0.9
Asian 662 1.8 1,137,500 11.9 3.6
Native Hawaiian and Other PacificIslander 77 0.2 27,053 0.3 0.1
Some Other Race 12,654 33.7 2,239,997 23.5 5.5
Two or more races 1,695 4.5 469,781 4.9 2.4
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 21,474 57.3 4,242,213 44.6 12.5  
Source: U.S. Census 2000 
 
Educational attainment in this community is below the Los Angeles County averages, according 
to Census Data. 56.6 percent of the community’s population are high school graduates (in 
comparison with 69.9 percent in Los Angeles County), and 9.6 percent of the population hold a 
bachelor’s degree or higher (in comparison with 24.9 percent in the county). The educational 
attainment in the zip code may explain the median household income of $31,306 and per capita 
income of $13,390, which are substantially lower than the county averages ($42,189 and 
$20,683, respectively). The percentage of families below poverty level, 19.7%, is higher than the 
community of Westchester and the county as a whole (6.9% and 14.4%, respectively). 
 
In general, community characteristics in 90301 indicate a strong transitional nature. The amount 
of time an Inglewood household is likely to live at one location (housing tenure) is lower than the 
Westchester zip code 90045. Owner-occupied housing is well below the countywide average 
(26.6% vs. 47.9%), and approximately 73.4% residents are renters. Chapter 2 of the Inglewood 
General Plan from 2006 noted that single-family homes throughout the entire city are being torn 
down or converted into apartment or condominium multifamily housing. In 2000, 64% of residents 
throughout the city were renters. As a result, the percentage of owner-occupied homes in 
Inglewood is lower than the Los Angeles County percentage of owner-occupied homes (36.0% 
vs. 47.9%). 
 
The definition of “poverty” or “low income” populations in the Project Study Area is based on the 
Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. For 2009, the guideline was 
$22,050 for a family of four as shown in Table 4 U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
Poverty Guidelines on the following page. 
 
Table 4. U.S. Department of Health and Human Services Poverty Guidelines 
 

Size of Family Unit 2000 2009 

1 $8,350 $10,830 

2 $11,250 $14,570 

3 $14,150 $18,310 

4 $17,050 $22,050 

5 $19,950 $25,790 

6 $22,850 $29,530 

7 $25,750 $33,270 

8 $28,650 $37,010 

For each additional person, add $2,900 $3,740 
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Zip Code 90045 – Community of Westchester 
 
Westchester zip code area 90045 is represented by a high level of cultural diversity, educational 
attainment, and income earned among residents. Racial make-up is predominately White (61.3%) 
and African American (16.7%), both are higher than Los Angeles County averages for Whites and 
African Americans 48.7% and 9.8%, respectively. This area also has a lower than average 
percentage of Hispanics or Latino (23.9%) and Asians (1.8%). The average populations for 
Hispanics and Asians in Los Angeles County are 48.7% and 11.9%, respectively.  
 
Table 5. Racial Characteristics for Zip Code 90045 (Westchester) 
 

General Characteristics (90045) Number Percent

Los Angeles 
County 

(number)
Los Angeles 

County (percent)
United States 

(percent)
One race 37,290 94.8 9,049,557 95.1 97.6%
White 24,118 61.3 4,637,062 48.7 75.1%
Black or African American 6,580 16.7 930,957 9.8 12.3%
American Indian and Alaska Native 156 0.4 76,988 0.8 0.9%
Asian 3,687 9.4 1,137,500 11.9 3.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 171 0.4 27,053 0.3 0.1%
Some other race 2,578 6.6 2,239,997 23.5 5.5%
Two or more races 2,025 5.2 469,781 4.9 2.4%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 6,877 17.5 4,242,213 44.6 12.5% 
Source: U.S. Census 2000 
 
Educational attainment is above the Los Angeles County averages. According to Census Data, 
90.7 percent of the community’s population are high school graduates (in comparison with 69.9 
percent in Los Angeles County), and 41.3 percent of the population hold a bachelor’s degree or 
higher (in comparison with 24.9 percent in the county). Median income ($56,566) and per capita 
income ($28,635) are the highest within the Project Study Area and above the county averages. 
There are fewer families living below poverty level (6.9 %) compared to Inglewood (zip code 
90301), Lennox (zip code 90304), and Los Angeles County (14.4 percent).  
 
There are a number of characteristics that exemplify a strong sense of belonging or community 
cohesion. In Westchester, the residents over 65 and the number of home owners are the 
strongest examples of cohesion. Approximately 11.7% of the population, (39,315: 2000 U.S. 
Census) is over 65 years old. This is much higher than the Los Angeles county average of senior 
citizens, which is 9.7%. This is critical to community cohesion considering that senior citizens 
have been known to be more likely to attending community meetings, get involved in civic and 
religious activities, etc. In addition to s, homeownership is also an indicator that residents feel a 
strong sense of belonging to their community. In fact, 52.2% of residents in Westchester are 
homeowners, which is above the Los Angeles County average of 47.9%. 
 
Zip Code 90304 – Community of Lennox 
 
The community of Lennox exists southeast of the Project Study Area. The population has a 
substantially higher percentage of children under 5 in comparison with Los Angeles County data 
(10.4 percent versus 7.7 percent) than the Los Angeles County average and a much lower than 
average of the population over the age of 65 (3.9% vs. 9.7%). The smaller than average senior 
citizen population is likely to correlate to a lower level of community cohesion. The percentage of 
individuals classifying themselves as “Hispanic or Latino of any race” (87.1% vs. 44.6%) or 
“Some Other Race” (54.8% vs. 23.5%) is well above the Los Angeles County average while 
African American, Asian, and White population percentages are well below the countywide 
averages. 
 
The community of Lennox has the highest percentage (29.5%) of families living in poverty in the 
Project Study Area. Educational attainment in this community is well below the Los Angeles 
County averages, according to 2000 Census Data. 56.6 percent of the community’s population 
are high school graduates (in comparison with 69.9 percent in Los Angeles County), and 9.6 
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percent of the population hold a bachelor’s degree or higher (in comparison with 24.9 percent in 
the county). The educational attainment in the zip code may explain the median household 
income of $29,036 and per capita income of $8,950, which is substantially lower than the county 
averages. 11.6% of the population in the area utilizes public transportation as a means to 
commute to work, well above the county average of 6.6%. Higher public transportation ridership 
may be attributed to the relatively high percentage of families living below the poverty threshold 
as noted above.  
 
Table 6. Racial Characteristics for Zip Code 90304 (Lennox) 
 

General Characteristics  (90304) Number Percent

Los Angeles 
County 

(number)

Los Angeles 
County 

(percent) U.S.

One race 27,301 95.2 9,049,557 95.1 97.6%

W hite 9,193 32.1 4,637,062 48.7 75.1%

Black or African American 1,411 4.9 930,957 9.8 12.3%

American Indian and Alaska Native 300 1 76,988 0.8 0.9%

Asian 321 1.1 1,137,500 11.9 3.6%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 
Is lander 368 1.3 27,053 0.3 0.1%

Some other race 15,708 54.8 2,239,997 23.5 5.5%

Two or more races 1,378 4.8 469,781 4.9 2.4%
Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 24,968 87.1 4,242,213 44.6 12.5%

 
Source: U.S. Census 2000 
 
Owner-occupied housing is well below the countywide average (31.9% vs. 47.9%) in this urban 
neighborhood. Renters occupy a large majority (68.1%) of the housing supply and the 
community’s low number of residents above the age of 65 combine to support the notion that 
residential sentiment in this area is transitional. The median value of single-family, occupied 
homes in the area are substantially lower than the countywide average ($158,900 vs. $209,300) 
and the same as zip code 91301 included in the Project Study Area. Community cohesion in this 
particular area is considered to be low-to-moderate due to the high percentage of renters over 
homeowners and the lack of residents over the age of 65. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Potential Project-Related Traffic Impacts. No existing freeway mainline, on- or off-ramp facilities 
would be permanently impacted by the construction of the new south half interchange. With a few 
exceptions, the construction of the new ramps for the proposed half-interchange would take place 
adjacent to the freeway traffic lanes and can generally be constructed while maintaining traffic 
conditions on the existing roadway. Existing freeway lanes, collector/distributor lanes, and ramps 
would likely require only restriping work, as needed. It is anticipated that detoured traffic on local 
streets would be minimal. 
 
Build Alternative 2 would have led to worse traffic at intersections on Arbor Vitae Street than the 
No-Build Alternative 1. 
 
The proposed project would not require lengthy closures of freeway facilities in the project area. 
Intermittent closures of short duration are expected for the southbound I-405 onramp from Olive 
Street/Manchester Avenue, as well as the northbound collector road onramp. Some circulation 
interference is also expected along Arbor Vitae Street where the overcrossing would be widened. 
Temporary construction-related traffic delays would be addressed in the TMP. 
 
Potential Right-Of-Way/Private Property Impacts. To construct the new south half interchange, 
Alternative 2 would have required the full acquisition of 9 housing units (three single-family 
residences and six multi-family residential units). A law office and a pest control business on the 
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northeast side of the Project Study Area would also be acquired. Alternative 1, the No-Build 
Alternative, would have no right-of-way/private property impacts.  
 
Potential Impacts to Property Values or Local Tax Base. Property values and the local tax 
base can be affected by multiple external variables not necessarily attributed to the proposed 
project. These external variables could include, but are not limited to: location, the constantly 
changing local, regional, and national economic status, public policies, fuel and energy costs, 
community image and aesthetics, and land and housing availability. Also, the type and number of 
surrounding businesses, city services, city planning and the fluctuating real estate market also 
have an effect on property values and the local tax base. Proposed but rejected Alternative 2 
would have had some potential to impact general property values and the local tax base. Several 
foreclosures have occurred in other projects near the vicinity of this project; therefore, 
foreclosures may be an issue. On a larger regional scale, the impacts of the property acquisitions 
would be minimal in terms of effects on general property values and the local tax base. 
 
Potential Regional Economic Impacts. The I-405 freeway is the only north-south freeway west 
of downtown Los Angeles. I-405 connects the South Bay Region, the San Fernando Valley, and 
the Westside of Los Angeles. The mobility of these portions of Los Angeles County depend upon 
the I-405. The adjacent interchanges at Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard are now 
heavily congested due to local and Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) related traffic. The 
construction of the new south half interchange would have alleviated current and future 
congestion at the adjacent Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard Interchanges. From an 
economic standpoint, the extreme traffic congestion and circulation issues along I-405 within and 
surrounding the Project Study Area create regional impacts in terms of increasing the cost of 
moving goods and loss of productivity. Productivity is typically a system efficiency measure that 
reflects the degree to which the transportation system performs during peak demand conditions. 
The efficiency of any transportation system is directly related to the cost of the movement of 
people and goods. 
  
During construction, some businesses may experience minor economic effects that are a result of 
temporary circulation and/or access issues related to traffic redistribution. However, the economic 
benefit of the Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project would have improved the 
overall transportation network. Current conditions already make it difficult for citizens in the 
surrounding communities to access neighborhood amenities and services, so any improvement to 
circulation or access along or to or from I-405, Century Boulevard, or Manchester Avenue, would 
create positive regional economic impacts. The project would improve economic vitality to the 
surrounding communities by providing direct vehicle access to the University of West Los 
Angeles west of I-405 and to Hollywood Park Casino east of I-405. Vehicle congestion would be 
reduced along Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and along their onramps and off-
ramps as drivers utilize the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange’s southbound off-ramp and 
northbound onramp.  
 
Potential Impacts to Local Businesses. Proposed Alternative 2 would have required the 
acquisition of the Law Office of Hugo Rojas according to a Caltrans-prepared Relocation Impact 
Report (Caltrans 2008). Hugo Rojas’ Law Office and adjacent multi-family residential 3-unit 
complex are minority-owned commercial and residential properties. The building owned by the 
Trust of Gene Smith has a pest control business. Also, as discussed in the previous section 
regarding traffic impacts, local businesses surrounding the project area may experience minor 
effects that are a result of temporary circulation and/or access issues related to traffic 
redistribution. No government facilities, businesses or non-businesses such as parks and 
recreation areas, will be impacted by this project’s build alternative.  
 
Potential Impacts on Economic Vitality, Established Business Districts, and Employment. 
Established business districts immediate to the Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange 
construction and along South Ash Avenue in Inglewood and La Cienega Boulevard in 
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Westchester, could experience minimal economic effects that are a result of temporary circulation 
and/or access issues related to traffic redistribution.  
 
Table 7. Estimated Nonresidential Displacement Units by Alternative 
 

NONRESIDENTIAL Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Commercial Business 0 2
Industrial/Manufacturing Businesses 0 0
Nonprofit Organizations 0 0
Agricultural/Farms 0 0
TOTAL NONRESIDENTIAL UNITS 0 2
TOTAL UNITS 0 7  

                      Source: State of California Department of Transportation, Relocation Impact Statement, 8/28/2008 
 
Very few improvements and some deterioration to traffic, flow and capacity on local streets due to 
the completion of the new south half interchange would have also led to more congestion and 
worse vehicle flow and capacity on the I-405 mainline and many signalized intersections 
throughout communities within and surrounding the project area. Serious traffic and circulation 
issues adversely affect both the Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue Interchanges and 
the intersections and streets that surround them, including La Cienega Boulevard. This is 
because development and growth of the surrounding communities and commuters and visitors 
driving into and out of the Project Study Area have led to vehicular traffic that exceeds the 
capacity of the existing transportation infrastructure, including the Century Boulevard and 
Manchester Avenue on- and off-ramps. The project is not anticipated to adversely affect 
employment in these areas other than the Law Office of Hugo Rojas which will be acquired. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Compensation Measures 
 
Measures to Minimize for Potential Project-Related Traffic Impacts. An analysis of the local 
highway and arterial system in and around the Project Study Area was performed to assess and 
analyze current traffic operations and circulation conditions and to provide modeling for conditions 
post-construction for the Build Alternative 2 and the No-Build Alternative 1. It also presents 
proposals to minimize any project-related traffic to signalized intersections within communities 
and on the freeway mainlines and on- and off-ramps included in and adjacent to the Project Study 
Area. A more detailed discussion and analysis of traffic is presented in Section 2.1.6 of this 
document titled “Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.” Also, a traffic 
Management Plan (TMP) would be prepared to minimize traffic impacts in the project area. 
 
Relocations 
 
Regulatory Setting. Caltrans’ Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is based on the Federal 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (as amended) 
and Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 24. The purpose of RAP is to ensure that 
persons displaced as a result of a transportation project are treated fairly, consistently, and 
equitably so that such persons will not suffer disproportionate injuries as a result of projects 
designed for the benefit of the public as a whole. All relocation services and benefits are 
administered without regard to race, color, national origin, or sex in compliance with Title VI of the 
Civil Rights Act (42 U.S.C. 2000d, et seq.).  
 
Affected Environment 
 
The Project Study Area is in an urban, built out environment. According to the project’s 
Relocation Impact Statement, the Project Study Area includes and is adjacent to about 176 
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potential replacement residential units and 57 commercial properties that can be rented or 
purchased for the displaced households and the law office. 
 
Preliminary studies in the Project Study Area indicated that the availability of safe and sanitary 
replacement housing in the area was more than sufficient and comparable in terms of amenities, 
public utilities and accessibility to public services, transportation, and shopping. Market availability 
is expected to remain adequate and there are no other pending Caltrans or public projects in the 
area that would affect or compete with available housing.  
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Build Alternative 2 proposed the construction of a new south half interchange from roughly Arbor 
Vitae Street to Century Boulevard, with the Arbor Vitae Bridge widened from 78 to 90 feet. 
Relocations would be necessary if this alternative is identified, with the acquisition of 8 housing 
units (3 single family residences and 6 multi-family residential units), a pest control business, and 
a law office that are on the northeast side of the project study as illustrated in Table 8 below and 
Figure 2-06 on the following page (shown in shaded gray areas of layout. There would be no 
partial takes as part of the build alternative. 
 
Table 8. Estimated Full Residential Displacement Units by Alternative 
 

RESIDENTIAL Alternative 1 Alternative 2

Owner Occupants of Single Family Residences 0 3
Tenant Occupants of Single Family Residences 0 1
Owner Occupants of Multiple Family Residences 0 1
Tenant Occupants of Multiple Family Residences 0 0
Owner Occupants of Mobile Homes 0 0
Tenant Occupants of Mobile Homes 0 0
TOTAL RESIDENTIAL UNITS 0 5
TOTAL UNITS 0 7  

   Source: State of California Department of Transportation, Relocation Impact Statement, 8/28/2008 
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Figure 2-06. Potential Right-of-Way Takings of Build Alternative 
 

 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Relocations were to be expected with the implementation of Build Alternative 2 according to the 
project’s Relocation Impact Statement. No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative. It is Caltrans’ policy to earmark project funds for relocations and to adequately budget 
to cover all associated costs and compensation. The Acquisitions Branch purchases the 
properties and the Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) assists residents and businesses in the 
relocation process. For Alternative 2, five to six agents were expected to handle all relocations 
within an estimated time frame of 18 to 24 months. All displacees, as stated in the Relocation 
Impact Statement, will be contacted by a Right of Way Agent who will ensure that eligible 
displacees receive their full relocation benefits, including advisory assistance, and that all 
activities will be conducted in accordance with the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as it has been amended. For Alternative 1, no Right of 
Way takes are needed and therefore no minimization or mitigation measures are required. 
 
Environmental Justice 
 
Regulatory Setting. All projects involving a federal action (funding, permit, or land) must comply 
with Executive Order (EO) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President Clinton on February 11, 1994. 
This Executive Order directs federal agencies to take the appropriate and necessary steps to 
identify and address disproportionately high and adverse effects of federal projects on the health 
or environment of minority and low-income populations to the greatest extent practicable and 
permitted by law. Low income is defined based on the Department of Health and Human Services 
poverty guidelines. For 2009, it is $22,050 for a family of four. 
 
All considerations under Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and related statutes have also 
been included in this project. Caltrans’ commitment to upholding the mandates of Title VI is 
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evidenced by its Title VI Policy Statement signed by the agency’s director and included in 
Appendix A of this document. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The Project Study Area is built out and includes residential, commercial, and industrial land uses. 
The residences and law office to be affected by Alternative 2 are located on the eastern end of 
the Project Study Area. The landlords and tenants of the affected properties are predominantly 
Latino and African American as are the overall residents of City of Inglewood. The City of 
Inglewood and vicinity east of I-405 are similar in demographic and socioeconomic 
characteristics. Most households are moderate income to low-income households (see the fourth 
paragraph under the Zip Code 90301 – Community of Inglewood section). These populations are 
protected by Executive Order 12898 and Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
In the United States, the Latino and African American ethnic groups represent two minority 
groups. However, the proposed project is not expected to result in disproportionate impacts to 
these two or other minority or low-income communities. As shown in Table 3 and Table 6, 
adjacent communities to the Project Study Area reflect similar racial and socioeconomic 
backgrounds. The section labeled Zip Code 90045 – Community of Westchester and Table 5 
illustrate that Westchester, located west of I-405, has a population that has a higher percentage 
of Asian and Caucasian residents, a higher household and per capita income, and less low-
income households than in Inglewood and Lennox. However, the Arbor Vitae New South Half 
Interchange Project can not avoid impacts to Inglewood unless the alignment of I-405 is moved 
west and thus require many more takings of property on the west side of I-405 as compared to 
the seven property acquisitions required by Alternative 2. The proposed improvement is 
anticipated to have a beneficial impact on many but not all Project Study Area residents, including 
minority and low-income populations, by providing traffic improvements that increase the 
operational efficiency of existing transit services and provide additional transit services throughout 
the affected communities. See Table 3, Table 5, and Table 6 to compare the differences in 
populations between the national majority of White populations, African American populations, 
and Latino Populations. U.S. Census from 2000 was utilized for the three area codes studied in 
this document. 
 
The Build Alternative proposed construction of the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange 
Project along the I-405 mainline in order to meet the project’s purpose and need. The community 
(Inglewood) that would be affected by the construction of the Arbor Vitae New South Half 
Interchange Project is unavoidable due to its location adjacent to the freeway facility. Noise, air 
quality, traffic, and visual impacts would be increased while the Arbor Vitae Street New South 
Half Interchange would be constructed. However, these impacts would be temporary and will no 
longer exist once construction is completed. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Environmental Justice Impacts. 
 
Determination of Disproportionate Effects to Minority and Low-Income Populations 
 
There was a potential to impact minority and low-income populations in zip code 90301 in 
Inglewood. Alternative 2 would include the full acquisition of residential and commercial property 
and require 9 residential unit relocations and the relocation of a law office and pest control 
business in a community with a predominantly Latino and African American population. See 
Table 9 below for data about the individual properties. None of the impacts resulting from this 
project are high and adverse and/or disproportionate to minority and low-income populations 
within the Project Study Area because assistance and compensation would be provided to 
property owners. 
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Based on the above discussion and analysis, Build Alternative 2 would not have caused 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on any minority or low-income populations as per 
E.O. 12898 regarding environmental justice. Alternative 1 will not cause any disproportionately 
high and adverse effects to minority and low-income populations as it is a no-build alternative. 
 
Table 9. Minority Status of Affected Property Owners and Tenants 
 
Assessor's Parcel 
Number (APN) Address of Property:

Property Owner: Minority 
or Nonminority Property: Residents or Tenant(s)

Tenant(s) Minority or 
Nonminority

4023-002-037 907 Ash Avenue Minority Residents Minority

4023-002-039 700 W Arbor Vitae Street Nonminority Tenant (Pest Control) Business

4023-002-043 706 W Arbor Vitae Street Minority Tenants (Residential/Law Office) Minority

4023-002-044 909 Ash Avenue Minority Residents Minority

4023-002-045 921 Ash Avenue Minority Residents Minority

4023-002-046 911 Ash Avenue Minority Residents Minority

4023-003-900 670 W Arbor Vitae Street Demolished Property Demolished None  
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 
 
Build Alternative 2 was designed to minimize the impacts to the communities affected by the 
Interstate 405 New South Half Interchange. It reduced the number of right of way takings from 14 
full takings and 4 partial takings in the previously considered but rejected Alternative 3 (Southern 
Interchange with Direct Access to Interstate 405) to seven full takings. 
 
As discussed in the relocations section, relocations are to be expected with the implementation of 
Build Alternative 2 according to the project’s Relocation Impact Statement. To mitigate the 
impacts of the relocation process to the minority households and business covered by federal 
Executive Order 12898 Title VI Environmental Justice laws, it is Caltrans’ policy to earmark 
project funds for relocations and to adequately budget to cover all associated costs and 
compensation for a residence or office of their choice. All displacees, as stated in the Relocation 
Impact Statement, will be contacted by a Right of Way Agent who will ensure that eligible 
displacees receive their full relocation benefits. 
 
2.1.5 UTILITIES, COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND EMERGENCY SERVICES 
 
Utilities 
 
Build Alternative 2 is expected to impact existing utilities and right-of-way associated with them, 
requiring easements and special agreements from managing agencies. The following details 
were obtained from the Caltrans Division of Project Development, and all costs and specifications 
are subject to change. More information will be available during the Project, Specifications, and 
Estimates phase. The estimated utilities relocation costs for Build Alternative 2 are $7,977,963, 
with the possibility of escalation to $10,810,751. These costs include the drilling of 30 potholes to 
determine the possible relocation of a Southern California Edison natural gas line to run under the 
I-405 mainline, 700 feet of 8-inch VCP sewer line in the City of Inglewood, 3 sewer holes, and the 
relocation of 1 overhead electrical pole and 1 high-voltage overhead power tower line to cross 
over the I-405 mainline. 
 
No utilities relocation costs exist for No-Build Alternative 1.  
 
Community Facilities and Emergency Facilities 
  
Community facilities and services include the schools, police stations, fire stations, and parks and 
recreational facilities in the area. There will be no discussion of Section 4(f) Resources (open 
space, parks and recreation facilities, and historical/cultural resources) in this section since there 
are not any such facilities or activities to be affected by the Build Alternative of this project. 
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Besides, No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. The Inglewood 
Unified School District (IUSD) in Inglewood, the Lennox School District in Lennox and the Los 
Angeles Unified School District (LAUSD) in the Westchester community provide primary and 
secondary public education services. Private institutions within Inglewood, Westchester, and 
neighboring communities also provide primary and secondary public education services at 
various costs and locations. Protection and law enforcement is provided by the Inglewood Police 
Department through its central station and substation serving the Inglewood portion of the Project 
Study Area, the Lennox Sheriff Station serving the Lennox community within the Project Study 
Area and the Los Angeles Police Department through the Pacific Community Station serving the 
Westchester section of the Project Study Area. Further protection is provided by 2 Los Angeles 
County Fire Department (LACOFD) neighborhood stations (1 in Inglewood and 1 in Lennox) and 
1 Los Angeles (City) Fire Department (LAFD) neighborhood station in Westchester. These 
stations provide fire protection and firefighting, emergency care, hazardous materials and disaster 
response, and community service. Parks and recreation facilities are planned, developed, and 
managed by the City of Inglewood Department of Parks, Recreation, and Community Services 
and the City of Los Angeles Department of Recreation and Parks. 
 
Schools. The proposed Build Alternative 2 would not have posed any relocation or adverse 
impacts to any schools in the project area, but schools adjacent to the project area may 
experience temporary effects during construction in terms of associated accessibility and/or noise 
issues. During the construction phases of the project, noise from construction activities will 
temporarily and intermittently dominate the noise environment in the immediate area of 
construction. Construction noise is regulated by Caltrans Specifications, Section 7-1.011, “Sound 
Control Requirements.” These requirements state that noise levels generated during construction 
shall comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulations that all equipment shall be fitted 
with adequate mufflers according to the manufacturers’ specifications. A list of schools within 4 
miles of the project area is provided on the next page, complete with their approximate distance 
from the project area (as determined by distance from the intersection of I-405 and the Arbor 
Vitae Street Overcrossing). 
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Table 10. Community Schools Within Four Miles of Project Area 
 

 
Source: Trulia.com search of zip codes: 90045, 90301, and 90304 
 
Emergency Services. No long-term impacts are anticipated for fire, police, and emergency 
response services as a result of the proposed project’s Build Alternative 2. While project 
construction may create temporary yet minimal impacts in regard to emergency response times, 
the end result will improve traffic and circulation times for fire, police, and emergency services. 
Appropriate detours will be implemented as well as plans for proper fire, police, and emergency 
access during construction. Funds have been allocated to provide a Traffic Management Plan 
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(TMP), which is developed and incorporated as part of the project design prior to the onset of 
construction and to minimize disruption to the existing flow conditions. More information on the 
TMP can be found in Section 2.1.6 of this document entitled “Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities.” 
 
Table 11. Police and Fire Stations Serving Communities in the Project Area 
 

 
Source: City of Inglewood Police Department, City of Los Angeles Fire Department, City of Los Angeles Police 
Department, County of Los Angeles Fire Department, County of Los Angeles Sheriff Department 
 
2.1.6 TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION/PEDESTRIAN AND BICYCLE FACILITIES 
 
Traffic 
 
The Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Improvement Project proposed to construct a 
new south half interchange on Interstate 405 (or I-405, a north-south principle highway) at Arbor 
Vitae Street (an east-west city arterial) in the City of Inglewood to alleviate current and future 
congestion at two adjacent interchanges to the north and south—Manchester Avenue and 
Century Boulevard, respectively.  
 
TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION 
 
Affected Environment 
 
A Project Study Area was defined to assess the impact of project related traffic impacts on the 
community at large. The project area is located on Interstate 405 (I-405) at Arbor Vitae Street in 
the westernmost portions of the City of Inglewood, and adjacent to the City of Los Angeles limits 
(post miles 22.2-23.4). The purpose of the project is to alleviate congestion issues at the I-
405/Manchester Avenue interchange to the north of Arbor Vitae Street, and at the I-405/Century 
Boulevard interchange to the south, by providing an additional access point to major venues in 
the Project Study Area, namely Centinela Hospital, Hollywood Park Casino, and the Forum. 
Volume, Capacity, and Level of Service (LOS) analyses have been performed for the I-405 
freeway mainline and on- and off-ramp segments from Manchester Avenue and Century 
Boulevard on the north and south, and signalized city arterial intersections from Los Angeles 
International Airport on the west to Prairie Avenue on the east.  See Figure 1-03. Arbor Vitae 
Project Map  
 
Currently, the I-405 interchanges at Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard are operating at 
or beyond their capacity limits during AM and PM peak travel periods. The two interchanges 
present challenges in the local arterial system that manifest in circulation issues and a 
deterioration of Level of Service, or “LOS” (measurements of delay, density, and travel time). 
Traffic studies reveal that LOS at most on- and off-ramp segments at Manchester Avenue and 
Century Boulevard are expected to deteriorate to LOS “D” or “E” by the year 2035 if congestion 
issues are not addressed. 
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Interstate 405 is widely known as one of the busiest freeways in metropolitan Los Angeles and in 
the world. The proposed project would not have produced any significant operational 
improvements on the I-405 freeway mainline, and only small improvements to the Century 
Boulevard and Manchester Avenue Interchanges and some Project Study Area intersections. 
 
Interstate 405 Freeway Mainline in the Project Study Area. The San Diego Freeway 
(Interstate 405, or I-405) is one of the principle north-south interstate highways in Southern 
California. The southernmost origin of Interstate 405 begins in the City of Irvine at the Golden 
State Freeway (or Interstate 5), and terminates at its northernmost point near the community of 
Mission Hills in the City of Los Angeles. Interstate 405 also serves as a major bypass to Interstate 
5, and has played a historically significant role in the development of cities and suburbs and 
regional employment and commercial centers served by this arterial in the westernmost portions 
of Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Consequently, it is heavily utilized by commuters and 
freight truck traffic, and is considered one of the busiest and most congested freeways in the 
United States and the world. Additionally, the Interstate 405 freeway serves as a vital link in 
access to the world’s fifth busiest airport, Los Angeles International Airport (LAX). The Glen 
Anderson Freeway (or Interstate 105) intersects Interstate 405 in an east-west direction roughly 
two (2) miles south of Arbor Vitae Street and also serves as a vital circulation link to LAX. 
 
Signalized Intersections in the Project Study Area. An analysis of the local highway and 
arterial system in and around the Project Study Area was performed to assess and analyze 
current circulation conditions and to provide modeling for conditions post-construction. West of 
the Project Study Area, the Los Angeles International Airport (LAX) is the major venue served by 
the local highway and arterial system. State Route 1 (SR-1), or Lincoln Boulevard, is a Class I 
Major Highway that carries traffic in a north/south direction to/from Marina Del Rey in the north, 
and to El Segundo, Redondo Beach and other points in the south. SR-1 converges with another 
Class I Major Highway, Sepulveda Boulevard, as it approaches LAX, and it parallels the I-405 
freeway, which exits roughly 1.5 miles to the east. In the same area, the aforementioned arterials 
are supported by two additional north/south arterials, Aviation and Airport Boulevards, which are 
classified as Class II Major City Highways. 
 
Arbor Vitae Street originates at Airport Boulevard and traverses the Project Study Area in an 
east-west direction. Traveling east, Arbor Vitae Street intersects La Cienega Boulevard, or what 
was proposed to be State Route 170 (SR-170, or the La Cienega Freeway) many years ago. This 
route has since been removed from the state highway program, but SR-170 would have aided in 
improving circulation in the area through a direct north-south connection from State Route 90 in 
the north to Los Angeles International Airport. In fact, a good portion of La Cienega Boulevard 
between Manchester Avenue (the former State Route 42) and Rodeo Road was constructed to 
freeway standards, but it has since become a “pseudo-expressway” maintained by Los Angeles 
County. 
 
Just east of the intersection of La Cienega Boulevard and Arbor Vitae Street, the Arbor Vitae 
Street arterial crosses over the I-405 freeway and intersects Inglewood and La Brea Avenue 
(classified as a Class II Major City Highway) continuing east. Arbor Vitae Street continues further 
east approximately half of a mile before terminating at Prairie Avenue (also classified as a Class 
II Major City Highway). 
 
The purpose of the proposed project is to alleviate congestion on the adjacent Manchester 
Avenue and Century Boulevard interchanges, but the most significant improvements would occur 
on the local highways and arterials in the Project Study Area. Implementation of Alternative 2 
would have aided in improving circulation, and provide additional/alternative access to LAX on the 
west, and Centinela Hospital, Hollywood Park Casino, and the Forum on the east.  
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Potential Impacts—Interstate 405 Freeway Mainline, and Ramp and Weaving Segments 
 
The freeway mainline analysis for the proposed project is based on methodology published in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000. Freeway facilities are composed of connected segments, 
where each segment may be a basic freeway segment, ramp segment, or weaving segment. 
 

 Basic Freeway Segments. These segments are not subject to merge activity. 
 
Each of these types of segments has different operational characteristics, and different analysis 
procedures. Analysis and methodology of each segment as it pertains to the proposed project 
follows, utilizing guidelines from the appropriate chapter of the HCM 2000. 
 
Basic Freeway Segments. The measure used to provide an estimate of Level of Service (LOS) 
is density, where density is calculated from the average vehicle flow rate per lane and the 
average speed (pc/mi/ln). The following figure illustrates the concept of LOS as it pertains to 
basic freeway segments, and the associated conditions and technical descriptions. The proposed 
pavement structural section is based on a Traffic Index of 14. 
 
The specification of maximum densities for LOS A through D is based on the collective 
professional judgment of the members of the Committee on Highway Capacity and Quality of 
Service for the Transportation Research Board. The upper value for LOS E is the maximum 
density at which sustained flows at capacity are expected to occur. Failure, breakdown, 
congestion, and LOS F occur when queues begin to form on the freeway. Density (pc/mi/ln) tends 
to increase sharply within the queue and may be considerably higher than the maximum value of 
(45) passenger cars per lane per mile. 
 
Basic freeway segments have uniform traffic conditions and roadway characteristics, such as the 
number of lanes, shoulder clearance, and grade.  
In the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street Interchange Traffic Analysis, data analysis of existing volumes and 
existing and future SCAG demands was conducted to develop procedures for estimating future 
demands. The resulting mainline freeway growth rates between existing conditions and 2035 was 
5.0 percent. The local street (intersection) growth rate was 15.6 percent. 
 
In an analysis of the preceding data, and comparison of both the Alternative 1 No-Build scenario 
and the Build Alternative 2 scenario, it becomes evident that the proposed project will not improve 
operations and LOS on the Interstate 405 freeway mainline. The purpose of the proposed project 
is to alleviate congestion at the I-405/Manchester Avenue and I-405/Century Boulevard 
interchanges and improve safety by improving accident rates and not to increase capacity or 
alleviate congestion on the freeway mainline. In fact, I-405 mainline operations in the vicinity of 
the project area can be expected to deteriorate due to ambient growth in traffic volumes alone 
according to data from Caltrans Freeway Operations Office.  
 
The proposed project will not require lengthy closures of freeway facilities in the project area. 
Intermittent closures of short duration are expected for the southbound I-405 onramp from Olive 
Street/Manchester Avenue, as well as the northbound collector road onramp. Some circulation 
interference is also expected along Arbor Vitae Street where the overcrossing would be widened. 
Construction related traffic delays are not expected to be significant. 
 
The Recently Revised Traffic Analysis for this project analyzed 33 local street intersections within 
and adjacent to the Project Study Area and a segment of the Interstate 405 Freeway from La 
Cienega Boulevard south to El Segundo Boulevard south of Interstate 105.  
 
Traffic conditions at signalized intersections were evaluated using HCM 2000 operations 
methodology, which evaluates capacity in terms of the volume-to-capacity ratio and evaluates 
LOS based on controlled delay per vehicle. Controlled delay is defined as the portion of the total 
delay attributed to the traffic signal operation including deceleration delay, queue move-up time, 
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stopped delay, and final acceleration delay. The relationship between controlled delay per vehicle 
and LOS for signalized intersections is summarized in Table 12 LOS for Signalized Intersections 
on the following page. 
 
Figure 2-07. Level of Service for Freeways  
 

 
                        Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000, Chapter 23 – Basic Freeway Segments 
 
Approximately 36 percent of the intersections currently operate at Levels of Service (LOS E or 
LOS F), beyond their capacity to handle existing vehicle traffic. The highest delays are along the 
Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue arterials as shown in Table 13 Arterial Travel Time 
and Level of Service (LOS) on the following pages. 
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Table 12. LOS for Signalized Intersections 
 

LOS Description of Traffic Conditions
Controlled Delay 

(sec/veh)

A
Insignificant delays; no approach phase is fully utilized and no vehicle waits longer than 
one red indication. <= 10.0

B
Minimal delays; an occasional approach phase is fully utilized. Drivers begin to feel 
restricted. > 10.0-20.0

C
Acceptable delays; major approach phase may become fully utilized. Most drivers feel 
somewhat restricted. > 20.0-35.0

D
Tolerance delays; drivers may wait through more than one red indication. Queues may 
develop but dissipate rapidly, without excessive delays. > 35.0-55.0

E
Significant delays; volumes approaching capacity. Vehicles may wait through several 
cycles and long vehicle queues form upstream. > 55.0-80.0

F
Excessive delays; represents conditions at capacity, with extremely long delays. Queues 
may block upstream intersections. > 80.0  

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 2000 Chapter 25 – Ramps and Ramp Junctions 
sec/veh = seconds per vehicle 
 
Alternative 1 was the No-Build Alternative. Alternative 2 is the same Build Alternative 2 as 
included in this environmental document.  
 
For No-Build Alternative 1, predicted future vehicle traffic will lead to increased delay in 2035. At 
the 32 Study Area Intersections (excluding the Interstate 405/Arbor Vitae Street Half Interchange 
which would not be built in this scenario), the average delay would increase by 44 percent (45 to 
65 seconds/vehicle) in the AM peak hour and by 35 percent (49 to 66 seconds/vehicle) in the PM 
Peak Hour. See Table 13 Intersections Operations Results on the following page. Most of the 
congested intersections are located on the Century Boulevard or Manchester Avenue arterial 
segments. In the AM peak hour, 33% of the arterial segments will operate at LOS E or F. In the 
PM peak hour, 58% of the arterial segments will operate at LOS E or F. 
 
An opposite outcome will result from Alternative 2. The half interchange will improve LOS and 
reduce average delay per vehicle in 2035 along the Century Boulevard or Manchester Avenue 
arterial segments in comparison with No-Build Alternative 1 during the AM and PM Peak Hour. 
However, the intersections on Arbor Vitae Street will have their LOS grades deteriorate by 32 
percent after the half interchange is constructed in the AM Peak Hour and 47 percent in the PM 
Peak Hour versus Alternative 1. In both peak hours, there is an improvement in arterial LOS as 
compared to Alternative 1. In the AM peak hour, 25% of arterial segments will operate at LOS E 
or F. In the PM peak hour, 50% of arterial segments will operate at LOS E or F. 
 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 45 



CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 13. Arterial Travel Time and Level of Service (LOS) 
 

 
 
Figure 2-08. Percentage LOS E and F Intersections 
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Hollywood Park Sensitivity Analysis Results 
 
A sensitivity analysis was conducted to determine future alternative operations with the addition 
of new trips associated with the proposed Hollywood Park development.  
 
With the addition of Hollywood Park trips, operations will worsen for all alternatives (1, 2), but the 
conclusions are generally the same. The total overall network average delay is lower than No-
Build Alternative 1 for each of the  build alternatives, except Alternative 2 in the PM peak hour. 
On Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard corridors, traffic delay is reduced for all build 
alternatives versus No Build Alternative 1. Therefore, with the Hollywood Park development, it is 
likely that somewhat more improvements would be needed to achieve the same level of 
improvement on the Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard corridors. 
 
Figure 2-09. Manchester & Century Average Intersection Delay with Hollywood Park 
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Conclusions   
 
The proposed Arbor Vitae Street interchange improvements will result in benefits to local roads 
except for Arbor Vitae Street and minor impacts to the Interstate 405 mainline. However, the 
overall change to the freeway system will be negligible. 
 
The proposed Arbor Vitae Half Interchange did offer clear benefits to operations on some of the 
local roads such as Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard. However, it would create 
substantial delays on Arbor Vitae Street. 
 
Traffic Management Plan (TMP). For Alternative 2, a TMP was prepared based on the preliminary 
stage construction concept that has been developed for the proposed project, and is subject to 
change at any time, especially as the project design is finalized. With a few exceptions, the 
construction of the new ramps for the proposed half-interchange will take place adjacent to 
freeway mainline traffic and can generally be constructed while maintaining traffic conditions on 
the existing roadway. Existing freeway mainline, collector/distributor lanes, and ramps will likely 
require only restriping work, as needed. It is anticipated that detoured traffic on local streets will 
be minimal. A preliminary construction staging plan has been prepared, nevertheless, to minimize 
traffic impacts in the project area, and areas adjacent. At this time, only the staging plan has been 
developed, and the duration of activities have not yet been estimated. This preliminary staging 
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plan is presented in Table 14 below, and is also subject to change at any time as the project 
approaches finalization in design. Neither a TMP nor a construction staging plan is needed for 
Preferred No-Build Alternative 1. 
 
Table 14. Preliminary Construction Staging Plan to Minimize Traffic Impacts 
 

Overall 
Project 

Segment 
Lane 

Number 
Work Description 

Stage 1 
I-405 and Arbor 

Vitae Street 
Overcrossing 

8, 6 
Construction work areas will be set up adjacent to traffic lanes so that 
excavation work, retaining wall construction and bridge wall construction can 
begin. 

Stage 2 
Century Blvd. and 
Arbor Vitae Street 

Overcrossing 
6, 6 

Grading work and retaining wall construction will begin. Where feasible, 
soundwalls will be constructed during this stage. Bridge construction will begin 
a 3 locations. The Century Collector Overcrossing Bridge on NB Off-ramp 
Collector Road will be replaced, a new multi-span bridge will be constructed 
for the new WB On-ramp from Arbor Vitae Street and the Arbor Vitae 
Overcrossing will be widened. 

Stage 3 
I-405 and Arbor 

Vitae Street 
Overcrossing 

8, 6 
The remainder of the roadwork will be completed. The work may require some 
intermittent closures of short duration for various freeway facilities in the area. 

Century Connector Overcrossing 

Stage 1 
NB I-405 Onramp 
Bridge at Century 

Blvd. 
2 

Retaining walls will be constructed and a temporary roadway for a NB 
collector road on-ramp going over the NB collector road off-ramp will be 
constructed to detour traffic. A temporary bridge will be constructed to 
accommodate the detour 

Stage 2 
New Century 

Collector 
Overcrossing 

2 
A portion of the new Century Collector Overcrossing will be completely 
constructed. Northbound Collector on-ramp traffic will be back to its original 
alignment and the temporary bridge is removed 

Stage 3 
NB I-405 Onramp 
Bridge at Century 

Blvd. 
2 

The temporary detour will be removed and the remainder of the Century 
Collector Overcrossing will be constructed. 

Southbound Arbor Vitae Street On-ramp Bridge 

Stage 1 
SB I-405 On-ramp 

Bridge at Arbor 
Vitae Street 

2 
Columns and abutments for widened bridge structure will be constructed. 

Stage 2 
SB I-405 On-ramp 

Bridge at Arbor 
Vitae Street  

2 
The bridge superstructure will be constructed. 

Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing Widening 

Stage 1 
I-405 and Arbor 

Vitae Street 
Overcrossing 

6 
Columns and abutments for widened bridge structure will be constructed. 

Stage 2 
I-405 and Arbor 

Vitae Street 
Overcrossing 

8 
The bridge superstructure will be constructed. 

Source: LA405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
 
The following elements may be included in the TMP to help in minimizing temporary traffic 
impacts: 

1) Public Awareness Campaign to inform motorists of proposed construction 
2) Construction Zone Enhanced Enforcement Program (COZEEP). This is a program 

administered by the Resident Engineer to minimize safety impacts not only to the 
community at large, but possible safety impacts to construction workers such as the 
reduction of speed of traffic in work zones. The program can be very effective in 
enhancing safety in the project zone. 

3) Portable and changeable messaging signage 
4) Implementation of a traffic management team 
5) If identified, cooperative agreements with local agencies will be developed to provide 

enhanced infrastructure on local arterials. Detours on local streets are expected to be 
minimal. 

 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities 
 
Considerations. Caltrans as assigned by FHWA, directs that full consideration should be given 
to the safe accommodation of pedestrian and bicyclists during the development of federal-aid 
highway projects (see 23 CFR 652). It further directs that the special needs of the elderly and the 
disabled must be considered in all federal-aid projects that include pedestrian facilities. When 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 48 



CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

current or anticipated pedestrian and/or bicycle traffic presents a potential conflict with motor 
vehicle traffic, every effort must be made to minimize detrimental effects on all highway users 
who share the facility. 
 
Caltrans is committed to carrying out the 1990 American with Disabilities Act (ADA) by building 
transportation facilities that provide equal access for all persons. The same degree of 
convenience, accessibility, and safety available to the general public will be provided to persons 
with disabilities. 
 
The accommodation of pedestrians and bicyclists, and full compliance with ADA standards would 
have been an integral part in the development of the Alternative 2 (had it been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative) and the Transportation Management Plan (TMP), which would have 
outlined specific design guidelines to ensure proper facilities and access during and after project 
construction. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, these 
measures are no longer necessary. It is Caltrans’ and the Contractor’s responsibility to provide for 
the safety of the public during construction. 
 
2.1.7 VISUAL/AESTHETICS 
 
Regulatory Setting. The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 as amended (NEPA) 
establishes that the federal government use all practicable means to ensure all Americans safe, 
healthful, productive, and aesthetically and culturally pleasing surroundings [42 U.S.C. 
4331(b)(2)]. To further emphasize this point, the Federal Highway Administration in its 
implementation of NEPA [23 U.S.C. 109(h)] directs that final decisions regarding projects are to 
be made in the best overall public interest taking into account adverse environmental impacts, 
including among others, the destruction or disruption of aesthetic values. 
 
Visual Impact Assessment (VIA). A VIA has been prepared by Caltrans’ Division of Landscape 
Architecture according to guidelines set forth by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). 
While the project does not have the potential to affect any officially designated scenic highways, a 
VIA was performed, nevertheless, that aims to: 

 Define the project setting and viewshed 
 Identify key views for visual assessment 
 Analyze existing visual resources and viewer response 
 Analyze attributes such as line, form, color, texture, dominance, scale, diversity, and 

continuity 
 Analyze visual quality as measured by vividness, intactness, and unity 
 Depict the visual appearance of project alternatives 
 Assess the visual impacts of project alternatives 
 Propose methods to avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse visual impacts through 

methods such as enhanced plantings, texture, color coating for structures, and contour 
grading 

 
Affected Environment  
The following information in this section was derived from the Caltrans VIA prepared in August of 
2008 (Caltrans 2008). The regional landscape establishes the general visual environment in the 
project area. However, the specific visual environment upon which the assessment is focused 
was determined by defining landscape units and the project viewsheds. Most of the land adjacent 
to the project area is highly developed and mostly commercial, residential, or industrial. The I-405 
freeway is adjacent to the Hollywood Park Casino, the Forum, and the Los Angeles International 
Airport (LAX). These facilities are in clear view from the project area. The freeway landscape 
within this corridor consists of oleander, ice plant, ivy, grasses, Mexican fan palms, tall pines, 
Eucalyptus, and other evergreen trees.  
 
Residential Area. A residential area east of Interstate 405 is present within the City of Inglewood 
within the Project Study Area. The area consists of one-story, single-family residential homes, 
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two-story, single-family residential homes, and two-story, multi-family residential complexes. 
Dominant visual resources in this portion of the Project Study Area include the homes and yards 
themselves, streets and sidewalks, and the retaining and sound walls along I-405. The viewshed 
within the residential area is limited, with views of mass plantings of trees and shrubs and metal 
fences. 
 
Viewer Response. Viewer Response is comprised of two elements: viewer sensitivity and viewer 
exposure. These elements combine to form a method of predicting how the public might react to 
changes brought about by the I-405 Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. Viewer 
sensitivity is defined as the viewers’ concern for scenic quality and response to change in visual 
resources that make up a view. Viewer exposure is typically assessed by measuring the number 
of viewers exposed to the resource change, type of viewer activity, duration of their view, speed 
at which the viewer moves, and the position of the viewer. 
 
The Visual Impact Assessment identifies the resident viewer group as most sensitive to any 
impacts or disturbance to existing visual resources. The resident viewer group includes people 
who may have views of the project from their homes or place of business/employment. Residents 
have a high level of exposure to the visual environment and high visual awareness. The group 
tends to be stationary and have more time to take in the surrounding views. In addition, they 
become more familiar with the local environment than other groups and typically take more 
ownership in it. This group is considered to be highly sensitive to visual changes, particularly if 
important visual resources are lost as a result of relocation or acquisition of property in the project 
area. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Because it is not feasible to analyze all the views in which the proposed project would be seen, 
the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) focuses on a select number of key viewpoints where 
potential for impacts to the existing visual environment is most clear. The following area map 
shows four (4) viewpoints of study, followed by representations of the existing visual 
environments and post-construction visual simulations with the proposed structures in place. 
These visual analyses have been done for Build Alternative 2 and some of the visual simulations 
do not apply to No-Build Alternative 1. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Visual/Aesthetics Impacts. 
 
VIEWPOINT 1 
 
Southbound View of Interstate 405 from Manchester Avenue Onramp 1 
See Viewpoint 1 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Identified Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street 
Interchange on Interstate 405 on the following page. 
 
Open skies and vehicles dominate the southbound view of I-405 from Manchester Avenue 
onramp. Trees will be cut down for the construction of the new sound wall on the west side of the 
freeway. An aesthetic treatment to the wall and the vine planting and irrigation will be made 
possible by setting the wall back away from the existing lower barrier wall that extends to the limit 
of Caltrans right-of-way. Views for the southbound 405 travelers will be not impacted substantially 
due to the short viewing time of the new bridge. The new merge lane does not cause visual 
impact because of the existing 6 drive lanes in this location. 
 
Southbound View of Interstate 405 from Industrial Park (9300 S La Cienega Blvd.) 2 
See Viewpoint 2 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Identified Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street 
Interchange on Interstate 405 on the following page. 
Views for the southbound 405 travelers will be impacted due to the short viewing time of the new 
bridge. The new merge lane does not cause a significant visual impact because of the existing 6 
drive lanes in this location. 
 



CHAPTER 2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

Figure 2-10. Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on I-405 
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         Figure 2-11. Photo of Existing View 12 on West Side of I-405 
 

 
 
The sound wall impacts View 12 of I-405 from the intersection of Arbor Vitae Street and La 
Cienega Boulevard for adjacent businesses and residences. No roadway signs will be blocked by 
the new sound wall on the west side of I-405. Landscaping along the highway has been 
eliminated from this viewpoint, as is evident in Figure 2-11 above.  
 
Figure 2-12. Photo Simulation of New Sound Wall on West Side of I-405 (Landscaping 
Added) View 12 
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In this photo simulation based on View 12, an aesthetic treatment to the wall and the vine and 
palm tree planting and irrigation will be made possible by setting the wall back away from the 
existing lower barrier wall that extends to the limit of Caltrans right-of-way.  These measures will 
soften the appearance of the wall and deter graffiti as seen in Figure 2-12.  The homeowners and 
businesses are unable to view the existing freeway and the new south half interchange structure. 
 
VIEWPOINT 2 
 
Figure 2-13. Photo Simulation of Elevated Arbor Vitae Street Onramp to Southbound I-405 
 

 
 
View from Arbor Vitae Street facing South  
Views for the southbound 405 travelers will be impacted due to the short viewing time of the new 
bridge. The new merge lane does not cause a significant visual impact because of the existing 6 
drive lanes in this location.  
 
Southbound View of Interstate 405 from Arbor Vitae Overcrossing 3 
See Viewpoint 3 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
Views for the southbound 405 travelers will not be impacted substantially due to the short viewing 
time of the new bridge. The new merge lane does not cause a significant visual impact because 
of the existing 6 drive lanes in this location. Viewpoints for the northbound I-405 travelers will not 
be substantially impacted by an added bridge structure because an overcrossing already exists in 
the area. The viewpoint will be impacted only marginally by the replacement of the Northbound 
Manchester Avenue tunnel or the construction of a new bridge. 
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VIEWPOINT 3 
 
Figure 2-14. Photo View 13 of Widened Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing 
 

 
 
The widened Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing will not have a significant visual impact on travelers 
along the Arbor Vitae Street, La Cienega Boulevard, and Ash Avenue. It is a built-out area where 
no park or natural areas will be visually impacted. Treatments to make the color of the 
overcrossing blend in with the current surroundings will be done upon the completion of its 
construction. Roadway signs and sightlines will not be affected by the widened Arbor Vitae Street 
Overcrossing of this proposed project. 
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VIEWPOINT 4 
 
Figure 2-15. Photo Simulation of New Sound Wall on East Side of I-405 (No Landscaping 
Added) 
 

 
 
In these simulations, the new sound wall on the east side of Interstate 405 in Inglewood next to 
Ash Street and Golden Gate Avenue has been added to the existing key viewpoint (facing 
southwest from Golden Gate Avenue). Landscaping along the highway has been eliminated from 
this viewpoint, as is evident in Figure 2-15 above. 
 
Figure 2-16. Photo Simulation of New Sound Wall on East Side of I-405 (Landscaping 
Added) 
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In this simulation, an aesthetic treatment to the wall and the palm tree planting and irrigation will 
be made possible by setting the wall back away from the existing lower barrier wall that extends 
to the limit of Caltrans right-of-way. These measures will soften the appearance of the wall and 
deter graffiti as seen in Figure 2-16 above. Viewpoints for the existing homeowners and 
businesses adjacent to the freeway will not be impacted. Because of their location, the 
homeowners and businesses are unable to view the existing freeway and the new south half 
interchange structure. 
 
View of Interstate 405 from intersection of Ash and Buckthorn Streets 4 
See Viewpoint 4 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
Because of an existing sound wall and mature trees, viewpoints for the existing homeowners and 
businesses adjacent to the freeway will not be impacted. Due to their location, the homeowners 
and businesses are unable to view the existing freeway and new structure. 
 
View of Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing from intersection of Arbor Vitae and Ash Streets 5 
See Viewpoint 5 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
The built urban environment along Arbor Vitae Street includes a wide arterial street and some 
trees. Again, viewpoints for the existing homeowners and businesses adjacent to the freeway will 
not be impacted. Due to their location, the homeowners and businesses are unable to view the 
existing freeway and new structure. 
 
View of Arbor Vitae Street from Ash Street Facing North 6 
See Viewpoint 6 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
Within the built urban environment, Ash Street has some bushes and trees within this viewpoint. 
The homeowners and businesses are not able to view the existing freeway and new structure. 
The viewpoints for the existing homeowners and businesses adjacent to the freeway will not be 
impacted.  
 
View of Interstate 405 from 95th Street and Ocean Gate Avenue Intersection 8 
See Viewpoint 8 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
This viewpoint from the residential neighborhood includes many trees as well as light poles and 
other built infrastructure. Again, viewpoints for the existing homeowners and businesses adjacent 
to the freeway will not be impacted. Because of their location, the homeowners and businesses 
are unable to view the existing freeway and the new south half interchange structure. 
 
VIEWPOINT 5  
 
View of Northbound 405 and Connectors from Manchester Avenue Tunnel 7 
See Viewpoint 7 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
There is a lot of shrub and brush vegetation in this viewpoint. Viewpoints for the northbound I-405 
travelers will not be substantially impacted by an added bridge structure because an overcrossing 
already exists in the area. The viewpoint will be impacted only marginally by the replacement of 
the Northbound Manchester Avenue tunnel or the construction of a new bridge.  
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View of Manchester Avenue Tunnel from Manchester Avenue Off-ramp 9 
See Viewpoint 9 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
The viewpoint illustrates existing highway infrastructure with gravel and ground vegetation. 
Replacing the northbound Manchester Avenue tunnel or building a new bridge will not 
substantially impact the view of motorists traveling along I-405. Viewpoints for the northbound I-
405 travelers will not be substantially impacted by an added bridge structure because an 
overcrossing already exists in the area. 
 
Figure 2-17. Photo Simulation of Elevated Northbound I-405 Off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street 
 

 
 
The sound wall impacts the limited view of I-405 from the intersection of Arbor Vitae Street and 
La Cienega Boulevard for adjacent businesses and residences. No roadway signs will be blocked 
by the new sound wall on the west side of I-405. Plants and shrubs have been added to this view 
to minimize the visual impact of the sound wall. This is made possible by setting the wall back 
away from the existing lower barrier wall that extends to the limit of Caltrans right-of-way. These 
measures will soften the appearance of the wall and deter graffiti as seen in Figure 2-16. The 
homeowners and businesses are unable to view the existing freeway and the new south half 
interchange structure. 
 
VIEWPOINT 6 
 
View of Century Boulevard east of Interstate 405 10 
See Viewpoint 10 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
The views of Century Boulevard westbound and eastbound travelers will not be substantially 
impacted by the widened Arbor Vitae Street onramp. The built-out area will not change 
substantially as a result of this project nor will the tree grove be impacted. 
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View of Northbound 405 from Century Boulevard Onramp 11 
See Viewpoint 11 of Figure 2-10 Eleven Viewpoints of Study Arbor Vitae Street Interchange on 
Interstate 405. 
 
Again, the views of Century Boulevard westbound and eastbound travelers will not be 
substantially impacted by the widened Arbor Vitae Street onramp. Viewpoints for the northbound 
I-405 travelers will not be substantially impacted by an added bridge structure because the Arbor 
Vitae Street overcrossing already exists in the area. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures  
 
Visual mitigation for adverse project impacts addressed in the visual assessments and 
summarized in the VIA will consist of adherence to the following design requirements in 
cooperation with the District Landscape Architect. All visual mitigation will be designed and 
implemented with the concurrence of the District Landscape Architect. Caltrans and the FHWA 
mandate that a qualitative/aesthetic approach should be taken to mitigate for visual quality loss in 
the project area. The following measures have been specified to minimize impacts for Alternative 
2: 

 Landscape to screen the existing structures and provide landscape enhancement.  
 Add structural aesthetics to the new connector and retaining wall. 
 Plant additional trees where feasible to provide screening for the adjacent residents.  
 Plant vines along retaining wall where applicable to visually soften these structures.  
 Identify key views for visual assessment 
 Preserve as much as possible existing landscape within the state right of way.  
 Provide freeway landscaping that is consistent with local policies.  
 Use highway planting that is appropriately scaled and oriented to the freeway viewer.  
 Select highway planting based on maximum benefit for the long-term costs involved. 

Plant materials that can withstand the difficult roadside conditions and survive with limited 
irrigation and minimal maintenance should be included. Invasive species shall not be 
used. 

 Where a sound wall is proposed adjacent to South Ocean Gate Avenue and Ash Avenue, 
not only provide aesthetic treatment to the wall, but also set back wall away from the 
right-of-way to allow vine planting and irrigation to be placed as to soften the appearance 
of the wall and deter graffiti. 

 
2.1.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
 
Regulatory Setting. “Cultural Resources,” as used in this document, refers to all historical and 
archeological resources, regardless, of significance. Laws and regulations dealing with cultural 
resources include: 
 
The National Historical Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, established national 
policy and procedures regarding historic properties, defined as district, sites, buildings, structures, 
and objects included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. Section 106 of 
NHPA requires federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on such 
properties and to allow the regulations issued by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(36 CFR 800). On January 1, 2004, a Section 106 Programmatic Agreement (PA) between the 
Advisory Council, FHWA, State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), and Caltrans went into 
effect for Caltrans as part of the Surface Transportation Project Delivery Pilot Program (23 CFR 
773) (July 1, 2007). 
 
If cultural materials are discovered during construction, all earth-moving activity within and around 
the immediate discovery area will be diverted until a qualified archaeologist can assess the nature 
and significance of the find. 
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If human remains are discovered, State Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5 states that 
further disturbances and activities shall cease in any area or nearby area suspected to overlie 
remains, and the County Coroner contacted.  Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 
5097.98, if the remains are thought to be Native American, the coroner will notify the Native 
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) who will then notify the Most Likely Descendent (MLD).  
At this time, the person who discovered the remains will contact Gary Iverson so that they may 
work with the MLD on the respectful treatment and disposition of the remains. Further provisions 
of PRC 5097.98 are to be followed as applicable. 
 
Historic properties may also be covered under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act, which regulates the “use” of land from historic properties.  
 
Affected Environment 
 
Area of Potential Effects (APE). The Area of Potential Effects (APE) for the project that includes 
parcels that could be affected by right of way acquisition, audible effects, or visual effects 
resulting from implementation of the proposed project. The limits of the APE run roughly along 
Interstate 405 from the West Century Boulevard Undercrossing (Bridge No. 53-1522s) to the 
South Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing (Bridge No. 53-1244) and 20 parcels fronting both Ash 
Avenue and Arbor Vitae Street east of Interstate 405 in Inglewood, California.  
 
The results of an extensive records search of Caltrans District 7 files, the South Central Coastal 
Information Center at University of California, Los Angeles, the City of Inglewood Building 
Records and Planning Files and other reference sources has revealed that there are no recorded 
archaeological resources within the Area of Potential Effect (APE). A field inspection was 
conducted to confirm this finding. Based on this, no archeological impacts are anticipated, and no 
further archeological investigations are warranted at this time. An archeological survey was 
completed on July 23, 1999, and confirmed by more recent studies. 
 
Historic Properties. A Historic Property Survey Report (HPSR) for the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street 
Interchange Project was completed on October 6, 1999. On December 1, 1999, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO) concurred with the findings in the HPSR. This concurrence is cited 
in this document’s EA References Section. No historic properties eligible for the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) were identified in the Area of Potential Effect (APE). 
 
Finding of Effect. A Finding of Effect Report (FOE) for the Interstate 405 at Arbor Vitae Street 
New South Half Interchange Project determined that the project will have a finding of “No Historic 
Properties Effected” pursuant to 23 U.S.C. 327, as provided in the Programmatic Agreement 
among the Federal Highway Administration, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the 
California State Historic Preservation Officer, and Caltrans regarding compliance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as it pertains to the administration of the Federal 
Aid Highway Program in California, Stipulation X. C. No consultation will be conducted with 
SHPO regarding the resolution of adverse effects, pursuant to Section 106 PA, Stipulation XI, 36 
CFR 800.6(a), and 800.6(b)(1). As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative, there will be no potential for Cultural Resources Impacts. 
 
Impacts 
 
Alternative 1 (No-Build Alternative): Alternative 1 would result in no construction of a New 
South Half Interchange at Arbor Vitae Street along Interstate 405. The Arbor Vitae Street 
Overcrossing would remain as it is. This alternative would have a finding of no impact on any 
historic property. 
 
Aternative 2 (Build Alternative): A New South Half Interchange at Arbor Vitae Street with a new 
onramp from Arbor Vitae Street to southbound I-405 will be constructed as well as a new off-ramp 
to Arbor Vitae Street from northbound I-405. The Arbor Vitae Street Bridge would be widened 
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from 6 to 8 lanes. An Arbor Vitae Street off-ramp from northbound I-405 and a southbound Arbor 
Vitae Street onramp to I-405 will be constructed for the new south half interchange. To provide 
room for the new Arbor Vitae Street off-ramp, the Century Boulevard crossover lane to 
northbound I-405 will be reconstructed. Caltrans has determined that the undertaking will have a 
finding of no impact on any historic property. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Neither alternative (No-Build Alternative 1 and the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange 
Alternative 2) will result in an Adverse Effect that will require minimization or mitigation measures. 
Thus, no proposal for such measures nor consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
will be necessary for this project. 
 
2.2 PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT 
 
2.2.1 HYDROLOGY AND FLOODPLAIN 
 
Regulatory Setting. Executive Order 11988 (Floodplain Management) directs all federal 
agencies to refrain from conducting, supporting, or allowing actions in floodplains unless it is the 
only practicable alternative.  The Federal Highway Administration requirements for compliance 
are outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A.  
 
In order to comply, the following must be analyzed: 
 

 The practicability of alternatives to any longitudinal encroachments 
 Risks of the action 
 Impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain values 
 Support of incompatible floodplain development 
 Measures to minimize floodplain impacts and to preserve/restore any beneficial floodplain 

values impacted by the project. 
 
The base floodplain is defined as “the area subject to flooding by the flood or tide having a one 
percent chance of being exceeded in any given year.” An encroachment is defined as “an action 
within the limits of the base floodplain.” 
 
Hydraulic information for a project is provided in the Location Hydraulic Study, Summary 
Floodplain Encroachment Report and/or a Floodplain Evaluation Report. A Location Hydraulic 
Study (LHS) is prepared by a registered engineer who has expertise in hydraulics. If, based on 
the results of the LHS, either: 1) a significant encroachment on a floodplain, 2) an inconsistency 
with existing watershed and floodplain management programs or 3) uncertainty exists as to what 
impacts will occur, then a Floodplain Evaluation Report must be prepared.  If no encroachment or 
impacts to the floodplain will occur, then a Summary Floodplain Encroachment Report will be 
prepared. For this project, a Summary Floodplain Encroachment Report was prepared since the 
one (1) proposed project build-alternative requires construction of a new south half interchange 
consisting of a northbound onramp and southbound off-ramp structure. The area of the project 
(FEMA boundary map of unmapped area 065036, panel # 0910, and suffix #9) has been 
categorized as low to moderate risk to the flood hazard. The proposed project’s Location 
Hydraulics Study Floodplain Evaluation Report was completed on September 17, 1998. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Located in Los Angeles County within the City of Inglewood, the Arbor Vitae New South Half 
Interchange Project does not include any water bodies, wetlands or sensitive natural areas within 
its project limits. The Pacific Ocean is nearly four miles to the west and thirteen miles to the 
south. The Los Angeles River is over seven miles to the East. Caltrans prepared a Location 
Hydraulic Study (LHS) for this project as required under Federal Highway Administration 
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requirements as outlined in 23 CFR 650 Subpart A. The Location Hydraulic Study (LHS) was 
completed on September 15, 1998. The ensuing discussion is based on those technical studies 
as prepared by a registered engineer with hydraulics expertise. 
 
The Federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps within the project area are within Los Angeles County 
(Community Panel No. 060137 0090C & 065043 0920B). These portions of the proposed project 
are located inside of the 100-year flood zone. Therefore a Location Hydraulics Study was 
completed and is incorporated by reference. There is no watershed within the Project Limits. No 
100-year flood zone backwater damages will occur to residences, other buildings, and crops. The 
project area has been categorized as low to moderate risk in terms of flood hazards. 
 

Potential Impacts  
 
The project’s Location Hydraulics Study revealed that the proposed project will not introduce 
incompatible floodplain development nor will there be any significant impacts on natural and 
beneficial floodplain uses and values. Floodplain risks associated with implementation of this 
project are not significant. Therefore, a Summary Floodplain Encroachment Report was prepared. 
As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no 
potential for Hydrology/Floodplain Impacts. 
 
Impacts to the Floodplain from Alternative 2 (Build). The hydraulics/floodplain risks 
associated with the proposed project are low. No watershed exists within the project limits and 
the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project does not contain a longitudinal 
encroachment or a significant encroachment of any kind.  
 
An increase in the base floodplain elevation (BFE) is not a proposed component of this project. 
Furthermore, a “significant encroachment” as defined at 23 CFR 650.105 is a highway 
encroachment and any direct support of likely base floodplain development that would involve 
one or more of the following construction or flood related impacts: 
 

 A significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility that is 
needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route 

 A significant risk (to life or property), or 
 A significant adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values 

 
The purpose of this EA, as well as its component Floodplain Evaluation Report and Hydraulic 
Studies, is to identify the associated risks introduced by the proposed project, as well as their 
level of significance. 
 
The one (1) proposed but rejected project build alternative, Alternative 2, called for construction of 
a new Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange from Arbor Vitae Street to Century 
Boulevard, in the City of Inglewood, Los Angeles County. Neither Alternative 1 nor Alternative 2 
would encroach substantially into a floodplain nor support likely floodplain development. 
 
No impacts or encroachments to the Floodplain, its beneficial values, nor additional risks related 
to hydrology will result from the No-Build Alternative (1). 
 
Other impacts. In addition, Alternatives 1 and 2 of the proposed project are not going to 
adversely impact beneficial floodplain values. 
 
Coordination regarding impacts to the Floodplain and Hydrology. The hydrology/floodplain 
risk of the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project is low. Also, the project 
does not contain a significant encroachment onto the floodplain or impact natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. Coordination on hydraulics/floodplain issues are not anticipated to be 
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conducted with either the U. S. Army Corps of Engineers or the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency.   
 
Coordination, consultation, and presentation of the aforementioned Floodplain Evaluation Report 
was presented to the Federal Emergency Management Agency during circulation of the Draft 
EA/IS as sometimes an encroachment on a regulatory floodway, or an increase in the base flood 
elevation, or any subsequent actions may necessitate the need for a floodplain map revision. 
 
Lastly, Executive Order 11988 requires that when a floodplain risk assessment, such as a 
Summary Floodplain Encroachment Report, is prepared, the public must be given the opportunity 
for early review and comment.  It also requires that the risk assessment be filed with the State 
Clearinghouse.  A reference to encroachments on the base floodplain must be included in public 
notices and any encroachments must be identified at public hearings. Caltrans executed this 
procedure jointly in the public notices and public hearings for the draft NEPA document. 
 
Significance of Encroachment. A “significant encroachment” on a floodplain is defined at 
23 CFR 650.105 as a highway encroachment and any direct support of likely base floodplain 
development that would involve one or more of the following construction or flood related impacts: 

    
    - a significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility that is     

                    needed for emergency vehicles or provides a community's only evacuation route 
    - a significant risk (to life or property), or 
    - a significant or adverse impact on natural and beneficial floodplain values 
 

The purpose of this EA, as well as its component Floodplain Evaluation Report and Hydraulic 
Studies is to identify the associated risks introduced by the proposed project, as well as their level 
of significance. There is no potential for significant interruption or termination of transportation 
facilities that are needed for emergency vehicles or community evacuation routes. The LHS 
indicates an estimated duration of traffic interruption for a 100-year flood at zero (0) hours at a 
“moderate” risk level. The LHS also indicates that there is a “low” risk to life and/or property as a 
result of construction and encroachment on the floodplain, with estimated roadway and property 
value damage costs of zero (0) dollars. Lastly, the study concludes that there is no potential for 
significant or adverse impacts to residences, other buildings, crops, and natural and beneficial 
floodplain values. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Caltrans has made one (1) minimization proposal with the goal of eliminating the aforementioned 
risks: 
 

- Encroachment that is longitudinal and/or significant. 
- Incompatible floodplain development 
- Impacts on incompatible floodplain development 

 
Minimization measures. Routine construction procedures for special mitigation measures to 
minimize floodplain impacts and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial floodplain 
values will be a part of the final design to the extent practicable. 
 
Conclusion. The purpose of this discussion is to note that the I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half 
Interchange Project will not support incompatible floodplain development nor will there be any 
significant impacts on natural and beneficial floodplain uses and values. Again, floodplain risks 
associated with this project are not significant. The project will not lead to a significant potential 
for interruption or termination of a transportation facility that is needed for emergency vehicles or 
provides a community's only evacuation route. Construction of the new south half interchange will 
not put property or life at risk. The project has undergone the Project Review (PR) phase, and the 
preferred alternative, No-Build Alternative 1, has been identified. Please note that the project data 
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presented in this report are just preliminary estimates. No-Build Alternative 1 will not result in any 
impact to the flood plain. 
 
2.2.2 WATER QUALITY AND STORM WATER RUNOFF 
 
Regulatory Setting. Section 401 of the Clean Water Act requires water quality certification from 
the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) or the Los Angeles Regional Water Quality 
Control Board (RWQCB), Region 4 when the project requires a Federal permit. Typically this 
means a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit to discharge dredge or fill into a water of the United 
States, or a permit from the Coast Guard to construct a bridge or causeway over a navigable 
water of the United States under the Rivers and Harbors Act. 
 
Along with Clean Water Act Section 401, Section 402 establishes the National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) for the discharge of any pollutant into waters of the 
United States. The federal Environmental Protection Agency has delegated administration of the 
NPDES program to the SWRCB and the nine RWQCBs. To ensure compliance with Section 402, 
the SWRCB has developed and issued the Department an NPDES Statewide Storm Water 
Permit to regulate storm water and non-storm water discharges from the Department’s right-of-
way, properties and facilities. This same permit also allows storm water and non-storm water 
discharges into waters of the State pursuant to the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Act. 
 
Non-departmental construction projects (encroachments) are permitted and regulated by the 
SWRCB’s Statewide Construction General Permit. All construction projects exceeding one acre 
or more of disturbed soil require a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) to be 
prepared and implemented during construction. The SWPPP, which identifies construction 
activities that may cause discharges of pollutants or waste into waters of the United States or 
waters of the State, as well as measures to control these pollutants, is prepared by the 
construction contractor and is subject to Department review and approval. 
 
Finally, the SWRCB and the RWQCBs have jurisdiction to enforce the Porter-Cologne Act to 
protect groundwater quality. Groundwater is not regulated by Federal law, but is regulated under 
the state’s Porter-Cologne Act. Some projects may involve placement or replacement of On-site 
treatment systems (OWTS) such as leach fields or septic systems or propose implementation of 
infiltration or detention treatment systems which may pose a threat to groundwater quality. 
Currently the OWTS program is without SWRCB regulation but you should be aware of threats to 
groundwater quality on the project site and evaluate and address accordingly in the 
environmental document. Design standards for installation and operation of infiltration and 
detention treatment systems should protect groundwater quality and those protections should 
also be addressed in the environmental document. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project is located within the Ballona Creek 
Watershed and Dominguez Channel in the northwestern corner of the Los Angeles Basin. Robert 
Wu concurred with this finding. The Ballona Creek Watershed is a 130-square mile watershed 
that encompasses most of the City of Los Angeles west of downtown, the cities of Beverly Hills, 
Culver City, West Hollywood and portions of the cities of Inglewood and Santa Monica. The 
Pacific Ocean is nearly four miles to the west and thirteen miles to the south. The Los Angeles 
River is over seven miles to the East. 
 
The Ballona Creek Watershed and Dominguez Channel Watershed are highly urbanized with 
commercial, residential, or industrial land uses. The project is located in the Santa Monica Bay 
Hydrologic Unit and within the Wilshire Hydrologic sub-area. Within the Dominguez Channel 
Watershed, the project is located in the Dominguez Channel Hydrologic Unit and with an 
undesignated hydrologic sub-area. 
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Potential Impacts 
 
If the Proposed Build Alternative 2 had been pursued, the water body quality and storm water 
runoff risks associated with the proposed project are low. Two water bodies exist within the 
project limits and the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project does contain 
receiving water. However, the proposed project’s disturbed soil area is larger than 1 acre, and 
therefore, will require a SWPPP pursuant to the Clean Water Act (Section 402). 
 
Pursuant to the Clean Water Act (Sections 401 and 404), and potentially at the State level 
pursuant to Fish and Game Code 1602, Caltrans may need to obtain a Water Quality Certification 
from the Regional Water Quality Control Board, an Individual or Nationwide Permit from the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, and a Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department 
of Fish and Game, respectively. This shall occur during the next phase of the project: the Project 
Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) phase. This NEPA document shall be submitted during the 
application process. 
 
The increase in the number of impervious areas nor greater downstream effects due to increase 
in water flow due to this project will not be increased substantially.  There could be an 
unsubstantial effect on water quality. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Water Quality/Storm Water Runoff Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Pursuant to the Clean Water Act (Section 402), Caltrans has obtained from the SWRCB a 
NPDES permit (No. CAS 000003) that regulates storm water discharges from Caltrans facilities. 
This project must comply with NPDES Construction General Permit No. CAS000002 if disturbed 
soil is greater than (1) acre, in which the project fulfills. The permit requires Caltrans to maintain 
and implement an effective Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) that identifies and describes 
the Best Management Practices (BMPs) used to reduce and eliminate the storm water runoff 
discharge of pollutants to waters of drainage conveyances and water bodies to improve water 
quality. The SWMP is the framework for developing and implementing guidance to meet permit 
requirements for Caltrans’ storm water discharges. Disturbed areas will be minimized. The 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or mitigation measures were proposed for Proposed but Rejected 
Alternative 2. Since no impacts will result from No-Build Alternative 1, no avoidance, minimization 
or mitigation measures are required,  
 
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Requirements. A TMDL or Total Maximum Daily Load is a 
calculation of the maximum amount of a pollutant that a waterbody can receive and still meet 
water quality standards, and an allocation of that amount to the pollutant’s sources. The California 
Regional Water Quality Control Board devises water quality standards. They identify the uses for 
each waterbody, for example, drinking water supply, contact recreation (swimming), and aquatic 
life support (fishing), and the scientific criteria to support that use. A TMDL is the sum of the 
allowable loads of a single pollutant from all contributing point and nonpoint sources. The 
calculation must include a margin of safety to ensure that the waterbody can be used for the 
purposes the State has identified. The calculation must also include a margin of safety to ensure 
that the water body can be used for the purposes the State has identified. The calculation must 
also account for seasonal variation in water quality. The Clean Water Act, Section 303, 
establishes the water quality standards and TMDL programs. 
 
Best Management Practices (BMPs). With respect to storm water quality, avoidance and 
minimization are accomplished by implementation of approved BMPs, which are generally broken 
down into four categories: Design Pollution Prevention, Treatment, Construction, and 
Maintenance BMPs. Certain projects may require installation and maintenance of permanent 
controls to treat storm water. Selection and design of permanent project BMPs is primarily refined 
in the next phase of the project: the Project Specifications and Estimates (PS&E) phase. 
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During construction activities, Caltrans has a comprehensive program for preventing water 
pollution via the preparation and implementation of the aforementioned SWPPP and WPCP. 
Caltrans has also developed and obtained the SWRCB approval of numerous BMPs for 
preventing water pollution during construction. Caltrans construction BMPs, SWPPP, and WPCP 
also incorporate the requirements of the SWRCB NPDES permit. This is all implemented jointly 
by Caltrans and the coordinator hired to construct the project prior to construction. 
 
The following BMPs have been considered for use on this project, but are subject to change and 
revision. 
 
Treatment BMPs 
 

 Biofiltration Strips and Swales B-5 
 Infiltration Devices B-11 
 Detention Devices B-29 
 Gross Solids Removal Devices 
 Media Filters B-53 
 Multi-Chamber Treatment Train (MCTT) B-65 
 Wet Basin B-71 

 
Construction Site BMPs 
 
Soil Stabilization BMPs C-5  
 

 Geotextiles, Mats/Plastic Covers and Erosion Control Blankets (SS-7) C-12 
 
Sediment Control Practices C-18  
 

 Silt Fence (SC-1) C-18 
 Fiber Rolls (SC-5) C-19 
 Gravel Bag Berm (SC-6) C-20 
 Street Sweeping and Vacuuming (SC-7) C-20 
 Storm Drain Inlet Protection (SC-10) C-21 

 
Tracking Control Practices C-21  
 

 Stabilized Construction Entrance (TC-1) C-21 
 Stabilized Construction Roadway (TC-2) C-21 

 
Waste Management and Material Pollution Control C-25  
 

 Stockpile Management (WM-3) C-26 
 Concrete Waste Management (WM-8) C-27 

 
Non-Stormwater Management BMP 
 

 Vehicle and Equipment Cleaning NS-8 
 Vehicle and Equipment Fueling NS-9 
 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance NS-10 

 
Other BMP Measures 
 

 Collect concentrated flows in stabilized drains, channels, etc. 
 Utilize dikes, curbs, gutters, etc. for concentrated flow conveyance 
 Utilize peak flow attenuation devices, if applicable 
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 Construct new drainage facilities, as applicable 
 Utilize channel erosion control measures, linings, as applicable 

 
2.2.3 GEOLOGY/SOILS/SEISMIC/TOPOGRAPHY 
 
Regulatory Setting. For geologic and topographic features, the key federal law is the Historic 
Sites Act of 1935, which establishes a national registry of natural landmarks and protects 
“outstanding examples of major geological features.”  
 
This section also discusses geology, soils, and seismic concerns as they relate to public safety 
and project design. Earthquakes are prime considerations in the design and retrofit of structures. 
Caltrans’ Office of Earthquake Engineering is responsible for assessing the seismic hazard for 
Department projects. The current policy is to use the anticipated Maximum Credible Earthquake 
(MCE), from young faults in and near California. The MCE is defined as the largest earthquake 
that can be expected to occur on a fault over a particular period of time. 
 
A Preliminary Geotechnical Report (PGR) has been prepared by Caltrans for the proposed build 
alternative, which includes information in regard to site reconnaissance, a literature search, and a 
review of the Log of Test Boring (LOTB), based on typical cross-sections and preliminary layouts 
as provided by the district. The following information has been extracted from the PGR completed 
July 1997 and the September 2, 2008 Memorandum Regarding Seismicity from Gustavo Ortega, 
Branch Chief of Special Geological Studies, Office of Geotechnical Design South. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Geology. Based on the Geologic Map of California by the Division of Mines and Geology (State 
of California 1997), the proposed site is mainly underlain by quaternary alluvial sediment. The 
deposits consist of interbeded slightly compact to compact sandy silt, silty sand, and silt and 
sand. A bed of sand about 10 feet thick was encountered approximately below elevation 68 feet. 
Structurally, the site is located just south of the Baldwin Hills which are described as a gently 
arched dome, slightly elongated in a northwesterly direction. The rocks and sediments that make 
up the terrain of the Baldwin Hills are very young. 
  
According to the previous LOTB performed in the past fifty years, ground water fluctuates 
between the approximate elevations of 53 feet and 61 feet, which is approximately 42-50 feet 
deep below the ground surface. Ground water at the site was encountered at a depth of 42 feet, 
elevation of 53.3 feet during a 1959 geotechnical investigation. No surface water was observed in 
the area, but some perched water may exist temporarily due to frequent surface run-off. The 
construction of this project will not have an effect on ground water.   
 
Topography. As said above, the Project Study Area is formed by quaternary alluvial sediment 
and terrace deposits and is generally flat. According to our topographic layout plan, ground 
surface elevation varies from approximately 53 feet to approximately 68 feet. There are no known 
natural resources that will be affected by this projected. 
 
Seismicity. Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) is typically defined as the maximum 
earthquake predicted to affect a given location based on the known lengths of the active faults in 
the vicinity. Based on several memorandums prepared by Caltrans Geotechnical Services, and 
Caltrans’ 2007 draft Los Angeles Area Seismic Hazard Map, the Maximum Credible Earthquake 
(MCE) along the Newport-Inglewood Fault System, located approximately 0.8 miles northeast of 
the project, is 7.0 Magnitude (Mw). 
 
Also, using the 2007 draft Los Angeles Area Seismic Hazard Map, the Maximum Credible 
Earthquake (MCE) along the Charnock Fault, located approximately 0.5 miles southwest of the 
project site, is 6.5 Mw. 
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Liquefaction. Liquefaction has not been documented within the limits of this project during the 
last two major earthquakes in Southern California (1971 San Fernando _ MM = 6.62 and the 1994 
Northridge _ MM = 6.7).  In addition, based on a regional study conducted by the U.S. Geological 
Survey (1985), the relative liquefaction susceptibility along this project is considered to be very 
low. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Potential for Impacts related to project’s susceptibility to erosion and geologic hazards such as 
earthquakes and liquefaction. Based on several memorandums prepared by Caltrans 
Geotechnical Services, and Caltrans’ 2007 draft Los Angeles Area Seismic Hazard Map, the 
Maximum Credible Earthquake (MCE) along the Newport-Inglewood Fault System is 7.0 and 
along the Charnock Fault is 6.5. There will be an insubstantial increase in the existing rate of soil 
erosion as a result of this project due to grading and after the new fill slopes have been filled or 
hydroseeded. The increase in the number of impervious areas nor greater downstream effects 
due to increase in water flow due to this project will not be increased substantially.   
 
Potential for Exposure of Workers to Hazards During Construction. There are currently no 
special considerations of provisions recommended as a result of this project and geologic 
conditions in the area. Workers, nonetheless, are subject to implementation and practice of 
general safety precautions within construction zones. 
 
Potential for Impacts to Natural Geologic Landmarks and Landforms. As part of the scoping 
and environmental analysis conducted for the project, potential impacts to natural geologic 
landmarks and landforms were considered, but no adverse impacts were identified. 
Consequently, there is no further discussion regarding these issues in this section. 
 
As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no 
potential for Geology/Seismic/Topography Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Impacts of a geotechnical nature are negligible and no mitigation measures other than standard 
engineering design and practices are recommended. No significant settlement is expected to 
occur in the proposed fill foundations for the realigned ramps. No unusual treatment or special 
construction methods will be required. There are no known natural resources that will be affected 
by this projected. Preservation of existing vegetation (reduce clearing and grubbing, minimize 
disturbed areas to the extent possible) will be conducted. If applicable to this project, flatter 
slopes, slope rounding, benches, and terraces for slopes and hard surfaces along the ground will 
be utilized. Channel erosion control measures, paved/lined drainage devices and facilities, and 
vegetated surfaces and other planting strategies will be considered. No avoidance, minimization 
and/or mitigation measures are proposed for No-Build Alternative 1 since there will be no impacts 
on these resources. 
   
2.2.4 PALEONTOLOGY 
 
Regulatory Setting. Paleontology is the study of life in past geologic time based on fossil plants 
and animals. A number of federal statutes specifically address paleontological resources, their 
treatments, and funding for mitigation as part of federally authorized or funded projects (e.g. 
Antiquities Act of 1906 [16 USC 431-433], Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1935 [20 USC 78]). Under 
California law, paleontological resources are protected by the California Administrative Code, 
Title 14, Section 4306 et seq., and Public Resources Code Section 5097.5.  
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Affected Environment 
 
Caltrans Division of Environmental Planning, District 7, Paleontological Coordinator, reviewed 
supporting documentation about this project to determine if it required additional analysis and 
documentation/studies during the Project Approval/Environmental Document Phase. The 
Paleontological Coordinator also initiated consultation with the former Associate Environmental 
Planner of this project; he noted that paleontology was not an issue on this project. The 
determination was based on the PEAR that was performed during the initial stages of this 
project’s development. Additionally, the scope of work has not changed dramatically. Therefore, a 
new paleontological investigation will not be necessary at this time. Paleontological resources are 
not anticipated to be encountered in the project area. The Area of Potential Affect does not 
contain a Section 4(f) resource, a National Landmark, lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management, National Park Service, Army Corps of Engineers, or Department of Parks and 
Recreation resources. However, if during project construction, paleontological resources are 
encountered, work in the affected area shall immediately halt until a qualified paleontologist is 
notified and examines the find. Construction may only resume in the affected area once a 
paleontologist has cleared it. The District 7 Paleontological Coordinator needs to be notified of 
any scope of work changes so that the determination of no issue with paleontology can be 
revisited. This will not be an issue since the No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative.  
  
In addition, a Preliminary Geotechnical Report (PGR) has been prepared by Caltrans for the 
proposed build alternative, which includes information in regard to site reconnaissance, and a 
literature search. The following information has been extracted from the PGR completed July 
1997 and the September 2, 2008 Memorandum Regarding Seismicity from Gustavo Ortega, 
Branch Chief of Special Geological Studies, Office of Geotechnical Design South. The proposed 
site is mainly underlain by quaternary alluvial sediment. This sediment is not of concern for this 
project.  
 
Potential Impacts 
 
As stated previously, paleontological resources are not anticipated to be encountered in the 
project area. No sensitive formations, such as the Monterey Formation, are unlikely to be 
encountered during construction. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred 
Alternative, there will be no potential for Paleontology Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Mitigation, and/or Minimization Measures  
 
Because it is unlikely that significant paleontological resources will be encountered during 
construction of the project, no formal mitigation and monitoring plan is necessary. However, if 
paleontological resources are discovered during construction, the paleontologist (or 
paleontological monitor) will recover them. Construction work in these areas will be halted or 
diverted to allow recovery of fossil remains in a timely manner. Fossil remains collected during 
the monitoring and salvage portion of the mitigation program will be cleaned, prepared, sorted, 
and cataloged. Prepared fossils, along with copies of all pertinent field notes, photos, and maps, 
will then be deposited in a scientific institution with paleontological collections. No avoidance, 
minimization and/or mitigation measures are proposed for No-Build Alternative 1 since there will 
be no impacts on these resources. 
 
2.2.5 HAZARDOUS WASTE/MATERIALS  
 
Regulatory Setting  Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes are regulated by many state 
and federal laws. These include not only specific statutes governing hazardous waste, but also a 
variety of laws regulating air and water quality, human health and land use. 
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The primary federal laws regulating hazardous wastes/materials are the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA) and the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA). The purpose of CERCLA, often referred to as 
Superfund, is to clean up contaminated sites so that public health and welfare are not 
compromised. RCRA provides for “cradle to grave” regulation of hazardous wastes. Other federal 
laws include:  
 

 Community Environmental Response Facilitation Act (CERFA) of 1992 
 Clean Water Act 
 Clean Air Act 
 Safe Water Drinking Act 
 Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) 
 Atomic Energy Act 
 Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) 
 Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 

 
In addition to the acts listed above, Executive Order 12088, Federal Compliance with Pollution 
Control, mandates that necessary actions be taken to prevent and control environmental pollution 
when federal activities or federal facilities are involved.  
 
Hazardous waste in California is regulated primarily under the authority of the federal Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, and the California Health and Safety Code. Other 
California laws that affect hazardous waste are specific to handling, storage, transportation, 
disposal, treatment, reduction, cleanup and emergency planning. 
 
Worker health and public safety are key issues when dealing with hazardous materials that may 
affect human health and the environment. Proper disposal of hazardous material is vital if it is 
disturbed during project construction. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
An Initial Site Assessment (ISA) was conducted (Caltrans Office of Environmental Engineering 
and Corridor Studies, October 1, 2008) for the build alternative to identify, to the extent practical, 
contaminated, and potentially contaminated areas and hazardous waste problems within and 
adjacent to Caltrans right of way and proposed project area. Sources of hazardous waste include 
the presence of active gas stations or shut down gas stations, automotive repair businesses, dry 
cleaning businesses, any industrial activity, car recyclers, landfills (permitted or unpermitted), and 
naturally occurring asbestos, which can be found in certain types of geologic formations. The ISA 
included a field reconnaissance of the subject area and adjoining properties, and a review of 
historical records, maps, aerial photographs, and regulatory databases. 
 
Delineation of Study Area  The ISA addressed the right of way located along I-405 from roughly 
Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard, and right of way east of I-405, mainly residential 
structures, both single-family homes and apartments, with some mixed neighborhood retail 
buildings. No evidence of releases or environmental concerns are noted in the ISA on any of 
these parcels. 
 
Groundwater Sampling. The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project does not include 
any water bodies, wetlands or sensitive natural areas within its project limits. Therefore, 
groundwater sampling and testing would not have been performed during the Planning, 
Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) Phase to determine the level of contaminants. 
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Potential Impacts 
 
As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no 
potential for Hazardous Waste/Materials Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
If Alternative 2 (Build Alternative) had been pursued identified as the Preferred Alternative, a 
more focused and in-depth approach to assessing the detrimental impacts during construction 
activities would be performed upon project approval. Further evaluation of these types of risks will 
include subsurface exploration, sampling, and/or other forms of testing to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate any potential hazardous waste impacts.  
 
2.2.6 AIR QUALITY 
 
Regulatory Setting. The Clean Air Act as amended in 1990 is the federal law that governs air 
quality. Its counterpart in California is the California Clean Air Act (CCAA) of 1988. These laws 
set standards for the quantity of pollutants that can be in the air. At the federal level, these 
standards are called National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). Standards have been 
established for six criteria pollutants that have been linked to potential health concerns; the 
criteria pollutants are: carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), particulate 
matter (PM), lead (Pb), and sulfur dioxide (SO2). 
 
Under the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, the U.S. Department of Transportation cannot fund, 
authorize, or approve Federal actions to support programs or projects that are not first found to 
conform to a State Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act requirements. 
Conformity with the Clean Air Act takes place on two levels – first, at the regional level and 
second, at the project level. The proposed project must conform at both levels to be approved. 
Regional level conformity in California is concerned with how well the region is meeting the 
standards set for carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), ozone (O3), and particulate 
matter (PM). California is in attainment for the other criteria pollutants. At the regional level, 
Regional Transportation Plans (RTPs) are developed that include all of the transportation projects 
planned for a region over a period of years, usually at least 20 years. Based on the projects 
included in the RTP, an air quality model is run to determine whether or not the implementation of 
those projects would conform to emission budgets or other tests showing that attainment 
requirements of the Clean Air Act are met. If the conformity analysis is successful, the regional 
planning organization, such as the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) for 
Los Angeles County and five other Southern California Counties, and the appropriate federal 
agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration, make the determination that the RTP is in 
conformity with the State Implementation Plan for achieving the goals of the Clean Air Act. 
Otherwise, the projects in the RTP must be modified until conformity is attained. If the design and 
scope of the proposed transportation project are the same as described in the RTP, then the 
proposed project is deemed to meet regional conformity requirements for purposes of the project-
level analysis. 
 
Conformity at the project-level also requires “hot-spot” analysis if an area is of “non-attainment” or 
of “maintenance” for carbon monoxide (CO) and/or particulate matter (PM). A region is a “non-
attainment” area if one or more monitoring stations in the region fail to attain the relevant 
standard. Areas that were previously designated as non-attainment areas but have recently met 
the standard are called “maintenance” areas. “Hot-spot” analysis is essentially the same, for 
technical purposes, as CO or PM analysis performed for NEPA purposes. Conformity does 
include some specific standards for projects that require a hot-spot analysis. In general, projects 
must not cause the CO standard to be violated, and in “nonattainment” areas the project must not 
cause any increase in the number and severity of violations. If a known CO or particulate matter 
violation is located in the project vicinity, the project must include measures to reduce or eliminate 
the existing violation(s) as well. This project is projected to receive funding for the Plans, 
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Specifications, and Engineering (PS&E) and the Construction phases from the Los Angeles 
County Metropolitan Transportation Authority consisting of $53.5 million. This is a large portion of 
the $64 million in capital costs required for this project. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The ensuing discussion is from the project’s Air Quality Report dated September 30, 2008. 
 
Local Regulatory Setting. The proposed project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). 
SCAB is comprised of parts of Los Angeles, Riverside and San Bernardino counties and all of 
Orange County. The basin is bounded on the west by the Pacific Ocean and surrounded on the 
east, north, and south by mountains. To the north lie the San Gabriel Mountains, to the north and 
east the San Bernardino Mountains, to the southeast the San Jacinto Mountains and to the south 
the Santa Ana Mountains. The basin forms a low plain and the mountains channel and confine 
airflow in which air pollutants are trapped. 
 
The primary agencies responsible for regulations to improve air quality in the SCAB are the South 
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board 
(CARB). The Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) is an important partner to 
SCAQMD, as it is the designated metropolitan planning authority for the area and produces 
estimates of anticipated future growth and vehicular travel in the basin that are used for air quality 
planning. The SCAQMD sets and enforces regulations for non-vehicular sources of air pollution in 
the basin and works with SCAG to develop and implement Transportation Control Measures 
(TCM). TCM measures are intended to reduce and improve vehicular travel and associated 
pollutant emissions. 
 
CARB was established in 1967 by the California Legislature to attain and maintain healthy air 
quality, conduct research into the causes and solutions to air pollution, and systematically attack 
the serious problem caused by motor vehicles, which are the major causes of air pollution in 
California. CARB sets and enforces emission standards for motor vehicles, fuels, and consumer 
products. The agency sets the health-based California Ambient Air Quality Standards (CAAQS) 
and monitors air quality levels throughout the state. The board identifies and sets control 
measures for toxic air contaminants. The board also performs air quality related research, 
provides compliance assistance for businesses, and produces education and outreach programs 
and materials. CARB provides assistance for local air quality districts such as SCAQMD. 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is the primary federal agency for 
regulating air quality. The EPA implements the provisions of the Federal Clean Air Act (FCAA). 
This Act establishes national air quality standards (NAAQS) that are applicable nationwide. The 
EPA designates areas with pollutant concentrations that do not meet the NAAQS as non-
attainment areas for each criteria pollutant. States are required by the FCAA to prepare State 
Implementation Plans (SIP) for designated non-attainment areas. The SIP is required to 
demonstrate how the areas will obtain the NAAQS after a non-attainment designation are 
redesignated as maintenance areas and must have approved Maintenance Plans to ensure 
continued attainment of the NAAQS.  
 
The California Clean Air Act required all air pollution control districts in the states to prepare a 
plan prior to December 31, 1994 to reduce pollutant concentrations exceeding the CAAQS and 
ultimately achieve the CAAQS. The districts are required to review and revise these plans every 
three years. The SCAQMD satisfies this requirement through the publication of an Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP). The AQMP is developed by SCAQMD and SCAG in coordination 
with local governments and the private sector. The AQMP Is incorporated into the SIP by CARB 
to satisfy the FCAA requirements discussed above. Table 15 on the following page lists the 
current attainment designations for the SCAB. For the federal standards, the required attainment 
date is also shown. The unclassified documentation indicates that the air quality data for the area 
does not support a designation of attainment or non-attainment. 
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The following Table 15 shows that the EPA has designated SCAB as Severe-17 non-attainment 
for ozone, serious non-attainment for PM10, non-attainment for PM2.5, and 
attainment/maintenance for CO and NO2. The basin has been designated by the state as non-
attainment for ozone, PM10, and PM2.5. The federal designations of Severe-17 and Serious affect 
the required attainment dates as the federal regulations have different requirements for areas that 
exceed the standards by greater amounts at the time of attainment/non-attainment designation. 
 
   Table 15. Designations of Criteria Pollutants for the South Coast Air Basin 
 

Pollutant Federal State 

Ozone (O3 ) 
Extreme  Non-attainment 

(2021) 
Non-attainment 

Respirable Particulate Matter (PM10) 
Serious  Non-attainment 

(2006) 
Non-attainment 

Fine Particulate Matter (PM2.5) 
Non-attainment 

(2015) 
Non-attainment 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Attainment/Maintenance 

(2000) 
Attainment 

Nitrogen Dioxide  (NO2) 
Attainment/Maintenance 

(1995) 
Attainment 

Sulfur Dioxide  (SO2) Attainment Attainment 

Lead Attainment Attainment 

Visibility Reducing Particles n/a Unclassified 

Sulfates n/a Unclassified 

Hydrogen Sulfide n/a Attainment 

Vinyl Chloride n/a Attainment 

    Notes: 
1. The Federal 1-hour Ozone (O3) standard was rescinded effective June 15, 2005 with the implementation of the 

8-hour standard. Prior to this the South Coast Air Basin was designated Extreme Non-Attainment for the 1-hour 
O3 standard with attainment of 2010. 

2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency changed the PM2.5 24-hour standard from 65 to 35 μg/m3 with an 
effective date of December 2006. Until new area designations become effective in early 2010 based on the new 
standard, project-level conformity determinations become effective in early 2010 based on the new standard,  
project-level conformity determinations must still consider the 1997 PM2.5 standards because these are the 
standards upon which the current PM2.5 non-attainment designations are based.   

 
The SCAB is designated as in attainment of the State and Federal SO2 and lead as well as the 
state CO, NO2, SO2, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride. In July 1997, EPA issued a new 
ozone NAAQS of 0.08 ppm using an 8-hour averaging time. Implementation of this standard was 
delayed by several lawsuits. Attainment/non-attainment designations for the new 8-hour ozone 
standard were issued on April 15, 2004 and became effective on June 15, 2005. The SCAB was 
designated servere-17 non-attainment, which requires attainment of the Federal Standard by 
June 15, 2021. As a part of the designation, the EPA announced that the 1-hour ozone standard 
would be revoked in June of 2005. Thus, the 8-hour ozone standard attainment deadline of 2021 
supersedes and replaces the previous 1-hour ozone standard attainment deadline of 2010. 
 
The SCAQMD is requesting that EPA change the non-attainment status of the 8-hour ozone 
standard to extreme. This will allow the use of undefined, or “black box,” reductions based on the 
anticipated development of new control technologies or improvements of existing technologies in 
the attainment plan. In addition, the extreme classification could extend the attainment date by 
three years to 2024. 
 
On April 28, 2005 CARB adopted an 8-hour ozone standard of 0.070 ppm. The California Office 
of Administrative Law approved the rulemaking and filed it with the Secretary of State on April 17, 
2006. The standard became effective on May 17, 2006. California has retained the 1-hour 
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concentration standard of 0.9 ppm. To be designated as attainment by the state, the basin will 
need to achieve both the 1-hour and 8-hour ozone standards. 
 
The SCAB was designated as moderate non-attainment of the PM10 standards when the 
designations were initially made in 1990 with a required attainment date of 1994. In 1993, the 
basin was redesignated as serious non-attainment with a required attainment date of 2006 
because it was apparent that the basin could not meet the PM10 standards by the 1994 deadline. 
At this time, the SCAB has met the PM10 standards at all monitoring stations except the western 
Riverside County station where the annual PM10 standards have not been met. However, on 
September 21, 2006, the U.S. EPA announced that it was revoking the annual PM10 standard as 
research has indicated that there are no considerable health effects associated with long-term 
exposure to PM10. With this change the basin is technically in attainment of the federal PM10 
standards although the redesignation process has not yet begun. 
 
In July 1997, EPA issued NAAQS for fine particulate matter (PM2.5). The PM2.5 standards include 
an annual standard set at 15 micrograms per cubic meter (µg/m3), based on the three-year 
average of annual mean PM2.5 concentrations and a 24-hour standard of 35 µg/m3, based on the 
three-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations. Implementation of these 
standards was delayed by several lawsuits. On January 5, 2005, the EPA took final action to 
designate attainment and non-attainment areas under the NAAQS for PM2.5 effective April 5, 
2005. The SCAB was designated as non-attainment with an attainment required as soon as 
possible but no later than 2010. EPA may grant attainment date extensions of up to five years in 
areas with more severe PM2.5 problems and where emissions control measures are not available 
or feasible. It is likely that the SCAB will need this additional time to attain the standard. 
 
Although there is a PM2.5 standard, adequate tools are not currently available to perform a 
detailed assessment of PM2.5 emissions and impacts at the project level. Analysis of PM2.5 
impacts is complex because it is both directly emitted from sources, like CO, and formed in the 
atmosphere from reactions of other pollutants, like ozone. In addition, there are no good sources 
for the significance thresholds for PM2.5 emissions at this time. Until tools and methodologies are 
developed to assess the impacts of projects on PM2.5 concentrations, the analysis of PM10 will 
need to be used as an indicator of potential PM2.5 impacts. 
 
On September 21, 2006, the EPA announced that the 24-hour PM2.5 standard was lowered to 35 
µg/m3. Attainment/non-attainment designations for the revised PM2.5 standard will be made by 
December of 2009 with an attainment date of April 2015 although the EPA could grant an 
extension of up to five years. 
 
The SCAB has not had any violations of the federal CO standards since 2003. Therefore, the 
SCAB has met the criteria for CO attainment. The SCAQMD formally requested the EPA to 
redesignate the basin as attainment for CO. The EPA designated the basin as an 
attainment/maintenance area for June 11, 2007. 
 
The federal annual NO2 standard was met for the first time in 1992 and has not been exceeded 
since that time. The SCAB was redesignated as attainment for the NO2 in 1998. The basin will 
remain a maintenance/attainment area until 2018, assuming the NO2 standard is not exceeded. 
 
Table 15 illustrates that SCAB is designated as in attainment of the federal SO2 and lead NAAQS 
as well as the state CO, NO2, SO2, lead, hydrogen sulfide, and vinyl chloride CAAQS. Generally, 
these pollutants are not considered a concern in the SCAB. 
 
Criteria Pollutants. Since the passage of the Federal Clean Air Act of 1970 (FCAA) and 
subsequent amendment, the U.S. EPA has established and revised the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The NAAQS was established for six major pollutants or criteria 
pollutants. The NAAQS are two tiered: primary, to protect public health plaza, and secondary, to 
prevent degradation to the environment (i.e., impairment of visibility, damage to vegetation and 
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property). The six criteria pollutants are ozone (O3), carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter 
(PM10 or PM2.5), nitrogen dioxide (NO2), sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). Table 15 presents the 
state and national ambient air quality standards. 
 
Ozone (O3). Ozone is a toxic gas that irritates the lungs and damages materials and vegetation. 
Ozone is a secondary pollutant; it is not directly emitted. Ozone is the result of chemical reactions 
between other pollutants, most importantly hydrocarbons and NO2, which occur only in the 
presence of bright sunlight. Pollutants emitted from areas cities react during transport downwind 
to produce the oxidant concentrations experienced in the area. 
 
Particulate Matter (PM10 or PM2.5). Particulate matter includes both aerosols and solid particles 
of a wide range of size and composition. Of particular concern are those particles between 10 
and 2.5 microns in size (PM10) and smaller than or equal to 2.5 microns (PM2.5). The size of the 
particulate matter is referenced to the aerodynamic diameter of the particulate. The PM2.5 criteria 
are aimed at what the EPA refers to as “course particles.” Course particles are often found near 
roadways, dusty industries, construction sites, and fires. The PM2.5 criteria, which are directed at 
particles less than 2.5 microns in size, are referred to as “fine particles.” These fine particles can 
also be directly emitted and they can also form when gases emitted from power plants, industries 
and automobiles react in the air. The principal health effect of airborne particulate matter is on the 
respiratory system. Studies have linked particulate pollution with irritation of the airways, 
coughing, aggravated asthma, irregular heartbeat, and premature death in people with heart or 
lung disease. 
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO). Carbon monoxide is a colorless and odorless gas, which, in the urban 
environment, is associated with the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels in motor vehicles. 
Carbon monoxide combines with hemoglobin in the bloodstream and reduces the amount of 
oxygen that can be circulated through the body. High carbon monoxide concentrations can lead 
to headaches, aggravation of cardiovascular disease, and impairment of central nervous system 
functions. Carbon monoxide concentrations can vary greatly over comparatively short distances. 
Relatively high concentrations are typically found near crowded intersections, along heavily used 
roadways carrying slow-moving traffic, and at or near ground level. Even under the most severe 
meteorological and traffic conditions, high concentrations of carbon monoxide are limited to 
locations within a relatively short distance (300 to 600 feet) of heavily traveled roadways. Overall 
carbon monoxide emissions are decreasing as a result of the Federal Motor Vehicle Control 
Program, which has mandated increasingly lower emissions levels for vehicles manufactured 
since 1973. 
 
Nitrogen Oxides (NOx). Nitrogen oxides from automotive sources are some of the precursors in 
the formation of ozone and secondary particulate matter. Ozone and particulate matter are 
formed through a series of photochemical reactions in the atmosphere. Because the reactions are 
slow and occur as the pollutants are diffusing downwind, elevated ozone levels are often found 
many miles from the source of precursor emission. The effects of nitrogen oxides emission are 
examined on a regional basis. 
 
Lead (Pb). Lead is a stable compound, which persists and accumulates both in the environment 
and in animals. In humans, it affects the blood-forming or hematopoletic, the nervous, and the 
renal system. In addition, lead has been shown to affect the normal functions of the reproductive, 
endocrine, hepatic, cardiovascular, immunological, and gastrointestinal systems, although there 
is significant individual variability in response to lead exposure. Since 1975, lead emissions have 
been in decline due in part to the introduction of catalyst-equipped vehicles, and decline in 
production of leaded gasoline. In general, an analysis of lead is limited to projects that emit 
significant quantities of the pollutant (i.e. lead smelters) and are not applied to transportation 
projects.  
 
Sulfur Oxides (SOx). Sulfur oxides constitute a class of compounds of which sulfur dioxide (SO2) 
and sulfur trioxide (SO3) are of greatest importance. The oxides are formed during combustion of 
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the sulfur components in motor fuels. Relatively few sulfur oxides are emitted from motor vehicles 
since motor fuels are now de-sulfured. The health effects of sulfur oxides include respiratory 
illness, damage to the respiratory tract, and bronchia-constriction. 
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Table 16. Ambient Air Quality Standards 
 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 77 



CHAPTER 2 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

 
 
Affected Environment/Environmental Conditions 
 
Climate. The climate in and around the project area, as with all of Southern California, is 
controlled largely by the strength and position of the subtropical high-pressure cell over the 
Pacific Ocean. It maintains moderate temperatures and comfortable humidity, and limits 
precipitation to a few storms during the winter “wet” season. Temperatures are normally mild, 
except during the summer months, which commonly bring substantially higher temperatures. In 
all portions of the South Coast Air Basin, temperatures well above 100 degrees Fahrenheit have 
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been recorded in recent years. With a more pronounced oceanic influence at the project location, 
coastal areas show less variability in annual minimum and maximum temperatures than inland 
areas. The climatological station closest to the site that monitors temperature is the Los Angeles 
WSO Airport Station. The annual average maximum temperature recorded from January 1971 to 
December 2000 at this station is 21.4oC (70.6oF), and the annual average minimum temperature 
recorded from January 1971 to December 2000 at this station is 13.4oC (56.1oF). 
 
Winds in the project area are usually driven by the dominant land/sea breeze circulation system. 
Regional wind patterns are dominated by daytime onshore sea breezes. At night, the wind 
generally slows and reverses direction traveling towards the sea. Local canyons alter the wind 
direction; wind tends to flow parallel to the canyons. During the transition period from one wind 
pattern to the other, the dominant wind direction rotates into the south and causes a minor wind 
direction maximum from the south. Wind speeds in the project area average about 4 miles per 
hour (mph). Low average wind speeds together with a persistent temperature inversion limit the 
vertical dispersion of air pollutants throughout the Basin. Strong, dry, northerly or northeasterly 
winds, known as Santa Ana conditions, tend to last for several days at a time.  
 
Southern California frequently has temperature inversions that inhibit the dispersion of pollutants. 
Inversions may be either ground-based or elevated. Ground-based inversions, sometimes 
referred to as radiation inversions, are most severe during clear, cold, early winter mornings. 
Under the conditions of a ground-based inversion, very little mixing or turbulence occurs, and 
high concentrations of primary pollutants may occur on local and major roadways. Elevated 
inversions can be generated by a variety of meteorological phenomena. Elevated inversions act 
as a lid or upper boundary and restrict vertical mixing. Below the elevated inversion, dispersion is 
not restricted. Mixing heights for elevated inversions are lower and more persistent in the 
summer. This low summer inversion puts a lid over the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) and is 
responsible for the high level of ozone observed during summer months in the basin. 
 
Monitored Air Quality. Air quality at any site is dependent on the regional air quality and local 
pollutant sources. Regional air quality is determined by the release of pollutants throughout the 
basin. Estimates for the SCAB have been made for existing emissions (“2003 Air Quality 
Management Plan”, August 1, 2003). The data indicates that mobile sources are major source of 
regional emissions. Motor vehicles (i.e., On-road mobile sources) account for approximately 45 
percent of volatile organic compounds (VOC), 63 percent of nitrogen oxide (NOX) emissions, and 
approximately 76 of carbon monoxide (CO) emissions.  
 
The SCAQMD has divided the SCAB into 38 air-monitoring areas with a designated ambient air 
monitoring station representative of area. The project area is represented by measurements 
made at the Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway monitoring station. This station is located 
approximately 1.25 miles from the Project Study Area. The pollutants measured at this station 
include ozone, CO, PM2.5 and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). The next nearest station is the North Long 
Beach station located 11.0 miles to the southeast of the Project Study Area, respectively. PM2.5 
and PM10 monitoring data are measured at this station. The air quality data monitored from 2005 
to 2007 is presented in Table 17 on the following page. 
 
The monitoring data presented in Table 17 was obtained from the CARB air quality website 
(www.arb.ca.gov/adam/). Federal and State air quality standards are also presented in Table 17. 
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Table 17. Air Quality Levels (Los Angeles-Westchester/North Long Beach) 
   

Pollutant 
California 
Standard 

National 
Standard 

Year 
% 

Meas.1 
Max. Level

Days State 
Standard 
Exceeded2 

Days National 
Standard 
Exceeded2 

Ozone 0.09 ppm None 2009 94 0.8 0 -- 
 For 1 hour  2008 95 0.090 0 -- 
   2007 97 0.093 1 -- 
        

Ozone 0.070 ppm3 0.075 ppm 2009 92 0.069 0 0 
 For 8 hour For 8 hour 2008 94 0.075 1 0 
   2007 96 0.075 1 0 
        

CO 20 ppm 35 ppm 2009 94 -- 0 0 
 For 1 hour For 1 hour 2008 95 -- 0 0 
   2007 97 -- 0 0 
        

CO 9 ppm 9 ppm 2009 94 2.1 0 0 
 For 8 hour For 8 hour 2008 96 2.5 0 0 
   2007 97 2.4 0 0 
        

NO2 0.18 ppm None 2009 77 0.094 0 n/a 
(1-Hour) For 1 hour  2008 95 0.110 0 n/a 

   2007 90 0.096 0 n/a 
        

NO2 0.03 ppm 0.053 ppm 2009 77 0.021 n/a No 
(Annual) AAM4 AAM4 2008 95 0.018 n/a No 

   2007 90 0.017 n/a No 
        

Particulates None 35 µg/m3 2009 98 38 n/a 6 
PM2.5  For 24 hr. 2008 97 38 n/a 8 

(24 Hour)   2007 87 39 n/a 12 
        

Particulates 12 µg/m3 15 µg/m3 2009 -- 6.1 -- -- 
PM2.5 AAM4 AAM4 2008 -- 8.2 -- -- 

(Annual)   2007 -- 13.7 -- -- 
        

Particulates 50 µg/m3 150 µg/m3 2009 16 54 0/3 0 
PM10 For 24 hr. For 24 hr. 2008 95 56 0/1 0 

(24 Hour)   2007 94 180 3/6 0/1 
        

Particulates 20 µg/m3 None 2009 16 -- No n/a 
PM10 AAM4  2008 95 27.3 Yes n/a 

(Annual)   2007 94 31.4 Yes n/a 
        

SO2 0.04 ppm 0.14 ppm 2009 72 0.003 0 0 
(24 Hour) For 24 Hr. For 24 hr. 2008 95 0.004 0 0 

   2007 96 0.006 0 0 
        

SO2 None 0.03 ppm 2009 72 0.006 n/a No 
(Annual)  AAM4 2008 95 0.008 n/a No 

   2007 96 0.010 n/a No 
1. Percent of year where high pollutant levels were expected that measurements were made 
2. For annual averaging times a yes or no response is given if the annual average concentration exceeded the applicable standard. n/a indicates that there is no 
applicable standard.  For the PM10 24 hour standard, daily monitoring is not performed.  The first number shown in Days State Standard Exceeded column is the 
actual number of days measured that State standard was exceeded. The second number shows the number of days the standard would be expected to be exceeded if 
measurements were taken every day. 
3. This concentration standard was approved by the ARB on April 28, 2005 and is expected to become effective in early 2006. 
4. Annual Arithmetic Mean 
-- Data Not Reported or insufficient data available to determine the value. 
Source: CARB Air Quality Data Statistics web site www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ accessed 06/28/10 
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The monitoring data presented in Table 17 shows that ozone and particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10) are the air pollutants of primary concern in the project area. 
 
The State 1-hour ozone standard was exceeded only once in 2007 between 2007 and 2009 at 
the Los Angeles-Westchester monitoring station. The national 1-hour ozone standard was 
revoked in June 2005 and is no longer in effect. Therefore, it was not evaluated in this project’s 
Air Quality Report. The Federal 8-hour ozone standard was not exceeded between 2007 and 
2009 at this station. In contrast, the State 8-hour ozone standard was exceeded 1 day in 2007, 1 
day in 2008, and 0 days in 2009. The data in this paragraph was obtained through the CARB Air 
Quality Data Statistics web site www.arb.ca.gov/adam/ on June 28, 2010. There does not appear 
to be a noticeable trend in either maximum ozone concentrations or days of excess ozone in the 
Project Study Area.  
 
Ozone is a secondary pollutant; it is not directly emitted. Ozone is the result of chemical reactions 
between other pollutants, most importantly hydrocarbons and NO2, which occur only in the 
presence of bright sunlight. Pollutants emitted from the upwind cities react during transport 
downwind to produce the bright sunlight.  Pollutants emitted from upwind cities react during 
transport downwind to produce the oxidant concentrations experienced in the area. Many areas 
of the SCAQMD contribute to the ozone levels experienced at the monitoring station, with the 
more significant areas being those directly upwind. 
 
The annual average PM2.5 concentrations between 2007 and 2009 were not measured at the 
Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway monitoring station because this station does not monitor 
PM2.5. Existing concentrations of PM2.5, therefore, have been analyzed based on monitoring 
data from another monitoring station – North Long Beach monitoring station. The 2006 NAAQS 
for 24-hour PM2.5 of 35 μg/m3 was exceeded at the North Long Beach monitoring station 
between 2007 and 2009. However, the NAAQS for annual average PM2.5 was not exceeded 
between 2007and 2009. 
 
The Federal standard for 24-hour concentration and  standard for PM10 was  exceeded at the 
Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway station only in 2007. The State 24-hour concentration 
standard for PM10 was exceeded in 2007, 2008, and 2009 while the State average annual 
standard was exceeded in 2007 and 2008. There does not appear to be a noticeable trend in 
either maximum particulate concentrations or days of exceedences in the Project Study Area. 
Particulate levels in the area are due to natural sources, grading operations, and motor vehicles. 
 
According to the U.S. EPA, some people are much more sensitive than others to breathing fine 
particles (PM2.5 and PM10). People with influenza, chronic respiratory and cardiovascular 
diseases, and the elderly may suffer worsening illness and premature death due to breathing 
these fine particles. People with bronchitis can expect aggravated symptoms form breathing in 
fine particles. Children may experience decline in lung function due to breathing in PM2.5 and 
PM10. Other groups considered sensitive are smokers and people who cannot breathe well 
through their noses. Exercising athletes are also considered sensitive, because many of them 
often breathe through their mouths. 
 
Carbon monoxide (CO) is another important pollutant that is caused mainly by motor vehicles. 
Currently, CO levels in the project region are in compliance with State and Federal 1-hour and 8-
hour standards. 
 
The monitored data included in Table 17 shows that other than ozone and PM2.5 exceedences 
as mentioned above, no State or Federal standards were exceeded for the remaining criteria 
pollutants.  
 
Comment from the City of Inglewood – Page 92 of the document states that the nearest 
monitoring station (Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway) is approximately 1.25 miles and the next 
nearest station is the North Long Beach station located 11.0 miles to the southeast of the Project 
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Study Area. The Hawthorne monitoring station is approximately 1.0 to 1.5 miles east of the 
Project Study Area. Unless this station has been abandoned, it should have been referred to and 
used to measure air quality impacts. 
 
Response to comment – According to the July 2009 South Coast Air Quality Management District 
Annual Air Quality Monitoring Network Plan, the Hawthorne site (ID No. 060375001) was 
replaced by LAX Hastings (ID No. 060375005) in April 2004, due to the end of a property lease. 
The LAX Hastings site is located at 7201 West Westchester Parkway and is also known as the 
Los Angeles – Westchester Parkway monitoring station.  As indicated in the IS/EA and in the 
September 2008 Air Quality Report for the proposed project, the most recent 3-year monitoring 
data at the Los Angeles – Westchester Parkway station were utilized in evaluating carbon 
monoxide operational impacts. However, the Los Angeles – Westchester Parkway monitoring 
station does not analyze PM2.5; and thus an analysis of operation impacts to PM2.5 and PM10 
has required monitoring data from another monitoring station. As a result and as indicated in the 
September 2008 Air Quality Report, the North Long Beach monitoring station was identified 
based on the proximity to the project site, proximity to the influence, i.e., I-405, and comparable 
surround land use. 
 
Sensitive Receptors. Generally, sensitive receptors are facilities or land uses that include 
members of the population sensitive to the effects of air pollutants, such as children, the elderly, 
and people with illnesses. Residential land uses in the vicinity of the Project Study Area are 
located along both sides of I-405 from Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard. Two schools, two 
public parks, a university, and a church are located within a quarter-mile of the project impact 
area around I-405 from Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard. 
 
Potential Impacts as a Result of Proposed Project Implementation 
 
Summary. Compliance with the Transportation Conformity requirements of the Federal Clean Air 
Act (FCAA) is demonstrated in this project. A regional air quality analysis is performed to 
demonstrate that the project will not adversely impact regional air quality. A local air quality 
analysis is performed to demonstrate that the project will not adversely impact local air quality, in 
the immediate vicinity of the project. The report also discusses potential impacts from Diesel 
Particulate Matter that has been listed by CARB as a toxic substance and presents measures to 
reduce PM10 emissions during construction. The potential for release of Naturally Occurring 
Asbestos (NOA) during construction is also discussed. This proposed but rejected project was not 
a Transportation Corridor Management (TCM) project. 
 
The project is located in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB). The South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD) and the California Air Resources Board (CARB) are responsible 
for regulating air pollutant sources in the Basin. The SCAQMD prepares the Air Quality 
Management Plan (AQMP) that specifies measures to meet the state and national ambient air 
quality standards (CAAQS and NAAQS). To demonstrate that the project will not adversely 
impact the region’s air quality, the air quality data about this project must show that it will not 
result in the transportation system exceeding the air pollution budgets in the AQMP.  
 
The 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) and 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement 
Program (RTIP) prepared by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) are 
regional plans for future improvements in the areas transportation system. These plans must 
demonstrate that the air pollutant emissions associated with the regional transportation plan do 
not exceed the emissions budgets in the approved AQMP. The proposed but rejected project is 
part of the 2008 RTP and 2008 RTIP. Therefore, the project will not result in an exceedence of 
the transportation air pollutant emissions budgets and will not adversely impact regional air 
quality and the project will be removed from upcoming RTPs and RTIPs as No-Build Alternative 1 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
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Local impacts, also known as “hot-spots,” are assessed for CO, PM10, and PM2.5. The CO 
impacts are assessed using the “Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol” 
(Protocol) developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California 
Davis for Caltrans. The protocol contains a series of flow charts with criteria to determine whether 
or not the project will result in local CO concentrations that exceed the state and national ambient 
air quality standards (AAQS). Based upon this protocol, the project will not result in an adverse 
local CO impact. 
 
A PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis is not required for projects that are not a project of air quality 
concern (POAQC). In the South Coast Air Basin, it is the SCAG’s Transportation Conformity 
Working Group (TCWG) that makes the determination whether the project is or is not a POAQC. 
The required “PM Conformity Hot-spot Analysis – Project Summary for Interagency Consultation” 
was submitted to the TCWG for consideration at their July 22, 2008 meeting. The project was 
determined not to be a project of air quality concern because the facility is not expected to have a 
significant number of diesel vehicles (i.e. less than 10,000 per day), and because the project 
would not result in any increase in the number of diesel trucks that would utilize the facility. The 
redistribution of traffic is minor and would occur primarily near residential and commercial areas 
that have little truck traffic and only a marginal effect on truck movements. Therefore, the project 
will not result in an adverse local PM2.5 or a PM10 impact. 
 
§93.123(b)(1) requires that the PM10, and PM2.5 analysis be quantitative. However, §93.123(b)(4) 
waives this analysis requirement until the EPA releases modeling guidance and announces such 
guidance in the Federal Register. Since no modeling guidance has been released to date, 
§93.123(b)(4) offsets the implementation of §93.123(b)(1) and only a qualitative analysis is 
required.  
 
On March 10, 2006, the EPA released guidance on PM10 and PM2.5 analyses, titled 
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM2.5 and PM10 
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas. This guidance supersedes previous FHWA and PM10 
and PM2.5 guidance. The analysis for PM10 and PM2.5 hot-spot was performed under the March 
2006 EPA Guidance. 
 
Impacts from Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are also examined in the project’s Air Quality 
Report. The analysis shows that the estimated vehicles miles traveled (VMT) are expected to 
decrease between the Build and No-Build Alternatives at the surrounding intersections (Century 
Boulevard, La Cienega Boulevard/Olive Street and Manchester Avenue). The MSAT analysis 
acknowledges that the project may result in increased exposure to some receptors nearby and in 
higher localized MSAT effects when compared to the No-Build alternative. Nevertheless, 
emissions will be low to no appreciable difference in overall MSAT emissions between the Build 
and No-Build Alternative. Also, regardless of the alternative identified, emissions will be lower 
than present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s national control programs that are 
projected to reduce MSAT emissions by 57 percent to 87 percent between 2000 and 2020. 
Although some studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health 
impact from MSATs, the FHWA cannot evaluate the validity of these studies at this time. 
Therefore, MSAT concentrations or exposures created by the project cannot be predicted with 
enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. 
 
Comment from the City of Inglewood – Was CALINE3 or a similar dispersion model used to 
predict the impact of air quality conditions on the sensitive receptors referred to on Page 94 of the 
report? A dispersion model sensitive receptors. There are a number of published studies and 
reports that suggest carcinogens (i.e. benzene, diesel exhaust, butadiene, etc) do greater 
damage to children and the elderly and residents that reside within 250 feet of a highway with a 
minimum 20,000 daily vehicles. If a dispersion model analysis was not included, it is 
recommended that this be performed. 
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Response to comment – CALINE3 has not been validated for use with pollutants such as mobile 
sources air toxics (MSAT) and requires information that is unavailable and incomplete for use in 
analyses at the project-level as discussed under Additional Air Quality Topics in the IS/EA as well 
as in Section 5.1.2 of the September 2008 Air Quality Report. Nevertheless, the level of future 
MSAT emissions for the project was qualitatively assessed in accordance with the Federal 
Highway Administration’s Interim Guidance on Air Toxics Analysis in NEPA Documents (February 
3, 2006). The qualitative MSAT assessment evaluates the level of traffic for the proposed project 
and provides comparative discussions in the IS/EA as well as in Section 5.1.3 of the September 
2008 Air Quality Report. 
 
Regional Air Quality Analysis 
 
Rules and Implementation. The authority requiring projects to undergo a regional emissions 
analysis originates from 176 (c) of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. The law is codified as 
Title 23 of the United States Code (23 U.S.C.) and is known as the Federal Transit Act. The 
regulation cited to implement 23 U.S.C. is contained in Title 30 of the Code of Federal Regulation 
parts 51 and 93 (40 CFR 51 and 40 CFR 93). Parts 51 and 93 are commonly recognized as the 
Transportation Conformity Rule. On August 15, 1997, the Federal Register published a public 
notice in which the U.S. EPA requested to streamline the 40 CFR 51 & 93. The final rule issued 
by the EPA modified 40 CFR 51 and 93, and classified the Transportation Conformity Rule as 40 
CFR 51.390 and 40 CFR 93.100 – 93.128.  
 
The Transportation Conformity Rule requires a regional emissions analysis to be performed by 
the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for projects within its jurisdiction. For the South 
Coast Air Basin, the MPO is the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG). The 
regional emissions analysis includes all projects listed in the Regional Transportation Plan (Plan 
or RTP) and the Regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP or RTIP). The RTP is a 
planning document spanning a 25-year period and the TIP implements the Plan on a 6-year 
increment. Both the Plan and TIP must support an affirmative conformity finding to obtain FHWA 
approval. Projects in a Plan and TIP that have been approved by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) are considered to have met the conformity requirement for regional 
emissions analysis. 
 
The most recently approved RTP and TIP are the 2008 RTP and the 2008 RTIP. The proposed 
project is partially funded and in the Southern California Association of Governments 2008 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). The 2008 RTP was adopted by SCAG on May 8, 2008 as 
Resolution #08-497-2. The FHWA approved the 2008 RTP on June 5, 2008. The 2008 RTIP was 
adopted by SCAG on July 17, 2008 as Resolution #08-498-1. The 2008 RTIP was approved by 
the FHWA and the FTA on January 14, 2009. The project will be removed from upcoming RTPs 
and RTIPs as No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
In order to obtain FHWA approval of the Plan and TIP as conforming, the following tests, 
demonstrating affirmative findings with respect to the Transportation Conformity Rule, were 
applied to the 2008 RTP: 
 

 Regional Emissions Analysis (Sections 93.109, 93.110, 93.118, and 93.119) 
 Timely Implementation of TCMs Analysis (Section 93.113) 
 Financial Constraint Analysis (Section 93.108) 
 Interagency Consultation and Public Involvement Analysis (Sections 93.105 and 93.112) 

 
Likewise, the approval of the 2008 RTIP is contingent upon satisfying all relevant CFR sections 
applicable: 
 

 Consistency with SCAG’s 2008 RTP (Section 450.324 of the U.S. DOT Metropolitan 
Planning Regulations) 

 Regional Emissions Analysis (Sections 93.109, 93.118, and 93.119) 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 84 



CHAPTER 2 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

 Timely Implementation of TCMs Analysis (Section 93.113) 
 Financial Constraint Analysis  (Section 93.108) 
 Interagency Consultation and Public Involvement Analysis (Sections 93.105 and 93.112) 

 
Project Inclusion in Approved RTP and RTIP. The proposed project is included in the 2008 
RTIP and referenced in the Plan. It is listed in Section II of Volume II of the 2008 RTIP, state 
highway section, Los Angeles County. The project will be removed from upcoming RTPs and 
RTIP as No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
The following project information is excerpted from the 2008 RTIP: 
 

 Lead Agency – Caltrans 
 Project ID # - 49160 
 Air Basin – SCAB 
 Model # - L270 
 Program Code – CARH3 
 Route – 405 
 Begin Post Mile – 22.2 
 End Post Mile – 23.4 
 Description from the 2008 RTIP, State Project List on page 29 of 537 – In Inglewood   

             at Arbor Vitae Street – Construct South Half of Interchange (EA# 491601, PPNO 0831) 
 
As previously mentioned, the MPO performs the regional analysis as part of the submitted Plan 
and TIP. The regional analysis requirement is deemed satisfied and conforming to the 
Transportation Conformity Rule upon FHWA approval of the RTP and RTIP. Projects in the TIP 
and Plan meet the regional analysis criterion by reference to the two documents. 
 
Construction-Related Emissions. Construction activities associated with Alternative 2 would be 
temporary and would last the duration of project construction. The discussion below has 
concluded that project construction would not create adverse pollutant emissions for any of the 
alternatives under consideration. Short-term impacts to air quality would occur during minor 
grading/trenching, new pavement construction and the re-striping phase. Additional sources of 
construction related emissions include: 
 

 Exhaust emissions and potential odors from construction equipment used on the 
construction site as well as the vehicles used to transport materials to and from the site; 
and  

 Exhaust emissions from the motor vehicles of the construction crew. 
 
Project construction would result in temporary emissions of CO, NOX, ROG, and PM10. Stationary 
or mobile powered On-site construction equipment includes trucks, tractors, signal boards, 
excavators, backhoes, concrete saws, crushing and/or processing equipment, graders, trenchers, 
pavers and other paving equipment. The amount of worker trips to the site is unknown at this 
time. However, given the high volume of traffic in the area, the addition of worker trips will be 
inconsequential. Based on the insignificant number of daily work trips required for project 
construction, construction worker trips are not anticipated to significantly contribute to or affect 
traffic flow on local roadways and are therefore not considered significant. During the demolition 
phase some asphalt concrete (AC) pavement and curbs and gutters would have to be removed. 
 
In order to further minimize construction-related emissions, all construction vehicles and 
construction equipment would be required to be equipped with the state-mandated control 
devices pursuant to state equipment regulations and standard construction practices. After the 
completion of the project’s concentration, all construction-related impacts would cease, thus 
resulting in a less than significant impact.  Short-term construction PM10 emissions would be 
further reduced with the implementation of required dust suppression measures outlined within 
SCAQMD Rule 403. Note that Caltrans Standard Specifications for construction (Sections 10 and 
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18 [Dust Control] and Section 39-3.06 [Asphalt Concrete Plants]) must also be adhered to. 
Therefore, project construction is not anticipated to violate State or Federal air quality standards 
or contribute to the existing air quality violation in the air basin. 
 
Section 93.122(d)(2) of the U.S. EPA Transportation Conformity Rule requires that in PM10 non-
attainment and maintenance areas (for which the State Implementation Plans (SIPs) identify 
construction-related fugitive dust as a contributor to the area problem), the RTIP should conduct 
the construction-related fugitive PM10 emission analysis. The 2003 PM10 SIP/AQMP emissions 
budgets for SCAB include the construction and unpaved road emissions. The 2008 RTIP PM10 
regional emissions analysis includes the construction and unpaved road emissions for conformity 
finding. 
 
Minimization of PM10 During Construction 
 
The approved 2004 Particulate Matter SIP contains provisions calling for mitigation of PM10 
emissions during construction. Pursuant to §93.117, Caltrans, the project sponsor, is required to 
stipulate to include, in its final plans, specifications, and estimates, control measures that will limit 
the emission of PM10 during construction.  
 
The PM10 emissions is a composite of geologic and aerosol variety. The prime concern during 
construction is to mitigate geologic PM10 that occurs from earth movement such as grading. 
SCAQMD sponsored the PM10 SIP is with concurrence by the CARB. The SCAQMD has 
amended the 2004 Rule 403 Implementation Handbook (Handbook) in June 2005. It addresses 
the mitigation of PM10 by reducing the ambient entrainment of fugitive dust. Fugitive dust consists 
of solid particulate matters that become airborne due to human activity such as construction and 
is a subset of total suspended particulates. Likewise, PM10 is a subset of total suspended 
particulates. The Handbook states that 50 percent of total particulate matter suspended comprise 
of PM10. Hence, minimizing fugitive dust, emissions of geologic PM10 are reduced. 
 
During construction of the proposed project, the property owner/developer and its contractors 
shall be required to comply with regional rules, which shall assist in reducing short-term air 
pollutant emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air pollution emissions not be a off-site. 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with the best available control 
measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond 
the property line of the emission source. Two options are presented in Rule 403: Monitoring of 
particulate concentrations or active control. Monitoring involves a sampling network around the 
project with no additional control measures unless specified concentrations are exceeded. The 
active control option does not require any monitoring, but requires that a list of measures be 
implemented starting with the first day of construction. This project will be in full compliance with 
both Rule 402 and Rule 403. No minimization and/or mitigation measures are proposed for No-
Build Alternative 1 since there will be no impacts on these resources. 
 
Local Air Quality Analysis 
 
Overview of Local Analysis. The local analysis is commonly referred to as project level air 
quality or “hot-spot” analysis. The primary focus is the operational impact on air quality created by 
the proposed improvement. Unlike a regional analysis, a local analysis is constrained in scope 
and is limited to a particular project. The criteria pollutants analyzed do not consist of all 
pollutants in non-attainment. The analysis is restricted to carbon monoxide, PM10, PM2.5. The 
analysis years consist of the year opening to traffic and the ultimate horizon year referenced in 
the approved Regional Transportation Plan rather than a series of present and future years. The 
approach to the local analysis is tiered and is dependent on the status of the carbon monoxide 
SIP: the CO analysis can be qualitative, quantitative, or computational. The PM10 and PM2.5 
analysis is qualitative in scope. 
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Similar to the regional analysis, the Transportation Conformity Rule also applies to the local 
analysis. Sections of pertinence are 40 CFR 93.115 to 93.117, 93.123, and 93.126 to 93.128. In 
California, the procedures of the local analysis for carbon monoxide are modified pursuant 
§93.123(a)(1). Sub-paragraph (a)(1) states the following: 
 
Local Analysis: Carbon Monoxide Operational Impacts 
 
CO hot-spot analysis. (1) The demonstrations required by §93.116 (“Localized CO and PM10 
violations”) must be based on a quantitative analysis using the applicable air quality models, 
databases, and other requirements specified in 40 CFR part 51, Appendix W (Guideline on Air 
Quality Models). These procedures shall be used in the following cases, unless different 
procedures developed through the interagency consultation process required in §93.105 and 
approved by the U.S. EPA Regional Administrator are used: 
 
The sub-paragraph (a)(1) allows for an alternative. In California, the procedure for performing a 
CO analysis is detailed in the Transportation Project-Level Carbon Monoxide Protocol (Protocol) 
developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis. David 
P. Howekamp, Director of the Air Division of the U.S. EPA Region IX, approved the Protocol in 
October 1997. The EPA deemed the Protocol as an acceptable option to the mandated 
quantitative analysis. The Protocol incorporates §93.115 – 93.117, §93.126 – 93.128 into its rules 
and procedures. 
 
The scope required for local analysis is summarized in Section 3, Determination of Project 
Requirement, and Section 4, Local Analysis, of the Protocol. Section 3 incorporates §93.115 and 
the procedure to determine project requirements begins with the Figure 1: Requirements for New 
Projects. The sections cited is followed by a response, which will determine the next applicable 
section of the flowchart for the proposed project. 
 
The project is currently classified as being in attainment/maintenance for CO. The project was 
redesignated as in “attainment” after the 1990 Clean Air Act and has shown continued attainment 
for CO. The most recent 3 years of the 4-highest CO data monitored at the Los Angeles – 
Westchester Parkway station indicate that there is no recorded violation within the most recent 
three years of CO data. On June 11, 2007, the SCAB was redesignated as in 
attainment/maintenance for the CO NAAQS. The project has the potential to worsen air quality by 
way of: 1) an increase in cold starts, 2) increase in traffic volumes, and 3) worsening of traffic 
flows. Although the project will not increase the percentage of vehicles operating in false start 
mode or increase traffic volumes along the I-405 mainline, it will increase or decrease traffic 
volumes, particularly the AM and PM Peaks, by five percent or less at the intersections under 
study. The proposed project is anticipated to relieve congestion at the existing neighboring 
interchanges, and to reduce travel time on the freeway and adjacent local streets. The proposed 
project would also help re-distribute the traffic from the surrounding existing local intersections. 
The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange is not expected to worsen the traffic flow but is 
anticipated to improve flows during AM and PM peaks and overall Level of Service (LOS) at some 
local intersections. Traffic will worsen on intersections on Arbor Vitae Street. 
 
In general, the background CO concentration and the vehicular air pollutant emission factors are 
projected to decrease steadily in the future years due to newer, cleaner vehicles. While the local 
traffic volumes are project to increase slightly in the future, this increase in volumes is more than 
offset by the decrease of background CO levels and lower emission factors. The proposed project 
will not cause or contribute to any new violation of the federal CO standard. 
 
Local Analysis: PM2.5 and PM10 Operational Impacts 
 
Clean Air Act section 176(c)(1)(B) is the statutory criterion that must be met by all projects in the 
nonattainment and maintenance areas that are subject to transportation conformity. Section 
176(c)(1)(B) states that federally-supported transportation projects must not “cause or contribute 
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to any new violation of any standard in any area; increase the frequency or severity of any 
existing violation of any standard in any area; or delay timely attainment of any standard or any 
required interim emission reductions or other milestones in any area.” To meet statutory 
requirements, the March 10, 2006 final rule requires PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses to be 
performed for projects of air quality concern. Qualitative hot-spot analyses would be done for 
these projects before appropriate methods and modeling guidance are available and quantitative 
PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analyses are required under 40 CFR 93.123(b)(4). In addition, through 
the final rule, the EPA determined that projects not designated in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1) as projects 
of air quality concern (PQAQC) have also met statutory requirements without any further hot-spot 
analyses (40 CFR 93.116(a)). 
 
A PM2.5 and PM10 hot-spot analysis is not required for projects that are not a POAQC. In the 
South Coast Air Basin, it is the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) 
Transportation Conformity Working Group (TCWG) that makes the determination whether the 
project is or is not a POAQC. The TCWG is a forum to support interagency coordination to help 
improve air quality and maintain inclusive air quality planning process and to fulfill the interagency 
consultation requirements of the Federal Transportation Conformity Rule. Membership of the 
Southern California TCWG include federal (U.S. EPA, U.S. EPA Region 9, FHWA, FTA), state 
(CA Air Resources Board, Caltrans), regional (Air Quality Management Districts, SCAG, etc.), 
and sub-regional (County Transportation Commissions) agencies and other stakeholders.  
 
The required “PM Conformity Hot Spot Analysis – Project Summary for Interagency Consultation” 
was submitted to the TCWG for consideration at their July 22, 2008 meeting. The notice posted 
on the TCWG website that this project (#ID 49160) is not a POAQC. A copy of the project 
summary submitted to the SCAG TCWG and a list of its determinations is provided in the 
Appendices. 
 
The project was determined not to be a project of air quality concern because the facility is not 
expected to have a significant number of diesel vehicles (i.e. less than 10,000 per day), and 
because the project would not result in any increase in the number of diesel trucks that would 
utilize the facility. The redistribution of traffic is minor and would occur primarily near residential 
and commercial areas that have little truck traffic and only a marginal effect on truck movements. 
Therefore, the project will not result in an adverse local PM2.5 or a PM10 impact. The 
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 
Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas,” (U.S. EPA & FHWA, March 2006) provides examples of 
projects that are not an air quality concern. The first example is consistent with this proposed 
project, and the example is described as “Any new or expanded highway project that primarily 
services gasoline vehicle traffic (i.e., does not involve a significant number of increase in the 
number of diesel vehicles), including such projects involving congested intersections operating at 
Level-of-Service D, E, or F…” The project is not expected to increase the number of diesel 
vehicles on I-405, the on- and off-ramps, and intersections within the Project Study Area, and 
accordingly, the TCWG determined that this project is not a project of air quality concern. 
 
Additional Air Quality Topics 
 
Mobile Source Air Toxics. In addition to the criteria air pollutants for which there are National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), EPA also regulates air toxics. Most air toxics originate 
from human-made sources, including On-road mobile sources, non-road mobile sources (e.g. 
airplanes), area sources (e.g. dry cleaners) and stationary sources (e.g.s. factories or refineries).  
 
Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the Clean Air Act. 
The MSATs are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and non-road equipment. Some toxic 
compounds are present in fuel and emitted to the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through 
the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as 
secondary combustion products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities 
in oil or gasoline.  
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The EPA is the lead Federal Agency for administering the Clean Air Act and has certain 
responsibilities regarding the health effects of MSATs. The EPA issued a Final Rule on 
Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Source 66 FR 17229 (March 29, 
2001). This rule was issued under the authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act. In its rule, the 
EPA examined the impacts of existing and newly promulgated mobile source control programs, 
including its reformulated gasoline (RFG) program, its national low emission vehicle (NLEV) 
standards, its Tier 2 motor vehicles emissions standards and gasoline sulfur control 
requirements, and its proposed heavy duty engine and vehicle standards and On-highway diesel 
fuel sulfur control requirements. Between 2000 and 2020, FHWA projects that even with a 64 
percent increase in vehicle miles traveled (VMT), these programs will reduce On-highway 
emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1, 3-butadiene, and acetaldehyde by 57 percent to 65 
percent, and will reduce On-highway diesel Particulate Matter (PM) emissions by 87 percent, as 
shown in Figure 2-17 (Federal Highway Administration, Memorandum: Interim Guidance on Air 
Toxics Analysis in NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009) on the following page.  
 
As a result, EPA concluded that no further motor vehicle emissions standards or fuel standards 
were necessary to further control MSATs. The agency is preparing another rule under authority of 
CAA Section 202(I) that will address these issues and could make adjustments to the 21 full 
MSATs and the primary six MSATs. 
 
California’s vehicle emission control and fuel standards are more stringent than Federal 
standards, and are effective sooner, so the effect of air toxics of combined State and Federal 
regulations is expected to result in greater emission reductions, more quickly, than the FHWA 
analysis shows. The FHWA analysis with modifications related to the use of the California-
specific EMFAC model rather than the MOBILE model, would be conservative in its findings. 
 
Additional efforts are being undertaken by the CARB to control diesel particulate matter (PM). 
The CARB has found that diesel PM contributes over 70 percent of the known risk air toxics and 
poses the greatest cancer risks among all designated air toxics. Diesel trucks contribute more 
than half of the total diesel combustion sources. However, the CARB has adopted a Diesel Risk 
Reduction Plan (DRRP) with control measures that would reduce the overall diesel PM emissions 
by about 85% from 2000 to 2020. In addition, total toxic risk from diesel exhaust may only be 
exposed for a much shorter duration. Diesel PM is only one of many environmental toxics and 
those of other toxics and other pollutants in various environmental media that may overshadow its 
cancer risks. Therefore, while diesel exhaust may pose potential cancer risks to receptors 
spending time on or near high-risk diesel PM facilities, most receptors’ short-term exposure would 
only cause minimal harm, and these risks would also greatly diminish in the future operating 
years of the project due to planned emission control regulations. 
 
From 2000 to 2010, CARB staff predicts diesel PM emissions and risk would decrease by only 
about 20 percent if the recommended are not implemented. This reduction would result form the 
implementation of existing federal and state regulations and the attrition of older diesel-fueled 
passenger cars and light-duty trucks from the on-road fleet. The U.S. EPA has proposed new, 
lower emission standards for heavy-duty trucks for 2007 and lower sulfur limits for diesel fuel (on-
road vehicles only) in 2006. The benefits of these proposed rules are not included as existing 
measures because they have not yet been adopted. 
 
The recommended measures can be grouped as follows: measures addressing on-road vehicles, 
measures addressing off-road equipment and vehicles, and measures addressing stationary and 
portable engines. These measures include the EPA’s 2007 new heavy-duty truck standards and 
the 2006 low-sulfur diesel fuel limits. Off-road recommended measures will have the largest 
impact, resulting in over 90 percent reduction of the diesel PM reductions associated with all of 
the off-road measures. On-road and stationary and portable recommended measures would 
result in about an 80 reduction of the diesel PM reductions associated with all of the on-road and 
stationary and portable recommended measures. 
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Figure 2-18. Projected Percent Reduction in Diesel PM Cancer Risk from Year 2000 Levels 
 

 
 
Figure 2-19. Projected Diesel PM Emission Levels With and Without ARB Risk Reduction 
Plan 
 

 
 
Unavailable Information for Project Specific MSAT Impact Analysis 
 
This study includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of this project per 
FHWA guidance (Federal Highway Administration, Memorandum: Interim Guidance on Air Toxics 
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Analysis in NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009). However, available technical tools do not 
enable us to predict the project-specific health impacts of the emission changes associated with 
the Alternatives in this study. Due to these limitations, the following discussion is included in 
accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding incomplete or unavailable 
information: 
 
Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental and health 
impacts from MSATs on a proposed highway project would involve several key elements, 
including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in order to estimate ambient concentrations 
resulting from estimated emissions, exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to 
the estimated concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the 
estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical shortcomings or uncertain 
science that prevents a more complete determination of the MSAT health impacts of this project. 
 
Emissions. The U.S. EPA and California EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor 
vehicles are not sensitive to key variables determining emissions of MSATs in the context of 
highway projects. MOBILE 6.2 has been developed by the U.S. EPA to predict On-road vehicular 
emissions. EMFAC (either EMFAC2002 or the EMFAC2007 version) has been developed by the 
California Air Resources Board to predict vehicular emissions in California. While both MOBILE 
6.2 and EMFAC2007 are used to predict emissions at a regional level, they have limitations when 
applied at the project level. Both are trip-based models – emission factors are predicted based on 
a typical trip length of around 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for this typical trip. This means 
that neither model has the ability to predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating 
condition at a specific location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, both models can only 
approximate emissions from the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely to be present on 
the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture emissions effects of smaller projects. 
For Particulate Matter (PM), the MOBILE 6.2 model results are not sensitive to average trip 
speed; however, PM emissions from the EMFAC model are sensitive to trip speed, so for 
California conditions diesel PM emissions are treated the same as other emissions. Unlike 
MOBILE 6.2, the EMFAC model does not provide MSAT emission factors; Off-model speciation 
of EMFAC’s Total Organic Compounds output must be used to generate MSAT emissions. The 
emissions rates used in both MOBILE 6.2 and EMFAC are based on a limited number of vehicle 
tests.  
 
These deficiencies compromise the capability of both MOBILE 6.2 and EMFAC2007 to estimate 
MSAT emissions. Both are an adequate tool for projecting emissions trends, and performing 
relative analyses between alternatives for very large projects, but neither is sensitive enough to 
capture the effects of travel changes caused by smaller projects or to predict emissions near 
specific roadside locations.  
 
Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATs disperse are also limited. The U.S. EPA’s current 
regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were developed and validated more than a decade 
ago for the purpose of predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide (CO) to determine 
compliance with the NAAQS. The CALINE4 model used in California is an improvement on the 
CALINE3-based EPA models but like them, was built primarily for CO analysis. This model has 
not been specifically validated for use with other materials such as MSATs, and is difficult to use 
for averaging periods of more than 8 hours or so (health risk data for MSATs are typically based 
on 24-hour, annual, and long term (30-70 years) exposure). Dispersion models are appropriate 
for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at some time at some location within a 
geographic area but cannot accurately predict exposure patterns at specific times at specific 
locations across an urban area to assess potential health risk. The National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program (NCHRP) is conducting research on best practices in applying models and 
other technical methods in the analysis of MSATs. This work also will focus on identifying 
appropriate methods of documenting and communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process 
and to the general public. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is 
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also faced with a lack of adequate monitoring data in most areas for use in establishing project-
specific MSAT background concentrations. 
 
Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and concentrations of 
MSATs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in current techniques for exposure 
assessment and risk analysis preclude us from reaching meaningful conclusions about project-
specific health impacts. Exposure assessments are challenging because it is difficult to accurately 
calculate annual concentrations of MSATs near roadways, and to determine the portion of a year 
that people are actually exposed to those concentrations at a specific location. These difficulties 
are magnified for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly because unsupportable assumptions 
would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle technology (which 
affects emissions rates) over a 70-year period. There are also considerable uncertainties 
associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSATs, because of factors such 
as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the general 
population. Because of these shortcomings, any calculated difference in health impacts between 
alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties associated with calculating the 
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful to decision makers, 
who would need to weigh this information against other project impacts that are better suited for 
quantitative analysis. 
 
Summary of Existing Credible Scientific Evidence Relevant to Evaluating the Impacts of 
MSATs.  
 
Research into the health impacts of MSATs is ongoing. For different emission types, there are a 
variety of studies that show that some are either statistically associated with adverse health 
outcomes through epidemiological studies (frequently based on emissions levels found in 
occupational settings) or that animals demonstrate adverse health outcomes when exposed to 
large doses. 
 
Exposure to toxic has been a focus of a number of U.S. EPA efforts. Most notably, the agency 
conducted the National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) in 1996 to evaluate modeled estimates of 
human exposure applicable to the county level. While not intended for use as a measure or 
benchmark for local exposure, the modeled estimates in the NATA database best illustrate the 
levels of various toxics when aggregated to a Federal or State level. 
 
The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a database of human health effects that 
may result from exposure to various substances found in the environment. The IRIS database is 
located at http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six prioritized MSATs 
was taken from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence Characterization summaries. This 
information is taken verbatim from EPA’s IRIS database and represents the Agency’s most 
current evaluation of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures. The five 
organic-based MSAT’s listed below are also listed as toxic air contaminants by the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). 
 
Benzene is characterized as a known human carcinogen. 
 
The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be determined because the existing data is 
inadequate for an assessment of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation 
route of exposure. 
 
Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and 
sufficient evidence in animals. 
 
1, 3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation. 
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Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased incidence of nasal tumors in 
male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in male and female hamsters after inhalation 
exposure. 
 
Diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental 
exposure. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel particulate 
matter and diesel exhaust organic gases. The PM fraction of diesel exhaust (Diesel PM) has 
been designated by CARB as a toxic air contaminant due to long-term cancer risk. 
 
Diesel exhaust is also connected with chronic respiratory effects, possibly the primary non-
cancer hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and could 
produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships have 
not been developed from these studies. 
 
There have been other studies that address MSAT health impacts in proximity to roadways. The 
Health Effects Institute, a non-profit organization funded by EPA, FHWA, and industry, has 
undertaken a major series of studies to research near-roadway MSAT hot-spots, the health 
implications of the entire mix of mobile source pollutants, and other topics. The final summary of 
the series is not expected for several years.  
 
Some recent studies have reported that proximity to roadways is related to adverse health 
outcomes – particularly respiratory problems. Much of this research is not specific to MSATs, 
instead surveying the full spectrum of both criteria and other pollutants. The FHWA cannot 
evaluate the validity of these studies, but more importantly, they do not provide information that 
would be useful to alleviate the uncertainties listed above and enable us to perform a more 
comprehensive evaluation of the health impacts specific to this project. 
 
Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating Reasonably Foreseeable 
Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment, and Evaluation of impacts based upon 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific 
community. 
 
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a reliable quantitative assessment of the effects of 
air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the project level. While available 
tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative emissions changes between alternatives for larger 
projects, the amount of MSAT emissions from each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted 
with enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. (As noted above, the current 
emissions model is not capable of serving as a meaningful emissions analysis tool for smaller 
projects.) Therefore, the relevance of the unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not 
possible to make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have “significant 
adverse impacts on the human environment.” 
 
Below, a quantitative analysis of MSAT emissions in the project area is provided. This analysis 
acknowledges that the project may result in slightly increased exposure to MSAT emissions in 
certain locations compared to no project conditions. However, the analysis shows that exposure 
to MSAT emissions in the future will be less than current conditions. The concentrations and 
duration of exposure are uncertain, and because of this uncertainty, the health effects from these 
emissions cannot be estimated. 
 
MSAT Emissions in the Project Area. As discussed above, the technical shortcomings of 
emissions and dispersion models and uncertain science with respect to health effects prevent 
meaningful or reliable estimates of the MSAT emissions and effects of this project. However, 
even though reliable methods do not exist to accurately estimate the health impacts of MSATs at 
the project level, it is possible to qualitatively assess the levels of future MSAT emissions under 
the projects. Although a qualitative analysis cannot identify and measure health impacts from 
MSATs, it can give a basis for identifying and comparing the potential differences among MSAT 
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emissions, if any, from the project alternatives. Based on the FHWA MSAT analysis guidance 
(Federal Highway Administration, Memorandum: Interim Guidance on Air Toxics Analysis in 
NEPA Documents, September 30, 2009) this project would be considered as a project with 
potential low differences in MSAT effects among project alternatives. 
 
The amount of MSATs emitted would be proportional to the Average Daily Traffics (ADTs), 
assuming that other variables such as fleet mix and lengths of the project are the same 
alternative. As indicated in Table 18 below and Table 19 on the following page, the overall 
projected ADTs for the intersections in the vicinity of the proposed project and I-405 are expected 
to decrease between the Build and No-Build Alternatives on the intersection(s) and mainline.  
 
Table 18. Average Daily Traffic for Alternative 1: No Build 
 

 
ADT = Average Daily Traffic for 2007 (Existing), 2014 (Operational Year), and Horizon Year (2035) 
Source: Caltrans District 7 Office of Freeway Operations 
 
Table 19. Average Daily Traffic for Alternative 2: New South Half Interchange 
 

 
ADT = Average Daily Traffic for 2007 (Existing), 2014 (Operational Year), and Horizon Year (2035) 
Source: Caltrans District 7 Office of Freeway Operations 
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Relieving congestion by enhancing operations and improving travel times along I-405 and the 
intersections within and adjacent to the Project Study Area will lead to an overall reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions. The Traffic Management Plan protocols developed during the Project 
Approval and Environmental Document and Construction Phases of this project will aid in 
reducing construction-related traffic delays. The project’s beneficial effect on traffic, vehicle miles 
traveled and delay time will improve mobility and safety and reduce carbon dioxide emissions. 
 
Build Alternative 2 proposed to construct a New South Half Interchange at Arbor Vitae Street and 
I-405. The projected traffic volumes at the Arbor Vitae Intersections will increase. Due to an 
anticipated redistribution of traffic utilizing the Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange, however, 
future traffic volumes at surrounding intersections are projected to decrease. The projected 
overall volumes are expected to decrease with the Build Alternative when compared to the No-
Build Alternative. Also, it is expected that there would be low to no appreciable difference in 
overall MSAT emissions among the various alternatives. Based on the reduction in the projected 
overall traffic volumes with the Build Alternative, it is anticipated that the overall MSAT emissions 
would also decrease. In addition, regardless of the alternative identified, emissions will likely be 
lower than present levels in the design year as a result of EPA’s and California’s control programs 
that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by at least 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to 2020. 
Local conditions may differ from these national projections in terms of fleet mix and turnover, ADT 
growth rates, and local control measures. However, the magnitude of the EPA-projected 
reductions is so great (even after accounting for VMT growth) that MSAT emissions in the study 
area are likely to be lower in the future in virtually all locations. 
 
Naturally Occurring Asbestos (NOA). Asbestos is a term used for several types of naturally 
occurring fibrous minerals that are a human health hazard when airborne. The most common 
type of asbestos is chrysotile but other types such as tremolite and actinolite are also found in 
California. Asbestos is classified as a known human carcinogen by state, federal, and 
international agencies and was designated as a toxic air contaminant by the CARB in 1986. All 
types of asbestos are hazardous and may cause lung disease and cancer.  
 
Asbestos can be released from serpentinite and ultramafic rocks when the rock is broken or 
crushed. At the point of release, the asbestos fibers may become airborne, causing air quality 
and human health hazards. These rocks have been commonly used for unpaved gravel roads, 
landscaping, fill projects and other improvement projects in some localities. Asbestos may be 
released to the atmosphere due to vehicular traffic on unpaved roads, during grading for 
development projects, and at quarry operations. All of these activities may have the effect of 
releasing potentially harmful asbestos into the air. Natural weathering and erosion processes can 
act on asbestos bearing rock and make it easier for asbestos fibers to become airborne if such 
rock is disturbed.  
Serpentinite may contain chrysotile asbestos, especially near fault zones. Ultramafic rock, a rock 
closely related to serpentinite, may also contain asbestos minerals. Asbestos can also be 
associated with other rock types in California, though much less frequently than serpentinite 
and/or ultramafic rock. Serpentinite and/or ultramafic rock are known to be present in 44 of 
California's 58 counties. These rocks are particularly abundant in the counties of the Sierra 
Nevada foothills, the Klamath Mountains, and Coast Ranges. The California Department of 
Conservation, Division of Mines and Geology have developed a map of the state showing the 
general location of ultramafic rock in the state. Los Angeles County is one of the Counties 
designated as one of the Counties containing serpentinite and ultramafic rock. However, only the 
Catalina Island portion of Los Angeles County has been found to contain such rock; hence, it is 
not found in the Project Study Area. Therefore, no potential impacts from naturally occurring 
asbestos during project construction would occur.  
 
While unlikely, if naturally occurring asbestos, serpentine, or ultramific rock is discovered during 
grading operations Section 93105, Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations requires 
notification to the SCAQMD by the next business day and implementation of the following 
measures within 24-hours: 
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 Unpaved areas subject to vehicle traffic must be stabilized by being adequately wetted, 

treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered with material that contains less than 
0.25 percent asbestos 

 The speed of any vehicles and equipment traveling across unpaved areas must be no 
more than fifteen (15) miles per hour unless the road surface and surrounding area is 
sufficiently stabilized to prevent vehicles and equipment traveling more than 15 miles per 
hour from emitting dust that is visible crossing the project boundaries 

 Storage piles and disturbed areas not subject to vehicular traffic must be stabilized by 
being kept adequately wetted, treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered with 
material that contains less than 0.25 percent asbestos 

 Activities must be conducted so that no track-out from any road construction project is 
visible on any paved roadway open to the public 

 
Concluding Comments About Air Quality. This project-level Air Quality Report addresses all 
pertinent aspects of conformity and adheres to the Transportation Conformity Rule. The proposed 
project is listed and fully funded in the FHWA approved 2008 RTP and the 2008 RTIP. The 
project will be removed from upcoming RTPs and RTIP as No-Build Alternative 1 has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative. The design, concept, and scope of the project have not 
changed significantly and the project is not likely to result in adverse impact on the ambient air 
quality in the project vicinity. Based on the most recent 3-years of CO data at the Los Angeles – 
Westchester Parkway air monitoring station, it is unlikely that the proposed project will contribute 
to the ambient CO level to violate National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS). No 
avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are proposed for No-Build Alternative 1 since 
there will be no impacts on air quality. 
 
The proposed project is located in Los Angeles County, a federally designated nonattainment 
area for both PM2.5 and PM10; therefore, a PM project-level hot-spot analysis is required. On July 
22, 2008, the SCAG TCWG concurred that this project would not be a POAQC for PM2.5 and 
PM10. It was determined that this project met the conformity requirements for PM2.5 and PM10 
without a qualitative analysis and in accordance with the March 10, 2006 Final Rule. A discussion 
of fugitive dust control measures is provided, and it is recommended that the measure be 
included as project commitments prior to construction. The activities of the proposed project are 
not expected to cause any new violations, worsen existing violations, or delay timely attainment of 
the NAAQS. The analysis shows that MSAT emissions in the project area will decrease in future 
years and that the project would result in a decrease in MSAT emissions compared to no project 
conditions. Control measures have been designated for naturally occurring asbestos should rock 
containing asbestos be uncovered. 
 
The proposed but rejected project was partially funded and is in the Southern California 
Association of Governments 2008 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), which was found to 
conform by the Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) on May 8, 2008 and 
FHWA and FTA adopted the air quality conformity finding on June 5, 2008. The project is also 
included in the SCAG’s 2008 Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP), page 29. 
The 2008 RTIP was approved by the FHWA and the FTA on January 14, 2009. An additional $37 
million was needed to construct this project. The design, concept, and scope of the proposed 
project is not consistent with the project description in 2008 RTP, the 2008 RTIP and 
assumptions in the SCAG’s regional emissions analysis as No-Build Alternative 1 has been 
identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
An Air Quality Conformity Report (AQCR) will not be prepared since the No-Build Alternative 1 
has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. There would be no construction with this 
alternative. The No-Build Alternative 1 is deemed exempt pursuant to 40 CFR 93.126 under 
“Other – Specific activities which do not involve or lead directly to construction, such as: Planning 
and technical studies.” As a result, Alternative 1, or the No-Build Alternative, is exempt from the 
requirement to determine air quality conformity. There will be no potential for Air Quality Impacts. 
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2.2.7 NOISE AND VIBRATION 
 
Regulatory Setting. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) provide the broad basis for analyzing and abating highway 
traffic noise effects. The intent of these laws is to promote the general welfare and to foster a 
healthy environment. The requirements for noise analysis and consideration of noise abatement 
and/or mitigation, however, differ between NEPA and CEQA.  
 
National Environmental Policy Act and 23 CFR 772 
 
For highway transportation projects with FHWA (and Caltrans, as assigned) involvement, the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 and the associated implementing regulations (23 CFR 772) 
govern the analysis and abatement of traffic noise impacts. The regulations require that potential 
noise impacts in areas of frequent human use be identified during the planning and design of a 
highway project. The regulations contain Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) that is used to 
determine when a noise impact would occur. The NAC differ depending on the type of land use 
under analysis. For example, the NAC for residences (67 dBA) is lower than the NAC for 
commercial areas (72 dBA). Table 20 on the following page lists the noise abatement criteria for 
use in the NEPA-23 CFR 772 analysis. 
 
Table 20. Noise Abatement Criteria for Use in the NEPA-23 CFR 772 Analysis 
 

Activity 
Category 

NAC Leg(h) dBA 
Mazimum Noise Level 
15m (50 ft) distance 

A 57-Exterior 

Lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if the 
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose. 

B 67-Exterior 
Picnic areas, recreations areas, playgrounds, active sport 
areas, parks, residences, motels, hotels, schools, 
churches, libraries, and hospitals. 

C 72-Exterior 
Developed lands, properties of activities not included in 
Categories A or B above. 

D --- Undeveloped lands. 

E 52-Interior 
Residences, motels, hotels, public meeting rooms, 
schools, churches, libraries, hospitals, and auditoriums. 

 
Figure 2-20 on the following page lists the noise levels of common activities to enable readers to 
compare the actual and predicted highway noise-levels discussed in this section with common 
activities. 
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Figure 2-20. Noise Levels of Common Activities 
 

 
 
In accordance with the Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol for New Highway Construction 
and Reconstruction Projects, August 2006 (TNAP), a noise impact occurs when the future noise 
level with the project results in a substantial increase in noise level (defined as a 12 dBA or more 
increase) or when the future noise level with the project approaches or exceeds the NAC. 
Approaching the NAC is defined as coming within 1 dBA of the NAC. 
 
If it is determined that the project will have noise impacts, then potential abatement measures 
must be considered. Noise abatement measures that are determined to be reasonable and 
feasible at the time of final design are incorporated into the project plans and specifications. This 
document discusses noise abatement measures that would likely be incorporated in the project.   
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Caltrans’ Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol sets forth the criteria for determining when an abatement 
measure is reasonable and feasible. Feasibility of noise abatement is basically an engineering 
concern. A minimum 5 dBA reduction in the future noise level must be achieved for an abatement 
measure to be considered feasible. Other considerations include topography, access 
requirements, other noise sources and safety considerations. The reasonableness determination 
is basically a cost-benefit analysis. Factors used in determining whether a proposed noise 
abatement measure is reasonable include: residents acceptance, the absolute noise level, build 
versus existing noise, environmental impacts of abatement, public and local agencies input, 
newly constructed development versus development pre-dating 1978 and the cost per benefited 
residence. 
 
Study Methods and Procedures 
 
Selection of Receivers and Measurement Sites. Noise sensitive receivers in the project area 
that are subject to traffic noise impacts from freeway-generated noise were identified. Noise 
sensitive areas typically include residences, schools, libraries, churches and temples, hospitals, 
recreation and sport areas, playgrounds, hotels, motels and parks. 
 
For this project, Caltrans Noise and Vibration Investigation Branch personnel performed a field 
survey of the entire area within the limits of the project. The survey included visiting the project 
sites in order to identify land uses within the project limits and to select the noise measurement 
sites. The entire area within the project limits was acoustically represented by 12 noise 
measurement site locations and modeled at one location. The noise measurement sites were 
identified taking into consideration the following general site requirements: 
 

1) Sites were acoustically representative of areas and conditions of interest. They were 
located at areas of human use. 

2) Sites were clear of major obstructions between source and receiver.  Microphone 
positions were more than 9 feet away from reflecting surfaces. 

3) Sites were free of noise contamination by sources other than those of interest. Sites were 
not located near barking dogs, lawn mowers, pool pumps, air conditioners, etc. 

4) Sites were not exposed to prevailing meteorological conditions that are beyond the 
constraints discussed in the Technical Noise Supplement. 

 
The Interstate 405 Corridor already exceeds the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC), so no noise 
readings or any long-term noise modeling will be conducted outside of the Project Study Area. 
 
Measurement of Existing Noise Levels. The existing noise environment in the project area was 
determined by performing short-term (10-minute) and long-term (24-hour) noise monitoring.  
24-hour readings were taken at locations representative of residential area within an interchange 
in order to determine the noisiest hour. Sound level meters were placed at two representative 
sites (See Table 21 Traffic Noise Measurement and Modeling Results) and were left to run 
continuously monitoring and recording noise levels for a 24-hour period. The short-term noise 
levels were recorded within each 24-hour noise monitoring for that particular area. The noise level 
data collected was then analyzed and adjusted using the 24-hour noise readings to determine the 
noisiest hour. 
 
Additionally, two community background noise readings were taken within the project limits.  
Background noise is the total of all noise generated within the community and is measured away 
from the freeway where freeway traffic noise does not contribute to the total noise level. 
Background noise levels are typically measured to determine the feasibility (noise reducibility of 5 
dBA) of noise abatement and to insure that noise reduction goals can be achieved. The 
community background noise limits within the construction limits of the project ranged from 53 to 
58 dBA. Noise abatement cannot reduce noise levels below background noise levels. 
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Short-term noise readings were taken from 03/08/2006 to 03/13/2006 between the hours of 9:55 
a.m. and 1:15 p.m., using Metrosonics Model MS3080 sound level meter (serial numbers 3120, 
3193 and 3194) placed 5 feet above the ground on a tripod. Measurements were taken for 
periods of 10 minutes at each location. The short-term monitoring locations are shown in Layouts 
L-1 through L-3 and Attachments 1 and 2. Long-term noise readings were taken from 3/08/2006 
to 3/13/2006 using Medtronics MS3080 sound level (serial numbers 3126 and 3127) place 5 feet 
above the ground on a tripod. Measurements were taken for 24-hours or more at each location. 
 
During the short-term measurements, Caltrans staff attended the sound-level meter. All readings 
were recorded only if no significant sound level contamination from sources other than the 
freeway traffic were present. The noise levels measured during the measurement period were 
logged in the sound level meter’s memory and later downloaded to a personal computer and 
printed out. 
 
The calibration of the meters was checked before and after the field measurements using the 
Metrosonics CL 304 calibrators (CL304-7456, CL304-7457, CL304-7458, CL304-7459, and 
CL304-7460). It was determined that no adjustment in calibration was necessary. Wind speed 
was observed using a Kestrel 1000 anemometer during the short-term noise monitoring session. 
No noise readings were recorded when the wind speed exceeded a sustained 10 miles per hour 
(mph). The temperature varied from approximately 70 - 85 Fahrenheit, and winds were light, 
having little effect on sound propagation over moderate distances. Traffic on SR-405 near the 
respective noise-monitoring site was counted simultaneously when noise measurements were 
being recorded. Caltrans staff performed traffic counts and vehicle classifications manually. 
Vehicles were classified as automobiles, medium-duty trucks, heavy-duty trucks, and 
motorcycles. An automobile is defined as a vehicle with two axles and four tires and primarily 
designed to carry passengers. Small vans and light trucks are in this category as well. Medium 
trucks include all cargo vehicles with two axles and six tires. Heavy trucks include all vehicles with 
three or more axles. 
 
Traffic speeds on I-405 were determined by traveling in the flow of traffic and by observing the 
vehicle speed on the speedometer. The posted speed limit on the mainline Route 405 in the 
project area is 65 mph. 
 
FHWA Traffic Noise Model 2.5. The Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise Model 
(FHWA TNM) Version 2.5 is FHWA’s computer program for highway traffic noise prediction and 
analysis. The FHWA TNM v. 2.5 computer program was used for the traffic noise analysis 
presented in this report. In order to develop the analytical model, all relevant topographic 
features, including roadway lanes, receiver locations, existing sound barriers and existing terrain 
in the area of potential impact, were digitized into a three-dimensional, scaled reference 
coordinate system for both existing and future conditions. 
 
Calibration of Noise Model. Using the measured existing noise level data and corresponding 
traffic counts, the FHWA TNM Version 2.5 was calibrated as necessary in order to correctly 
predict noise levels at analysis locations. 
 
Future Noise Level Prediction. Analysis based on the traffic volumes and speeds, stated in the 
1997 Caltrans Highway Capacity Manual, indicates that maximum noise occurs at Level of 
Services (LOS) D-E at 85% of capacity and 100% of free flow speed. Using this information, it 
was determined that a traffic volume of 1950 vehicle/hour/lane would be the worst noise hour 
traffic volume under the future No-Build design-year (2036) situation. The traffic noise model was 
analyzed for the above-mentioned traffic volume to predict worse hour noise levels for design-
year conditions. The Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol (TNAP) requires that noise level be predicted 
using traffic characteristics that will yield the worst hourly traffic noise impact on a regular basis 
for future conditions.  
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Identification of Traffic Noise Impacts and Noise Abatement Considerations. Results from 
computer analysis for future-worst-hour noise levels were used to determine if traffic noise 
impacts would occur. Traffic noise impacts occur when it is determined that the proposed project 
causes a substantial noise increase or is predicted traffic noise levels approach or exceed Noise 
Abatement Criteria. A noise increase is substantial when the predicted noise levels after project 
completion exceed existing noise levels by 12 dBA - Leq(h). A traffic noise also occurs when 
predicted noise levels after project completion approach within 1 dBA - Leq(h), or exceed Noise 
Abatement Criteria. Sound wall insertion losses were calculated using the calibrated traffic noise 
models developed for each analysis site. According to the protocol, a minimum of 5 dBA noise 
reduction (insertion loss) must be achievable at impacted receivers in order for the proposed 
abatement to be considered acoustically feasible. Based on the results of the analysis, 
preliminary noise abatement was recommended at locations where traffic noise impacts were 
identified and the abatement measure was found to be feasible. The reasonableness cost 
allowance for the acoustically feasible noise barriers was calculated following the procedure 
defined in the TNAP. The reasonable cost allowance is based on a base allowance of $32,000 
per benefited residence (i.e. residences that receive at least 5 dBA noise reduction for the sound 
wall) and additional dollars for the following factors: absolute noise levels, change in noise levels, 
achievable noise reduction and the date the residences were constructed.  
 
Affected Environment 
 
Land Use and Sensitive Areas. The existing land use within the project limits is comprised of 
residential, commercial and hotel/motel. Seven residential parcels consisting of 13 residential 
units are located within the project limits. These parcels are located are south of West Arbor Vitae 
Street, west and east of South Ash Avenue and north of West 95th Street. Three of the parcels 
are three-unit residential properties and four parcels include single-family homes.  
 
School, hotel, park, and residential properties outside of the project limits will be indirectly 
impacted by the construction of this project. The schools include Clyde Woolworth Elementary 
School, City of Honors High School, and the University of West Los Angeles. The adjacent hotels 
are the Crowne Plaza, Hampton Inn, Holiday Inn, Motel 6, Westin Inn, and LAX. The Motel 6 
located at 5101 West Century Boulevard in the City of Inglewood has an exterior area of frequent 
human use. Other assorted commercial use properties border the west and southeast edge of the 
project limits. Many residential units are adjacent to the eastern edge of the project limits. Due to 
parking, walking, and recreational activities, these properties all have exterior areas of regular 
human use. 
 
Ashwood Park is within a half of a mile of the eastern border of the project limits. This park is 
outside of the Project Study Area covered in this environmental document. Therefore, this park 
was not evaluated using the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol in the Traffic Noise Study Report 
prepared for this project. Ashwood Park may experience temporary effects during construction in 
terms of associated accessibility and/or noise issues. During the construction phases of the 
project, noise from construction activities will temporarily and intermittently dominate the noise 
environment in the immediate area of construction. Construction noise is regulated by Caltrans 
Specifications, Section 7-1.011, “Sound Control Requirements.” These requirements state that 
noise levels generated during construction shall comply with applicable local, state, and federal 
regulations that all equipment shall be fitted with adequate mufflers according to the 
manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
Existing Traffic Noise. The noise environment area is dominated by traffic traveling the I-405, on 
and off-ramps to and from the Arbor Vitae and the Century Boulevard over-crossings, and traffic 
noise from local streets within the construction limits of the project. No sound walls exist within 
the project limits. Two sound walls are proposed for noise reduction purposes as part of the  
I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. Sound wall SW-1 will be adjacent to 
northbound Route 405 from 0.1 mile north of Arbor Vitae Street to Century Boulevard along 
Caltrans Right of Way. Sound wall SW-2 will be adjacent to southbound I-405 from 0.15 miles 
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south of Arbor Vitae Street to Arbor Vitae Street along Caltrans Right of Way. For the purposes of 
the study, the said proposed sound walls have been analyzed as existing sound walls wherever 
applicable when modeling the traffic noise for this report. 
 
Below, Table 21, Traffic Noise Measurements and Modeling Results, summarizes short-term 
sound level measurements taken in the project area and the noise modeling results for existing 
conditions. The measurements and modeling results indicate that existing traffic noise levels for 
the residential area typically range between 61 and 76 dBA - Leq(h). The 24-hour noise readings 
were taken at Sites N3A and N3B.  For both of these sites, which represents the area between 
Century Boulevard and Arbor Vitae Street over-crossing, the existing worst-hour noise level was 
measured to be 69.5 dBA - Leq(h) between 12:37 p.m. and 1:37 p.m. Background noise levels 
measured at two locations ranged from 53 to 58 dBA - Leq(h). 
 
Table 21. Traffic Noise Measurement and Modeling Results  
 

 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Future Noise Environment. Future noise levels were predicted using traffic characteristics that 
yield the worst hourly traffic noise impact on a regular basis. As previously described, 1950 
vehicles per hour per lane at 65 mph for the year 2036 were used as the future traffic volume. 
The percentages of cars, medium trucks, and heavy trucks use for modeling the present were 
assumed to remain the same in the future as of today. Predicted increases in traffic noise under 
design-year conditions relative to existing conditions typically are in the range of 0 - 1dBA. These 
increases are attributed to the addition of the proposed two mixed flow lanes and the 
consequential increases in traffic volumes. 
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Traffic Noise Environment. The Traffic Noise Measurements and Modeling Results Table 21 
shows the predicted traffic noise levels approach/exceed the Noise Abatement Criteria (NAC) of 
67 dBA - Leq(h) for Activity Category B. The Activity Category B land uses within the project limits 
including residential properties and the Motel 6, Site N1, adjacent to the southeastern corner of 
the project limits. It was predicted that the future Route 405 New South Half Interchange 
Improvement project would impact the residential areas adjacent to the northbound 405 freeway. 
Based on predicted noise levels, the Motel 6 (N1) adjacent to the project limits will not face 
substantial freeway traffic noise impact as its Field-Measured Noise Level (66 dBA - Leq(h)) will 
not be raised substantially with the Modeled Noise Level (61 dBA - Leq(h)) and the Predicted 
Worst-Hour-Noise Level (62 dBA - Leq(h)) when the local traffic is filtered out. The noise level is 
substantially higher (70 dBA - Leq(h)) without the local traffic being filtered out. Nearby 
businesses that are included in Activity Category C include commercial businesses that have 
exterior frequent human use and therefore were considered for potential freeway traffic noise 
impacts.  
 
For Alternative 2, it was predicted that the future construction of the new south half interchange 
consisting of the northbound Interstate 405 off-ramp to Arbor Vitae Street and southbound I-405 
onramp to Arbor Vitae Street would impact all residential areas represented by Sites N3, N4, N5, 
N6A and S1 along northbound and southbound I-405. The residential area represented by Site 
S2 along southbound I-405 is not impacted by freeway traffic noise from this new south half 
interchange project. A motel development within the project limits has an exterior area of frequent 
human use. No traffic noise has been predicted at this motel, 62 dBA - Leq(h), as the future 
predicted noise level is below the state/federal criteria at this location. Therefore, no noise 
abatement has been considered for this motel. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as 
the Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Noise Impacts. 
 
Abatement 
 
Preliminary Noise Abatement Analysis. FHWA regulations (23CFR772) state that noise 
abatement will usually be necessary where noise impacts are predicted, only where frequent 
human use occurs, and where a lowered noise level would be of benefit. As a matter of practice, 
abatement is considered for places where people are exposed to highway noise for at least 1 
hour on a regular basis. Potential noise abatement measures include: 
 

 Avoiding the project impact by using design alternatives, such as altering the horizontal 
and vertical alignment of the project. 

 Constructing noise barriers 
 Acquiring property to serve as a buffer zone 
 Using traffic management measures to regulate types of vehicles and speed 
 Acoustically insulating public use or nonprofit institutional structures 

 
Caltrans has prepared a Noise Abatement Decision Report (NADR), in consideration of the 
topography, land use, right-of-way, and existing traffic. It has been determined that construction 
of sound walls would be the appropriate form of noise abatement measure for the impacted area 
within the project limits. Sound walls have been considered and/or recommended at the following 
locations for various activity categories within the project limits. 
 
Residential Areas. The impacted residential areas have been considered for noise abatement. 
They are represented by the following sites: N3, N4, N5, and N6A located east of the Interstate 
405 freeway and Site S1 located west of the Interstate 405 freeway. Sites N3, N4, N6A, and S1 
are considered impacted because the predicted traffic noise levels exceed the Noise Abatement 
Criteria (NAC) of 67 dBA - Leq(h). Site N5 is also impacted because the predicted traffic noise 
level approaches the NAC of 67 dBA - Leq(h). Sound wall SW-1 will provide 5-10 dBA noise 
reduction for the residential areas represented by Sites N3, N4, N5, and N6A. Sound wall SW-2 
provides 5 dBA noise reduction for the residential area represented by Site S1. Both sound walls 
been proposed along state-owned right of way. All impacted residential areas considered for 
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abatement are listed in the Traffic Noise Measurements and Modeling Results Table 21 on two 
pages previous.  
 
Hotels/Motels. The Motel 6 is represented by Site N1 located adjacent to the project limits. No 
noise impacts were identified at this location. In addition, a Modeled Noise Level Site N1 located 
at the pool (an area of frequent human use) in the motel’s property did not indicate any noise 
impacted from predicted noise levels. The other adjacent hotels are the Crowne Plaza, Hampton 
Inn, Holiday Inn, Westin Inn, and LAX. 
 
Schools. Schools located outside of the project limits will be indirectly impacted by the 
construction of this project. These include Clyde Woolworth Elementary School, City of Honors 
High School, and the University of West Los Angeles. 
 
Parks. One park located outside of the project will be indirectly impacted by the construction of 
this project. Ashwood Park is within a half of a mile of the eastern border of the project limits.  
 
Commercial and Industrial Developments. There are several commercial developments and 
parking structures within the project limits. In addition, as mentioned previously in the report, 
there is a motel development adjacent to the southeastern corner of the project limits that has an 
exterior area of frequent human use. No traffic noise impact has been predicted at this motel as 
the future predicted noise level is below the state/federal criteria at this location. Therefore, no 
noise abatement has been considered for this motel. 
 
Undeveloped Lands. There are no undeveloped land parcels within the Project Study Area. 
 
Noise Abatement Feasibility and Reasonable Cost Allowances. The recommended sound 
walls considered for noise reduction have been analyzed for feasibility based on the achievable 
noise reduction. The insertion loss for the considered sound wall SW-1 is 9 decibels (dBA) and 
therefore acoustically feasible. The insertion loss for the considered sound wall SW-2 is 5 
decibels (dBA) and is also acoustically feasible. These two sound walls were further evaluated to 
estimate the reasonable cost-allowance required to determine the overall reasonableness. 
 
For any sound wall to be considered reasonable from a cost perspective, the total estimated cost 
of the sound wall must be equal to or below the total cost-allowance calculated for that wall. The 
cost calculations of the sound wall should include all items appropriate and necessary for the 
construction of the sound wall, such as traffic control, drainage modification, and retaining walls. 
Preliminary information on the physical characteristics of potential abatement measures (such as 
physical location, length, and height of sound walls) has been evaluated. The final design must 
meet the requirements of Chapter 1100 of the Highway Design Manual. In particular, the 
minimum and maximum height requirements must be in accordance with Section 1102.3 of the 
manual. 
 
Based on the studies performed, Caltrans intends to incorporate noise abatement measures in 
the form of sound walls with the aforementioned lengths and average heights of 14 feet before all 
other construction activities are begun. Sound walls now exist on both the west and east sides of 
Interstate 405 north of the Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing. The following is a discussion on 
recommended noise abatement.  
 
Proposed Acoustically Feasible Sound Wall for Build Alternative: 
 
Northbound I-405  
 
Sound wall SW-1 provides 5-10 decibels (dBA) noise reduction for the residential areas 
represented by Sites N3, N4, N5 and N6A. The proposed sound wall will be built along state-
owned right of way. 
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Southbound I-405 
 
Sound wall SW-2 provides 5 dBA noise reduction for the site represented by Site S1. The 
proposed sound wall will be built along state-owned right of way. 
 
Based on the studies completed to date, Caltrans intends to incorporate noise abatement in the 
form of barriers at: northbound I-405 and southbound I-405, with a length and average height of 
2,445 feet and 14 feet for Sound Wall SW-1 and 814 feet and 14 feet for Sound Wall SW-2. 
Calculations based on preliminary design data indicate that the barriers will reduce noise levels 
by 5 to 10 dBA for many residences at a cost to be determined. If during final design conditions 
have substantially changed, noise abatement may not be necessary. The final decision of the 
noise abatement will be made upon completion of the project design and the public involvement 
processes. 
 
Construction Noise. During the construction phases of the project, noise from construction 
activities may intermittently dominate the noise environment in the immediate area of 
construction. Construction noise is regulated by Caltrans standard specifications, Section 7-1.01I, 
Sound Control Requirements (7). These requirements state that noise levels generated during 
construction shall comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulations and that all 
equipment shall be fitted with adequate mufflers according to the manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
Table 22 on the next page summarizes typical noise levels produced by construction equipment 
commonly used on roadway construction projects. As indicated, equipment involved in 
construction is expected to generate noise levels ranging from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 
feet. Noise produced by construction equipment would be reduced over distance at a rate of 
about 6 dBA per doubling of distance. No adverse noise impacts from construction are 
anticipated because construction would be conducted in accordance with Caltrans standard 
specifications and would be short-term, intermittent, and dominated by local traffic noise. 
Implementing the following measures would minimize temporary construction noise impacts:  
 

 All equipment shall have sound-control devices no less effective than those provided on 
the original equipment. No equipment shall have an unmuffled exhaust. 

 No pile driving, jackhammer and drill or trucks using backup beepers shall be permitted 
during nighttime hours (9pm to 7am) to minimize disturbance for neighboring residents. 
As an alternative to pile driving, please use cast and drill hole method during nighttime 
hours. 

 The “backing-up beeping alarm” of trucks be minimized to the maximum extent or 
eliminated altogether during nighttime hours (9pm to 7am). 

 Simultaneous equipment idling noise needs to be minimized to reduce the cumulative 
construction noise.  

 The two proposed sound walls needs to be constructed before all other construction 
activities begin. 

 Caltrans will make it clear to the public during construction that if they feel that the noise 
levels are excessive, the agency will take noise readings during construction to ensure 
that noise levels do not exceed 86 dBA at homes located 50 or more feet from the 
construction zone. 

 Caltrans will take action to ensure that noise levels just below 86 dBA will not remain 
constant. 

 As directed by the Engineer, the contractor shall implement appropriate additional noise 
mitigation measures including, but not limited to, changing the location of stationary 
construction equipment, turning off idling equipment, rescheduling construction activity, 
notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction work, or installing acoustic 
barriers around stationary construction noise sources. 
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Table 22. Construction Equipment Noise Levels 
 

 
 
Concluding Comments about Noise. Existing noise levels were recorded at 13 locations and 
modeled at 1 location that represented the noise sensitive area along the eastern edge of 
Interstate 405 within the project limits. The existing noise levels recorded at various residences 
ranged between 61 and 76 decibels (dBA). The future predicted worst hour noise levels for these 
locations were calculated using The Federal Highway Administration’s Traffic Noise Model 
(FHWA TNM) Version 2.5. 
 
The future noise levels after the completion of the project are expected to increase by 1 dBA. 
Several areas of land use category B have been identified as being impacted by freeway noise. 
Noise reduction measures in the form of sound walls have been recommended for the impacted 
areas. Two sound walls have been proposed. Sound wall SW-1 with a height of 14 feet and 
length of 2,445 feet will provide 5-10 dBA noise reduction for the residential areas represented by 
Sites N3, N4, N5, (residential sites) and N6A (model site) east of Interstate 405. Sound wall SW-2 
with a height of 14 feet and length of 814 feet will provide 5 dBA of noise reduction for the site 
represented by Site S1 (residential) west of Interstate 405. The Caltrans Noise Decision 
Abatement Report (NADR) will be available for review at a date to be determined. 
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A noise increase is substantial when the predicted noise levels after project completion exceed 
existing noise levels by 12 dBA - Leq(h). This will not occur with Build Alternative 2 of the 
Proposed but Rejected New South Half Interchange Project. None of the future noise levels with 
the Build Alternative would have exceeded existing noise levels more than 5 dBA - Leq(h), the 
result for the Model Site N6A. Sites N3 and S1 will exceed existing noise levels by 1 dBA - Leq(h) 
in the Model Noise Level versus the Field-Measured Noise Level. Site N4 will exceed Existing 
Worst-Hour Noise Level by 1 dBA - Leq(h) in the Predicted Worst-Hour Noise Level after the 
construction of the Proposed but Rejected Build Alternative. No avoidance, minimization and/or 
mitigation measures are proposed for No Build Alternative 1 since there will be no impacts on 
noise and vibration. 
 
2.3 BIOLOGICAL ENVIRONMENT 
 
The Biological Environment section of the EA is broken into the following subsections: 
 

 Natural Communities 
 Wetlands and Other Waters 
 Plant Species 
 Animal Species 
 Threatened and Endangered Species 
 Invasive Species 

 
General Description of the Existing and Physical Conditions 
 
Study Area. The study area has Interstate 405 in the center and extends roughly from Century 
Boulevard in the south to Arbor Vitae Street in the north, and extends west to La Cienega 
Boulevard and east to South Ash and South Ocean Gate Avenues, in the City of Inglewood Los 
Angeles County. The project’s study area does not include any water bodies, wetlands or 
sensitive natural areas within its project limits. The Pacific Ocean is nearly four miles to the west 
and thirteen miles to the south. The Los Angeles River is over seven miles to the East. Also, the 
study area is heavily urbanized as is the surrounding communities. Current land uses consist of 
residential, commercial, industrial, and office within the project’s study area. 
 
Biological Conditions in the Biological Study Area (BSA). The surveyed BSA for this project 
is made up of no natural community habitats of concern or value. A variety of mature highway 
landscape trees and shrubs exist within the BSA along the western and eastern edges of 
Interstate 405 made up of ruderal and non-native vegetation.  
 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of this section 
is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This section also includes 
information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat 
used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration. Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for 
dividing sensitive habitat and thereby lessening its biological value. The environmental setting is 
urbanized or disturbed with no native biological resources within the project limits or directly 
adjacent to the project limits. Also, there are no sensitive species or habitats within or directly 
adjacent to the project limits. The plant species that were identified in the project area are listed 
later in this chapter in subsection 2.3.3 Plant Species.  
 
The only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field surveys were species common to 
urban development. 
 
Biological Study. The basis for this biological discussion is the project’s Natural Environmental 
Study Report (NESR), dated November 8, 2007. 
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2.3.1 NATURAL COMMUNITIES 
 
This section of the document discusses natural communities of concern. The focus of this section 
is on biological communities, not individual plant or animal species. This section also includes 
information on wildlife corridors and habitat fragmentation. Wildlife corridors are areas of habitat 
used by wildlife for seasonal or daily migration.  Habitat fragmentation involves the potential for 
dividing sensitive habitat and thereby lessening its biological value. This includes 4.258 acres of 
trees and brush. 
 
Crows (Corvus corvidae) and Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura) were observed within the 
Project Study Area. These species are common to urban development.   
 
Affected Environment 
 
Natural Communities of Special Concern. The environmental setting is urbanized or disturbed 
with no native biological resources within the project limits or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
Again, there are no sensitive species or habitats within or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
 
The project’s setting consists almost entirely of non-native landscape plants. No natural plant 
habitat of value or concern exists within the project limits. A variety of mature highway landscape 
trees and shrubs consisting of the nine species including Eucalyptus and Southern Magnolia exist 
within the project site. 
 
The site was evaluated for value as wildlife habitat. The only animals and/or evidence of animals 
noted during field surveys were species common to urban development. Crows and Mourning 
Dove were observed within the project site. The project area provides extremely poor habitat to 
most wildlife species because it is void of native vegetation, and is highly disturbed from human 
activity and is adjacent to heavy urban development. Homeless encampments are present on the 
project site.   
 
Oak woodlands are an important biological resource in California that provide habitat for 
numerous wildlife species. These trees provide shelter and nesting sites for birds and mammals, 
basking sites for lizards, food source for numerous species, as well as a shade source for creeks 
and streams which influences water temperatures and hydrology patterns. Oaks also filter 
pollution, decrease erosion and create oxygen and remove carbon dioxide from the atmosphere. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Project Impacts. For Alternative 2, the impacts are minimal to biological resources due to the 
limits of the project’s study area and its urbanized, built out setting. Removal of non-native 
vegetation will occur with this project. Also, no oak trees within the Project Study Area will be 
removed as part of the I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. No impacts will 
occur to drainages or ‘Waters of the United States.’ No state or federally listed 
threatened/endangered species will be impacted by this project. In addition, no indirect impacts 
from noise to nesting birds or other biological resources will result from this project. As No-Build 
Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Natural 
Communities Impacts. 
 
Cumulative Impacts. Impacts from Built Alternative 2 to the non-native vegetation along 
Interstate 405 would have been limited to within the Project Study Area. A large number of 
mature trees are likely to be removed; a pre-construction survey will determine if mitigation 
measures are needed. 
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts. For Alternative 2, clearing and grubbing of vegetation 
should be performed between September 1 and the end of February, to minimize impacts to 
nesting birds. Because a large number of mature trees are likely to be removed, a pre-
construction survey must be performed if clearing and grubbing can not occur during this period. 
The result of the pre-construction survey will determine if mitigation measures are needed. The 
contractor will follow all pollution and litter laws and regulation. 
 
Oak Woodland Replacement.  California is losing its oak woodlands at an alarming rate to land 
development and conversion to agriculture. Since 1945 over one million acres of oak woodland 
has been lost in California. A 2001 estimate shows the 30,000 acres of oaks per year are lost 
statewide, compared to only 60,000 acres for an entire decade in the mid-1980’s to mid-1990’s. 
Southern oak woodlands once covered much of the foothills and plains of the Southern California 
ecoregion and the Los Angeles Basin was once noted for their vast savannas of coast live oak, 
and valley oak. Today, more than 85 percent of coastal sage scrub communities, which include 
oak woodlands, have been lost to urban and agricultural development. The vast majority of oak 
savannas in the Southern California region have been destroyed. 
 
As noted on the prior page, no oak trees within the Project Study Area will be removed as part of 
the I-405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project. However, should the removal of oak 
trees be necessary due to the 405/101 Interchange Project, the loss will be mitigated offsite 
through replacement planting. Based on the total amount of oak trees impacted and available On-
site locations, favorable areas within the right of way will be identified by the District Biologist and 
Landscape Architect. Any required replacement beyond the space available in the right of way 
will be planted Off-site in coordination with an agency or organization that has yet to be 
determined. 
 
California Senate Resolution No. 17-Relative to Oaks, adopted by the California Legislature, 
requests that state agencies assess their impacts to oak woodlands containing blue, Engleman, 
valley or coast live oak species and to preserve and protect to the maximum extent feasible or 
provide replacement plantings when these species are removed. By offsetting the impacts to oak 
woodlands as described above, Caltrans will also conform to the spirit of Senate Concurrent 
Resolution No. 17. No avoidance, minimization and/or mitigation measures are proposed for No-
Build Alternative 1 since there will be no impacts on natural communities. 
 
2.3.2 WETLANDS AND OTHER WATERS 
 
General Regulatory Setting. Federal Requirements: Clean Water Act 
In 1972, the Federal Water Pollution Control Act was amended, making the discharge of 
pollutants to the waters of the United States from any point source unlawful, unless the discharge 
is in compliance with a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. The 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act was subsequently amended in 1977, and was renamed the 
Clean Water Act (CWA). The CWA, as amended in 1987, directed that storm water discharges 
are point source discharges. The 1987 CWA amendment established a framework for regulating 
municipal and industrial storm water discharges under the NDPES program. Important CWA 
sections are as follows: 
 

 Sections 303 and 304 provide for water quality standards, criteria, and guidelines. 

 Section 401 requires an applicant for any federal project that proposes an activity, which 
may result in a discharge to waters of the United States to obtain certification from the 
State that the discharge will comply with other provisions of the act. 

 Section 402 establishes the NPDES, a permitting system for the discharges (except for 
dredge or fill material) into waters of the United States. Regional Water Quality Control 
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Boards (RWQCB) administer this permitting program in California. Section 402(p) 
establishes addresses storm water and non-storm water discharges. 

 Section 404 establishes a permit program for the discharge of dredge or fill material into 
waters of the United States. This permit program is administered by the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers (ACOE). 

The objective of the CWA is “to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological 
integrity of the Nation’s waters.” 
 
State Requirements: Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code) 
California’s Porter-Cologne Act, enacted in 1969, provides the legal basis for water quality 
regulation within California. This Act requires a “Report of Waste Discharge” for any discharge of 
waste (liquid, solid, or otherwise) to land or surface waters that may impair beneficial uses for 
surface and/or groundwater of the state. 
 
The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and RWQCBs are responsible for 
establishing the water quality standards (objectives) required by the CWA, and regulating 
discharges to ensure that the objectives are met. Details regarding water quality standards in a 
project area are contained in the applicable RWQCB Basin Plan. States designate beneficial uses 
for all water body segments, and then set criteria necessary to protect these uses. Consequently, 
the water quality standards developed for particular water segments are based on the identified 
use and vary depending on such use. In addition, each state identifies waters failing to meet 
standards for specific pollutants, which are state listed in accordance with CWA Section 303(d).  
If a state determines that waters are impaired for one or more constituents and the standards 
cannot be met through point source controls, the CWA requires establishing Total Maximum Daily 
Loads (TMDLs). TMDLs establish allowable pollutant loads from all sources (point, non-point, and 
natural) for a given watershed.  
 
State Water Resources Control Board and Regional Water Quality Control Boards 
The SWRCB administers water rights, water pollution control, and water quality functions 
throughout the state. RWCQBs are responsible for protecting beneficial uses of water resources 
within their regional jurisdiction using planning, permitting, and enforcement authorities to meet 
this responsibility. 
 

 NPDES Program 

The SWRCB adopted Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit (Order No. 99-06-DWQ) on July 
15, 1999.  This permit covers all Department rights-of-way, properties, facilities, and 
activities in the State.  NPDES permits establish a 5-year permitting time frame.  NPDES 
permit requirements remain active until a new permit has been adopted.   

In compliance with the permit, the Department developed the Statewide Storm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) to address storm water pollution controls related to highway planning, 
design, construction, and maintenance activities throughout California. The SWMP describes the 
minimum procedures and practices the Department uses to reduce pollutants in storm water and 
non-storm water discharges. It outlines procedures and responsibilities for protecting water 
quality, including the selection and implementation of Best Management Practices (BMPs). The 
proposed Project will be programmed to follow the guidelines and procedures outlined in the 2003 
SWMP to address storm water runoff or any subsequent SWMP version draft and approved.  
 

 Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System Program 

The U.S. EPA defines a Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) as any 
conveyance or system of conveyances (roads with drainage systems, municipal streets, 
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catch basins, curbs, gutters, ditches, human-made channels, and storm drains) owned or 
operated by a state, city, town, country, or other public body having jurisdiction over 
storm water, that are designed or used for collecting or conveying storm water. As part of 
the NPDES program, U.S. EPA initiated a program requiring that entities having MS4s 
apply to their local RWQCBs for storm water discharge permits. The program proceeded 
through two phases. Under Phase I, the program initiated permit requirements for 
designated municipalities with populations of 100,000 or greater. Phase II expanded the 
program to municipalities with populations less than 100,000. 

 Construction Activity Permitting 

Section H.2, Construction Program Management of the Department’s NPDES permit 
states: “The Construction Management Program shall be in compliance with requirement 
of the NPDES General Permit for Construction Activities (Construction General Permit)”.  
Construction General Permit (Order No. 2009-009-DWQ, adopted on September 2, 2009, 
will become effective on July 1, 2010. The permit will regulate storm water discharges 
from construction sites that result in a DSA of 1 acre or greater, and/or are part of a 
common plan of development. By law, all storm water discharges associated with 
construction activity where clearing, grading, and excavation results in soil disturbance of 
at least 1 acre must comply with the provisions of the General Construction Permit. 

The newly adopted permit separates projects into Risk Levels 1 – 3.  Requirements apply 
according to the Risk Level determined. For example, a Risk Level 3 (highest risk) project 
would require compulsory storm water runoff pH and turbidity monitoring. Risk levels are 
determined during the design phase and are based on potential erosion and transport to 
receiving waters. Applicants are required to develop and implement an effective Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP). 

Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit requires the Department to submit a Notice of 
Construction (NOC) to the RWCB to obtain coverage under the Construction General 
Permit. Upon project completion, a Notice of Completion of Construction (NOCC) is 
required to suspend coverage. This process will continue to apply to Department projects 
until a new Caltrans Statewide NPDES Permit is adopted by the SWRCB. An NOC or 
equivalent form will be submitted to the RWQCB at least 30 days prior to construction if 
the associated DSA is 1 acre or more. In accordance with the Department’s Standard 
Specifications, a Water Pollution Control Plan (WPCP) is used for projects with DSA less 
than 1-acre. 

During the construction phase, compliance with the permit and the Department’s Standard 
Special Conditions requires appropriate selection and deployment of both structural and non-
structural BMPs. These BMPs must achieve performance standards of Best Available 
Technology economically achievable/Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology (BAT/BCT) 
to reduce or eliminate storm water pollution. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
No wetland delineation has been conducted for the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half 
Interchange Project because no wetlands are present within its Project Study Area. The ‘No Net 
Loss Policy’ is not relevant to this project. No Section 404 permitting process will be necessary 
during the project’s Plans Specifications and Engineering Phase (PS&E) of the project. 
 
The project area of Build Alternative 2 is located between Century Boulevard and Arbor Vitae 
Street and includes consisting of Interstate 405 and land west and east of the freeway. No 
wetlands, as defined by State and Federal definitions, exist within the Project Study Area.  
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The Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative has not been determined for the  
I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange Project (LEDPA). This is no longer an issue 
as the No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative.  
 
The three parameters necessary for an area to be considered a federal jurisdictional wetland are 
hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology. All three parameters must be met according 
to the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual for the area to be designated a 
Federal Wetland. Again, as noted on the previous page, no wetlands, as defined by State and 
Federal definitions, exist within the Project Study Area. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
No wetland delineation has been conducted for the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half 
Interchange Project because no wetlands are present within its Project Study Area.  
 
The environmental setting is urbanized or disturbed with no native biological resources within the 
project limits or directly adjacent to the project limits. The project’s setting consists almost entirely 
of non-native landscape plants. No natural plant habitat of value or concern exists within the 
project limits. A variety of mature highway landscape trees and shrubs consisting of the nine 
species including Eucalyptus and Southern Magnolia exist within the project site. 
 
Army Corps of Engineers regulation 33 CFR 330 requires an Individual Permit for any affected 
acreage greater than 0.50 acres. However, no amount of acreage will be affected by this project. 
Therefore, Caltrans does not need to prepare an application and request an Individual Permit 
during the Section 404 permitting process at the PS&E Phase of this project.  
 
Determination of Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA). In an 
analysis of key balancing factors, Caltrans has not identified a “Preferred Alternative” nor the 
Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative, or LEDPA. A table will illustrate this 
analysis and provide a comparison to previously considered build alternatives when the 
“Preferred Alternative” and LEDPA are identified. This is no longer an issue as the No-Build 
Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Concurrence with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers on the LEDPA decision does not need to 
occur. There will be no Section 404 permitting process during the PS&E phase of this project 
because no wetlands will be impacted by this project. 
 
There will be no potential for Wetlands and Other Waters Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
No avoidance, minimization, or mitigation measures are necessary in regards to wetlands since 
no wetlands will be impacted by this project. 
 
Wetlands Only Practicable Finding 
 
Executive Order 11990 mandates that an agency such as Caltrans avoid, to the extent possible, 
the long- and short-term adverse impacts associated with the destruction or modification of 
wetlands, and to avoid direct or indirect support of new construction in wetlands wherever there is 
a practicable alternative. No wetlands will be affected by Alternative 2, the project’s only build 
alternative. No-Build Alternative 1 will have no impacts on wetlands as it will not involve any 
construction activity. Therefore, no mitigation is required in regards to Alternative 1. No 
coordination will be necessary with the US Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of 
Fish and Game, and Regional Water Quality Control Board during the permitting phase of the 
project because there will be no net loss of wetlands. 
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2.3.3 PLANT SPECIES 
 
Regulatory Setting. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and California Department of 
Fish and Game (CDFG) share regulatory responsibility for the protection of special-status plant 
species. “Special-status” species are identified for protection because they are rare and/or 
subject to population and habitat declines. Special status is a general term for species that are 
afforded varying levels of regulatory protection. The highest level of protection is given to 
threatened and endangered species; there are species that are formally listed or proposed for 
listing as endangered or threatened under the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA) and/or 
the California Endangered Species Act (CESA). Also, please refer to the Threatened and 
Endangered Species section in this document for additional information regarding these species. 
No threatened or endangered plant species were found within the Project Study Area. 
 
This section of the document discusses all the other special-status plant species, including CDFG 
fully protected species and species of special concern, USFWS candidate species, and non-listed 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS) rare and endangered plants. 
 
The regulatory requirements for FESA can be found at United States Code 16 (USC), Section 
1531, et. seq. See also 50 CFR Part 402. The regulatory requirements for CESA can be found at 
California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et. seq. Caltrans projects are also subject to the 
Native Plant Protection Act, found at Fish and Game Code, Section 1900-1913, and the Public 
Resources Code, Sections 2100-2117. 
 
Federal Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary. Within the Project Study Area, 
there are no Federal endangered or threatened species; therefore, informal consultation with Fish 
and Wildlife Service will not be required for this project. Information from the Natural 
Environmental Survey (NES) by Christopher Stevenson confirms this finding. The project site was 
evaluated and the only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field surveys were 
common to urban development were the Crows and Mourning Dove. There are no regional 
sensitive species of concern within or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
 
California Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary. Within the Project Study Area, 
there are no State endangered or threatened species; therefore, informal consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) will not be required for this project. Information 
from the Natural Environmental Survey (NES) by Christopher Stevenson confirms this finding. 
The project site was evaluated and the only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field 
surveys were common to urban development were the Crows and Mourning Dove. There are no 
regional sensitive species of concern within or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
Special Status Plant Species. The proposed project is currently not expected to affect, or 
impact, any special status plant species listed in the California Natural Diversity Database 
(CNDDB) or in the USFWS species list as no natural plant habitat of value or concern exists 
within the project limits.  
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Project Impacts. The proposed project is not expected to affect, or impact, any threatened or 
endangered plant species. This is because no such plants exist within the project area. As No-
Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for 
Plant Species Impacts. 
 
Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects will not result from the proposed project area because 
no threatened or endangered plant species exist within the project area.  
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Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts. Avoidance and minimization efforts are not proposed at 
this time due to the absence of threatened or endangered species from the project impact area. 
Future re-evaluation of the project should consider any new occurrence information that may be 
available for any State or Federal listed threatened or endangered plant species.  
 
Compensatory Mitigation. Compensatory mitigation is not proposed for any threatened or 
endangered plant species because no threatened or endangered plant species will be affected by 
the proposed project. 
 
2.3.4 ANIMAL SPECIES 
 
Regulatory Setting. Many state and federal laws regulate impacts to wildlife. The U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) 
Fisheries and the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) are responsible for 
implementing these laws. This section discusses potential impacts and permit requirements 
associated with wildlife not listed or proposed for listing under the State or Federal Endangered 
Species Act (ESA). Species listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered are 
discussed later in this chapter. All other special-status animal species are discussed here, 
including CDFG fully protected species and species of special concern, and USFWS or NOAA 
Fisheries candidate species. 
 
Federal laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 
 

 National Environmental Policy Act 
 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
 Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 

 
State laws and regulations pertaining to wildlife include the following: 
 

 California Quality Act 
 Sections 1600-1603 of the Fish and Game Code 
 Sections 4150 and 4152 of the Fish and Game Code 

 
Federal Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary. Within the Project Study Area, 
there are no Federal endangered or threatened species; therefore, informal consultation with Fish 
and Wildlife Service will not be required for this project. Information from the Natural 
Environmental Survey (NES) by Christopher Stevenson confirms this finding. The project site was 
evaluated and the only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field surveys were 
common to urban development were the Crows and Mourning Dove. There are no regional 
sensitive species of concern within or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
 
California Endangered Species Act Consultation Summary. Within the Project Study Area, 
there are no State endangered or threatened species; therefore, informal consultation with the 
California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) will not be required for this project. Information 
from the Natural Environmental Survey (NES) by Christopher Stevenson confirms this finding. 
The project site was evaluated and the only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field 
surveys were common to urban development were the Crows and Mourning Dove. There are no 
regional sensitive species of concern within or directly adjacent to the project limits. 
 
Affected Environment 
 
The project site was evaluated for value as wildlife habitat. The environmental setting is 
urbanized or disturbed, with no native biological resources within the project limits or directly 
adjacent to the project limits. The only animals and/or evidence of animals noted during field 
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surveys were species common to urban development. Crows and Mourning Dove were observed 
within the Project Study Area. The project site provides extremely poor habitat to most wildlife 
species because it is void of native vegetation, and is highly disturbed from human activity and is 
adjacent to heavy urban development. Homeless encampments are also present on the project 
site. 
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Although there may be temporary disruptions or impacts during the construction phase of the 
project, no permanent direct or indirect impacts are anticipated to occur to either the Crows or 
Mourning Dove as a result of this project. As No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the 
Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential for Animal Species Impacts. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Standard avoidance and minimization practices will be followed as outlined in the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act. 
 
2.3.5 THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES 
 
Regulatory Setting. The primary federal law protecting threatened and endangered species is 
the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA): 16 United States Code (USC), Section 1531, et 
seq. See also 50 CFR Part 402. This act and subsequent amendments provide for the 
conservation of endangered and threatened species and the ecosystems upon which they 
depend. Under Section 7 of this act, federal agencies, such as the Federal Highway 
Administration, are required to consult with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the 
National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries) to ensure that they are not undertaking, 
funding, permitting or authorizing actions likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed 
species or destroy or adversely modify designated critical habitat. Critical habitat is defined as 
geographic locations critical to the existence of a threatened or endangered species. The 
outcome of consultation under Section 7 is a Biological Opinion or an incidental take permit. 
Section 3 of FESA defines take as “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture 
or collect or any attempt at such conduct.” 
 
California has enacted a similar law at the state level, the California Endangered Species Act 
(CESA), California Fish and Game Code, Section 2050, et seq. CESA emphasizes early 
consultation to avoid potential impacts to rare, endangered and threatened species and to 
develop appropriate planning to offset project caused losses of listed species populations and 
their essential habitats. The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is the agency 
responsible for implementing CESA. Section 2081 of the Fish and Game Code prohibits “take” of 
any species determined to be an endangered species or a threatened species. Take is defined in 
Section 86 of the Fish and Game Code as “hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill, or attempt to hunt, 
pursue, catch, capture, or kill.” CESA allows for take incidental to otherwise lawful development 
projects; for these actions an incidental take permit is issued by CDFG. For projects requiring a 
Biological Opinion under Section 7 of the FESA, CDFG may also authorize impacts to CESA 
species by issuing a Consistency Determination under Section 2080.1 of the Fish and Game 
Code. 
 
Regional Federal and State Listed Species. The proposed project is currently not expected to 
affect, or impact, any regional sensitive animal species listed in the California Natural Diversity 
Database (CNDDB) or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species list. The only animals and/or 
evidence of animals noted during field surveys were species common to urban development. 
Crows and Mourning Dove were observed within the Project Study Area. 
 
Regional Federal and State Listed Species with Highest Probability of Occurrence 
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No regional sensitive animal species listed in the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) 
or the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service species list exist within the Project Study Area. Therefore, 
the proposed project is not expected to affect any regional special status animal species.  
 
Potential Impacts 
 
Project Impacts. The project site was evaluated for value as wildlife habitat for animal species, 
including threatened and endangered species. Due to the lack of suitable habitat found within the 
project site as well as directly adjacent to the project area, it is not likely that the project’s build 
alternative would have a direct or an indirect impact on a threatened or endangered species. As 
No-Build Alternative 1 has been identified as the Preferred Alternative, there will be no potential 
for Threatened and Endangered Species Impacts. 
 
Cumulative Effects. Cumulative effects will not result from the proposed project area because 
no threatened or endangered animal species exist within the project area. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures 
 
Avoidance and Minimization Efforts. Standard avoidance and minimization practices will be 
followed as outlined in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
 
Compensatory Mitigation. Compensatory mitigation is not proposed for any threatened or 
endangered animal species because no threatened or endangered animal species will be 
affected by the proposed project. 
 
2.3.6 INVASIVE SPECIES 
 
Regulatory Setting. On February 3, 1999, President Clinton signed Executive Order 13112 
requiring federal agencies to combat the introduction or spread of invasive species in the United 
States. The order defines invasive species as “any species, including its seeds, eggs, spores, or 
other biological material capable of propagating that species, that is not native to that ecosystem 
whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or environmental harm or harm to human 
health.” Federal Highway Administration guidance issued August 10, 1999 directs the use of the 
state’s noxious weed list to define the invasive plants that must be considered as part of the 
NEPA analysis for a proposed project. 
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. In compliance with the Executive Order 
on Invasive Species, E.O. 13112, and subsequent guidance from the Federal Highway 
Administration, the landscaping and erosion control included in the project will not use species 
listed as noxious weeds. In areas of particular sensitivity, extra precautions will be taken if 
invasive species are found in or adjacent to the construction areas. These include the inspection 
and cleaning of construction equipment and eradication strategies to be implemented should an 
invasion occur. 
 
2.3.7 BIOACOUSTICS AND HIGHWAY NOISE IMPACTS TO THE BIOLOGICAL 
ENVIRONMENT  
 
Noise. In July 2008, a noise study was conducted to determine the traffic noise impacts that the 
proposed Interstate 405/Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange may have upon the entire 
area within the project limits, including any wildlife inhabitants. This study addresses increases in 
traffic noise resulting from the project as well as noise during construction that may cause an 
adverse impact on the wildlife in the area.  
 
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Caltrans policies do not address noise impacts 
on wildlife species. However, the United States Endangered Species Act prohibits activities that 
would adversely affect habitats and the survival of endangered species. The Natural 
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Environmental Study was done to specifically address impacts to such species that may occur 
from this project. No endangered or threatened species have been found within the Project Study 
Area. 
 
All relevant studies were done to determine existing and future noise and sound levels before, 
during and after construction of the project’s build alternative. A field noise investigation was 
conducted to determine existing noise levels and gather information to develop and calibrate the 
noise model that was used for predicting future traffic and construction noise levels. Existing 
noise levels were recorded at 10 locations within and adjacent to the Project Study Area. The 
analysis locations are acoustically representative of the areas of concern. The existing ambient 
noise levels recorded ranged from 61 to 76 decibels (dBA). Additionally, sound level readings, 
pertinent field data, and construction equipment noise emission characteristics were used to 
develop the noise model for the area. The noise model was then used to predict expected traffic 
noise levels as well as equipment noise during construction activities.  
 
The traffic and construction noise analysis indicated that construction activities, particularly the 
use of impact pile drivers, would substantially increase noise levels in and adjacent to the Project 
Study Area. These increases, from 10 to 25 dBA, would be intermittent and temporary. 
Construction and noise abatement measures can effectively reduce the noise impact during 
construction activities, and can consist of noise-suppressing sound blankets, use of alternative 
equipment, and ensuring that all of the equipment is in good working order.  
 
Based on the Traffic Noise Study Report, it has been determined that the ambient noise levels in 
the Project Study Area will be 0 to 1 dBA due to traffic noise from the new freeway connector and 
on/off ramps and may experience temporary but substantial noise increase during the 
construction phase of the project. The levels of construction noise will depend on the type of 
equipment being used and can reach very high levels when equipment with high noise signatures 
are used. Construction noise abatement measures will be necessary if such equipment is used in 
order to reduce expected construction noise levels in the area. The final decision to implement 
construction noise abatement will be made upon completion of the project design and 
requirements based on Caltrans standard specifications, Section 7-1.01l, Sound Control 
Requirements. These requirements state that noise levels generated during construction shall 
comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulation.  
 
Bioacoustics Report. No bioacoustics report was composed for this project because no 
threatened or endangered bird species have been found within the Project Study Area. No 
laboratory data was collected to make interim guidelines for determining effects.  
 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures. The traffic and construction noise 
analysis indicated that construction activities, particularly the use of pile drivers, could significantly 
increase noise levels in the area. Construction noise abatement measures can effectively reduce 
the noise impact during construction. The abatement measures will consist of noise-suppressing 
sound blankets, use of alternative equipment, and ensuring that all of the equipment is in good 
working order. 
 
2.4 CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS 

 
Traffic Impacts Related to Construction Activities. It is expected that detailed construction 
staging plans will be completed for this project, and that a detailed analysis of how traffic will be 
impacted during the construction phase of the Preferred Alternative will be provided once these 
plans are available. Meanwhile, a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) will be prepared based on the 
preliminary stage construction concept that has been developed for the I-405/Arbor Vitae Street 
New South Half Interchange Project. The purpose of this section is to provide an overview or 
discussion of the expected traffic impacts related to construction activities. Similar projects have 
been constructed along Interstate 405 and other freeways within the Los Angeles metropolitan 
area in the recent past, and it is believed the project will have similar impacts.  
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The proposed project will not require lengthy closures of freeway facilities in the project area. 
With a few exceptions, the construction of the new ramps for the proposed new south half 
interchange will take place adjacent to mainline traffic and can generally be constructed while 
maintaining traffic on the existing roadway. Therefore, existing mainline, collector road, and ramp 
will utilize existing lanes with minor restriping work as needed. It is anticipated that detoured 
traffic on local streets will be minimal. Two sound walls will be constructed, when feasible, during 
Stage 2 of construction. During State 3 of construction, roadway work may require some 
intermittent closures of short duration for various freeway facilities in the project area. Table 23 
below details preliminary lane closure plans for Build Alternative 2.  
 
Table 23. Preliminary Lane Closure Plans During Construction 
 

Overall 
Project 

Duration Segment 
Lane 

Number 
Work Description 

Stage 1 3 years 
Century Collector 

Overcrossing 
1 

Retaining walls will be constructed and a temporary 
roadway for a northbound collector onramp going over 
the northbound collector road off-ramp for detour. A 
temporary bridge will be constructed to accommodate the 
detour 

Stage 2 3 years 
Century Collector 

Overcrossing 
1 

A portion of the new Century Collector Overcrossing will 
be completely constructed. Northbound Collector on-
ramp traffic will be back to its original alignment and the 
temporary bridge is removed 

Stage 3 14 days 
Southbound Arbor 
Vitae On-ramp Br. 

2 
The southbound I-405 on-ramp from Olive Street will be 
closed for the needed realignment work. 

Source: LA405/Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Traffic Management Plan (TMP) 
 
Water Quality Impacts Related to Construction Activities. Pursuant to the Clean Water Act 
(Section 402), Caltrans has obtained from the State Water Regional Control Board (SWRCB) a 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit that regulates storm water 
discharges from Caltrans facilities. The permit requires Caltrans to maintain and implement an 
effective Storm Water Management Plan (SWMP) that identifies and describes the BMPs used to 
reduce or eliminate the storm water runoff discharge of pollutants to waters of drainage 
conveyances and water bodies. The SWMP is the framework for developing and implementing 
guidance to meet permit requirements for Caltrans’ storm water discharges.  
 
With respect to storm water quality, avoidance and minimization are accomplished by 
implementation of approved BMPs, which are generally broken down into four categories: Design 
Pollution Prevention, Treatment, Construction, and Maintenance BMPs. Certain projects may 
require installation and maintenance of permanent controls to treat storm water. Selection and 
design of permanent project BMPs is primarily refined in the next phase of the project: the Plans 
Specifications and Estimates phase. 
 
During construction activities, Caltrans has a comprehensive program for preventing water 
pollution via the preparation and implementation of the aforementioned SWPPP and Water 
Pollution Control Program (WPCP). Caltrans has also developed and obtained the SWRCB 
approval of numerous BMPs for preventing water pollution during construction. Caltrans 
construction BMPs, SWPPP, and WPCP also incorporate the requirements of the SWRCB 
NPDES permit. These actions are implemented jointly by Caltrans and the contractor hired to 
construct the project, prior to construction. 
 
Potential for Exposure of Workers to Geologic/Soils Hazards During Construction. 
Currently, there are currently no special considerations of provisions recommended as a result of 
this project and the geologic conditions in the area, although, workers are subject to 
implementation and practice of general safety practices within construction zones. 
 
Potential for Detrimental Hazardous Waste Impacts During Construction Activities. The 
purpose of the Initial Site Assessment (ISA) is to identify, to the extent feasible, hazardous and 
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potential waste problems within and next to the right-of-way and proposed Project Study Area. 
Based on the results of historical research, review of environmental databases, regulatory agency 
inquiries, and site reconnaissance, properties were evaluated and classified as High, Moderate, 
or Low with regard to the potential for detrimental impacts during construction activities for this 
project.  
 
Table 24. Designated Properties of Concern 
 

 
 
Air Quality and Construction-Related Emissions. Construction activities associated with the 
proposed project would be temporary and would last the duration of project construction. The 
discussion below has concluded that project construction would not create adverse pollutant 
emissions for the build alternative under consideration. Short-term impacts to air quality would 
occur during minor grading/trenching, new pavement construction and the re-striping phase. 
Additional sources of construction related emissions include: 
 

 Exhaust emissions and potential odors from construction equipment used on the 
construction site as well as the vehicles used to transport materials to and from the site; 
and 

 Exhaust emissions from the motor vehicles of the construction crew. 
 
Project construction would result in temporary emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO), Nitrous 
Oxide (NOX), Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC), and Particulate Matter 10 parts per million 
(PM10). Stationary or mobile-powered On-site construction equipment includes trucks tractors, 
signal boards, excavators, backhoes, concrete saws, crushing, and/or processing equipment, 
graders, trenchers, pavers and other paving equipment. The amount of worker trips to the site is 
unknown at this time. However, given the high volume of traffic in this area, the addition of worker 
trips will be inconsequential. Based on the insignificant relative amount of daily work trips required 
for project construction, construction worker trips are not considered to significantly contribute to 
or affect traffic flow on local roadways and are therefore considered significant. During the 
demolition phase some asphalt concrete (AC) pavement and curbs and gutters would have to be 
removed. 
 
In order to further minimize construction-related emissions, all construction vehicles and 
construction equipment would be required to be equipped with the state-mandated emission 
control devices pursuant to state emission regulations and standard construction practices. After 
construction of the project is complete, all construction-related impacts would cease, thus 
resulting in a less than significant impact. Short-term construction PM10 emissions would be 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 119 



CHAPTER 2 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENTAL, POTENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE, MINIMIZATION 
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURES 

further reduced with the implementation of required dust suppression measures outlined within 
SCAQMD Rule 403 presented in Section 5.5. Note that Caltrans Standard Specifications for 
construction (Section 10 and 18 [Dust Control] and Section 39-3.06 [Asphalt Concrete Plants]) 
must also be adhered to. Therefore, project construction is not anticipated to violate State or 
Federal air quality standards or contribute to the existing air quality violation in the air basin. 
 
Section 93.122(d)(2) of the EPA Transportation Conformity Rule requires that in PM10 non-
attainment and maintenance areas (for which the SIPs identify construction-related fugitive dust 
as a contributor to the area problem), the RTIP should conduct the construction-related fugitive 
PM10 emissions analysis. The 2003 PM10 SIP/AQMP emissions budgets for SCAB include the 
construction and unpaved-road emissions. The 2008 RTIP PM10 regional emissions analysis 
includes the construction and unpaved road emissions for conformity finding. 
 
Mitigation of PM10 During Construction. The approved 2003 Particulate Matter SIP contains 
provisions calling for mitigation of PM10 emissions during construction. Pursuant §93.117, 
Caltrans, the project sponsor, is required to stipulate to include, in its final plans, specification, 
and estimates, control measures that will limit the emission of PM10 during construction. Such 
control plans must be contained in an applicable SIP. 
 
The PM10 emissions is a composite of geologic and aerosol variety. The prime concern during 
construction is to mitigate geologic PM10 that occurs from earth movement such as grading. 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) sponsored the PM10 SIP with 
concurrence from the California Air Resource Board. SCAQMD has established Rule 403 that 
addresses the mitigation PM10 by reducing the ambient entertainment of fugitive dust and Rule 
402 which requires that air pollutant emissions not be a nuisance off-site. Fugitive dust consists of 
solid particulate matters that becomes airborne due to human activity (i.e. construction) and is a 
subset of total suspended particulates. Likewise, PM10 is a subset of total suspended particulates. 
The Handbook states that 50% of total particulate matter suspended comprise of PM10. Hence, in 
mitigating for fugitive dust, emissions of geologic PM10 are reduced. 
 
During construction of the project, the property owner/development and its contractors shall be 
required to comply with regional rules, which shall assist in reducing short-term air pollutant 
emissions. SCAQMD Rule 402 requires that air pollutant emissions not be a nuisance off-site. 
SCAQMD Rule 403 requires that fugitive dust be controlled with the best available control 
measures so that the presence of such dust does not remain visible in the atmosphere beyond 
the property line of the emission source. Two options are presented in Rule 403: Monitoring of 
particulate concentrations or active control. Monitoring involves a sampling network around the 
project with no additional control measures unless specified concentrations are exceeded. The 
active control option does not require any monitoring, but requires that a list of measures be 
implemented starting with the first day of construction. 
 
Rule 403 requires that “No person conducting active operations without utilizing the applicable 
best available control measures included in Table 1 of this Rule to minimize fugitive dust 
emissions from each fugitive dust source type within the active operation.” 
 
Rule 403 requires that “Large Projects” implement additional measures. A Large Project is 
defined as “any active operations on property which contains 50 or more acres of disturbed 
surface area; or any earth-moving operation with a daily earth-moving or throughput volume of 
5,000 cubic yards or more three times during the most recent 365 day period. Depending on the 
scheduling of grading of the project may be considered a Large Project under Rule 403. 
Therefore, the project will be required to implement the applicable actions specified in Table 2 of 
the Rule. As a Large Operation, the project would also be required to: 
 

 Submit a fully executed Large Operation Notification (SCAQMD Form 403N) to the 
SCAQMD Executive Officer within 7 days of qualifying as a large operation;  
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 Include, as part of the notification, the name(s), address(es), and phone number(s) of the  
person(s) responsible for the submittal, and a description of the operation(s), including a 
map depicting the location of the site; 

 
 Maintain daily records to document the specific dust control actions taken, maintain such 

records for a period of not less than three years; and make such records available to the 
Executive Officer upon request. 

 
 Install and maintain project signage with project contract signage that meets the minimum 

standards of the Rule 403 Implementation Handbook, prior to initiating any earthmoving 
activities. 

 
 Identify a dust control supervisor that is employed by or contracted with the property 

owner/developer, is on the site or available On-site within 30 minutes during working 
hours, has the authority to expeditiously employ sufficient dust mitigation measures to 
ensure compliance with all Rule requirements, and has completed the AQMD Fugitive 
Dust Control Class and has been issued a valid Certificate of Completion for the class. 

 
 Notify the SCAQMD Executive Officer in writing within 30 days after the site no longer 

qualifies as a large operation. 
 
Rule 403 also requires that the construction activities ”shall not cause or allow PM10 levels 
exceed 5.7 ounces per cubic feet when determined by simultaneous sampling, as the difference 
between upward and down wind sample.” Large Projects that can not meet this performance 
standard are required to implement the applicable actions specified in Table 3 of Rule 403. 
Rather than perform monitoring to determine conformance with the performance standard, which 
will not reduce PM10 emissions, the project shall implement all applicable measures presented in 
Rule 403 Table 3 regardless of conformance with the Rule 403 performance standard. This 
potentially results in a greater reduction of particulate emissions than if these measures were 
implemented only after being determined to be required by monitoring. 
 
Further, Rule 403 requires that the project shall not allow “track-out to extend 25 feet or more in 
cumulative length from the point of origin from an active operation.” All track-out from an active 
operation is required to be removed at the conclusion of each workday or evening shift. Any 
active operation with a disturbed surface area of five or more acres or with a daily import or 
export of 100 cubic yards or more of bulk materials must utilize at least one of the measures 
listed at each vehicle egress from the site to a paved public road. All measures applicable to the 
construction activities associated with the project should be implemented to the greatest extent 
possible. 
 
Noise Impacts Related to Construction. During the construction phases of the project, noise 
from construction activities may intermittently dominate the noise environment in the immediate 
area of construction. Construction noise is regulated by Caltrans standard specifications, Section 
7-1-01I, Sound Control Requirements (7). These requirements state that noise levels generated 
during construction shall comply with applicable local, state, and federal regulations and that all 
equipment shall be fitted with adequate mufflers according to the manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
Figure 2-21 on the next page summarizes typical noise levels produced by construction 
equipment commonly used on roadway construction projects. As indicated, equipment involved in 
construction is expected to generate noise levels ranging from 70 to 90 dBA at a distance of 50 
feet. Noise produced by construction equipment would be reduced over distance at a rate of 
about 6 dBA per doubling of distance. No adverse noise impacts from construction are 
anticipated because construction would be conducted in accordance with Caltrans standard 
specifications and would be short-term, intermittent, and dominated by local traffic noise. 
Implementing the following measures would minimize temporary construction noise impacts: 
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 All equipment shall have sound-control devices no less effective than those provided on 
the original equipment. No equipment shall have an unmuffled exhaust. 

 No pile driving, jackhammer and drill or trucks using backup beepers shall be permitted 
during nighttime hours (9pm to 7am) to minimize disturbance for neighboring residents. 
As an alternative to pile driving, please use cast and drill hole method during nighttime 
hours. 

 The “backing-up beeping alarm” of trucks be minimized to the maximum extent or 
eliminated altogether during nighttime hours (9pm to7am). 

 Simultaneous equipment idling noise needs to be minimized to reduce the cumulative 
construction noise.  

 The two proposed sound walls needs to be constructed before all other construction 
activities begin. 

 Caltrans will make it clear to the public during construction that if they feel that the noise 
levels are excessive, the agency will take noise readings during construction to ensure 
that noise levels do not exceed 86 dBA at homes located 50 or more feet from the 
construction zone. 

 Caltrans will take action to ensure that noise levels just below 86 dBA will not remain 
constant. 

 As directed by the Engineer, the contractor shall implement appropriate additional noise 
mitigation measures including, but not limited to, changing the location of stationary 
construction equipment, turning off idling equipment, rescheduling construction activity, 
notifying adjacent residents in advance of construction work, or installing acoustic 
barriers around stationary construction noise sources. 

 
Figure 2-21. Construction Equipment Noise Levels 

 

Equipment 
Mazimum Noise Level 
15m (50 ft) distance 

Scrapers 89 dBA 

Bulldozers 85 dBA 

Heavy trucks 88 dBA 

Backhoes 80 dBA 

Pneumatic Tools 85 dBA 

Concrete Pump 82 dBA 

            Source:  Federal Transit Administration, 1995 
 
Maintenance of Access During Construction. There will be short-term (temporary) access 
problems (pedestrian and vehicular) which will result from construction of the proposed project. 
Thus, these construction impacts are not considered permanent. Funds have been allocated to 
provide a Traffic Management Plan (TMP), which will be developed and incorporated as part of 
the project design and prior to the onset of construction to minimize disruption to the existing 
traffic flow conditions. 
 
A TMP typically serves to notify the motoring public and affected parties of construction dates, 
activities, and alternate routes (if proposed as part of a project), in an effort to reduce the volume 
of traffic through the area. The TMP may also provide motorists with alternate routes around any 
congestion-related delays. The TMP will consist of the following elements to minimize 
construction related traffic and access disruption:  
 

1) Temporary traffic controls and signing shall be utilized  
2) The implementation of traffic control procedures will be in conformance with the Caltrans 

Traffic Manual 
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3) A minimum of two through travel lanes in each direction will be provided 
4) Public Information center 
5) Additional project signing 
6) Advertising in local and regional newspapers 
7) Staff attendance at local neighborhood and business association meetings to inform 

residents and merchants/landowners of project progress 
 
Any bus stops located in the vicinity of the interchange will have to be relocated temporarily 
during construction since pedestrians will not be allowed in construction areas. The Caltrans will 
order the resident construction engineer to post notifications prior to each bus stop’s relocation. In 
addition, Caltrans will coordinate efforts with the Metropolitan Transit Authority (MTA), Los 
Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT), and all other appropriate transit agencies with 
operations in the area. A pedestrian traffic detouring plan shall be developed and implemented in 
order to ensure the safety of pedestrians, as well as to minimize pedestrian traffic disruption. 
 
Additional Public Safety Measures During Construction. Whenever the project contractor’s 
operations create a condition hazardous to the public or traffic, the contract will furnish, erect, and 
maintain protective fences, temporary railing, barricades, lights, signs, and other devices, and 
take such other protective measures that are necessary to prevent accidents or damage or injury 
to the public.  
 

 The contractor shall also furnish flaggers as are necessary to give adequate warning to 
traffic or to the public of any dangerous conditions to be encountered. 

 Construction equipment shall enter and leave the highway via existing ramps and 
crossovers and shall move in the direction of public traffic. All movement of workmen and 
construction equipment on or across lanes open to public traffic shall be performed in a 
manner that will not endanger public traffic. 

 Pedestrian openings through falsework shall be paved or provided with full-width 
continuous wood-walks and shall be kept clear. Pedestrians shall be protected from 
falling objects and curing water for concrete. All pedestrian openings through falsework 
shall be illuminated.  

 No material or equipment shall be stored where it will interfere with the free and safe 
passage of public traffic, and at the end of each day’s work and at other times when 
construction operations are suspended for any reason, the contractor shall remove all 
equipment and other obstructions from that portion of the roadway open for use by public 
traffic. 

 The Build Alternative would take approximately 2 years to construct. Caltrans would 
stage the work in order to minimize the impact to the traveling motorists as well as the 
non-motorists.  Alternative 2 would have impacted seven properties, one of which is an 
unoccupied multi-family residential dwelling.  

 Construction work on local streets would require taking (reducing) lanes during the day 
although access in each direction would still be maintained. At this time, it is not possible 
to gage how long this would remain. Caltrans does not permit detour traffic into 
residential neighborhoods. 

 Construction often requires night work. CALTRANS and the project contractors will 
conform to all City of Inglewood noise ordinances. At this time, it is not possible to gage 
how long night work would be required. 

 Construction work would be done in stages (in pieces rather than all at once) to allow 
non-motorists access through the project site during construction. Pedestrian crossings 
would be maintained through the construction zone. 

 
Caltrans Public Awareness Campaign During Construction of the Preferred Alternative. 
Prior to the start of construction of Build Alternative 2, Caltrans and/or a Caltrans public relations 
consultant shall oversee and be responsible for implementation of the following elements of the 
project’s Public Awareness Campaign:  
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 Coordinate and implement a pre-construction community meeting as well as other  

construction information meetings as necessary 
 Create, operate, and maintain a 1-800 number hotline in which interested individuals 

would call to find out the latest construction information, as well as, to ask questions and 
make complaints 

 Create and circulate newspaper ads, radio ads, and press releases to announce new 
detours, road closures, work schedules, staging, and other pertinent construction 
information. 

 Mail construction notice flyers to all residences within a 1 to 2 mile radius of construction 
zones 

 Caltrans will assign a resident engineer to oversee the construction of the project whose 
phone number will be made available to handle any questions or complaints from the 
public 

 Work in a coordination and advisory role with the construction resident engineer and 
inspector to ensure that the contractor is implementing correct, accurate, clear, intuitive, 
and conscientious construction signage throughout the entire project area to ensure 
motorist and pedestrian safety and convenience 

 Work in a coordination and advisory role with the construction resident engineer and 
inspector to ensure that the contractor immediately eradicates the following within the 
construction zones: i) homeless persons encampments ii) illegal dumping iii) graffiti iv) 
and other adverse quality of life issues that could negatively affect the community 

 Work in a coordination and advisory role with the construction resident engineer and 
inspector to ensure that complaints are immediately addressed and the reported 
problems are immediately eradicated 

 

2.5 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Regulatory Setting. Cumulative impacts are those that result from past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions, combined with the potential impacts of this project. A cumulative effect 
assessment looks at the collective impacts poised by individual land use plans and projects. 
Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor, but collectively substantial impacts taking 
place over a period of time. 
 
Cumulative impacts to resources in the project area may result from residential, commercial, 
industrial, and highway development, as well as from agricultural development and the 
conversion to more intensive types of agricultural cultivation. These land use activities can 
degrade habitat and species diversity through consequences such as displacement and 
fragmentation of habitat and populations, alteration of hydrology, contamination, erosion, 
sedimentation, disruption of migration corridors, changes in water quality, and introduction or 
promotions of predators. They can also contribute to potential community impacts identified for 
the project, such as changes in community character, traffic patterns, housing availability, and 
employment.  
 
A definition of cumulative impacts, under NEPA, can be found in 40 CFR, Section 1508.7 of the 
CEQ Regulations. 
 
Cumulative Impacts Related to Construction 
 
Cumulative impacts have been identified that are related to TEMPORARY construction-related 
activities, and in regard to noise, dust, and access, amongst other activities. Caltrans has 
established minimization measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) to ensure 
compliance with all established standards in the interests of maintaining a healthy environment in 
the surrounding project area. Caltrans also ensures that this project will not be constructed 
simultaneously with any other Caltrans project on the I-405 freeway, or simultaneously with any 
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other City of Los Angeles or County of Los Angeles roadway improvement projects in the vicinity 
of the project area. Other Caltrans improvement projects on Interstate 405 are listed on the 
following page, complete with construction dates, which may be preliminary, and subject to 
change at any time. 
 
Other Caltrans Improvement Projects on Interstate 405  
 
EA 1178U1 | Southbound & Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 25.9/29.5 
Construct carpool lane from Route 90 to Interstate 10 
Construction completed 
 
EA 120300 | Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 28.8/39.0 
Construct carpool lane from National Boulevard to Greenleaf Street 
Construction: 4/2009-4/2013 
 
EA 1667U4 | Southbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 31.9/39.7 
Construct southbound carpool lane 
Construction completed 
 
EA 191004 | Northbound Interstate 405 Auxiliary Lane 
Mile Marker: 37.0/39.0 
Add auxiliary lane from Mulholland Drive 
Construction completed 
 
EA 191304 | Northbound Interstate 405 to Southbound US Route 101 Widening  
Mile Marker: 39.0/39.4 
Widen northbound I-405 to southbound US-101 connector 
Construction completed 
 
EA 195903 | Southbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 29.8/32.1 
From I-10/I-405 Interchange to Waterford Street 
Add auxiliary lane, add carpool lane 
Construction completed 
 
EA 199611 | Southbound Interstate 405 to US-101 Connector Improvement Project 
Mile Marker: I-405: 39.4/40.5, US-101: 17.0/19.4 
From southbound I-405 to North and southbound US-101 Freeway 
New two-lane 50 miles per hour connector and bridge structure over Sepulveda Dam 
Construction: 12/2013-1/2017 
 
EA 199624 | Northbound Interstate 405 Carpool Lane 
Mile Marker: 38.8/40.1 
Construct carpool lane from Greenleaf to Burbank Boulevard 
Construction completed 
 
EA 201203 | Northbound Interstate 405 Gap Closure 
Mile Marker: 38.7/39.4 
Carpool gap closure with structure 
Construction completed 
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To further avoid significant and cumulative construction-related impacts. Caltrans shall: 
 

 Implement a Public Awareness Campaign for the I-405 at Arbor Vitae Street New South 
Half Interchange Project as previously mentioned in the construction impacts section.  
Caltrans and/or a Caltrans public relations consultant shall actively oversee and be 
responsible for implementation of this campaign. 

 All city street improvements/mitigation as discussed in Section 2.1.6 (Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities) is expected to be completely within 
Caltrans and City of Los Angeles right-of-way, and therefore, right-of-way impacts to 
adjacent residential and business properties is not required, nor expected. 

 All city street improvements/mitigation as discussed in Section 2.1.6 (Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities) would be properly phased and staged 
during implementation to ensure that the area does not experience significant, 
simultaneous, or cumulative construction-related impacts. 

 
Caltrans and the Los Angeles Department of Transportation (LADOT) shall continue to refine the 
city street improvements/mitigation as discussed in Section 2.1.6 (Traffic and 
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities), and shall jointly ensure that all associated 
impacts are avoided, minimized, and mitigated to the maximum practicable extent in any 
necessary environmental reevaluation/addendum, to avoid any significant cumulative and 
construction-related impacts.  
 
2.6 CLIMATE CHANGE 
 
Regulatory Setting.  While climate change has been a concern since at least 1988, as 
evidenced by the establishment of the United Nations and World Meteorological Organization’s 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), the efforts devoted to greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reduction and climate change research and policy have increased dramatically 
in recent years.  These efforts are primarily concerned with the emissions of GHG related to 
human activity that include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane, nitrous oxide, tetrafluoromethane, 
hexafluoroethane, sulfur hexafluoride, HFC-23 (fluoroform), HFC-134a (s, s, s, 2 –
tetrafluoroethane), and HFC-152a (difluoroethane). 
 
With the passage of several pieces of legislation including State Senate and Assembly Bills as 
well as Executive Orders from the Governor, California launched an innovative and pro-active 
approach to dealing with greenhouse gas emissions and climate change at the state level.  This 
legislation was discussed in further detail the in the Draft EA/IS Circulated in December 2009 for 
this project. 
 
Climate change and GHG reduction is also a concern at the federal level; however, at this time, 
no legislation or regulations have been enacted specifically addressing GHG emissions 
reductions and climate change. California, in conjunction with several environmental 
organizations and several other states, sued to force the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to regulate GHG as a pollutant under the Clean Air Act (Massachusetts vs. Environmental 
Protection Agency et al., 549 U.S. 497 (2007).  The court ruled that GHG does fit within the Clean 
Air Act’s definition of a pollutant, and that the EPA does have the authority to regulate GHG.  
Despite the Supreme Court ruling, there are no promulgated federal regulations to date limiting 
GHG emissions.  
 
On December 7, 2009, the EPA Administrator signed two distinct findings regarding greenhouse 
gases under section 202(a) of the Clean Air Act: 
 

Endangerment Finding: The Administrator finds that the current and projected 
concentrations of the six key well-mixed greenhouse gases--carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), perfluorocarbons 
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(PFCs), and sulfur hexafluoride (SF6)--in the atmosphere threaten the public health and 
welfare of current and future generations.  

Cause or Contribute Finding: The Administrator finds that the combined emissions of 
these well-mixed greenhouse gases from new motor vehicles and new motor vehicle 
engines contribute to the greenhouse gas pollution which threatens public health and 
welfare.  

These findings do not themselves impose any requirements on industry or other entities.  
However, this action is a prerequisite to finalizing the EPA’s proposed greenhouse gas emission 
standards for light-duty vehicles, which were jointly proposed by EPA and the Department of 
Transportation’s National Highway Safety Administration on September 15, 2009. 1 On May 7, 
2010 the final Light-Duty Vehicle Greenhouse Gas Emissions Standards and Corporate Average 
Fuel Economy Standards was published in the Federal Register. The final combined USEPA and 
National Highway Traffic Safety Administration that make up the first phase of this National 
Program apply to passenger cars, light-duty trucks, and medium-duty passenger vehicles, 
covering model years 2012 through 2016. They require these vehicles to meet an estimated 
combined average emissions level of 250 grams of carbon dioxide per mile, equivalent to 35.5 
miles per gallon (MPG) if the automobile industry were to meet this carbon dioxide level solely 
through fuel economy improvements. Together, these standards will cut greenhouse gas 
emissions by an estimated 960 million metric tons and 1.8 billion barrels of oil over the lifetime of 
the vehicles sold under the program (model years 2012-2016).  
 
Neither EPA nor FHWA has promulgated explicit guidance or methodology to conduct project-
level greenhouse gas analysis. As stated on FHWA’s climate change website 
(http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/hep/climate/index.htm), climate change considerations should be 
integrated throughout the transportation decision-making process–from planning through project 
development and delivery. Addressing climate change mitigation and adaptation up front in the 
planning process will facilitate decision-making and improve efficiency at the program level, and 
will inform the analysis and stewardship needs of project level decision-making. Climate change 
considerations can easily be integrated into many planning factors, such as supporting economic 
vitality and global efficiency, increasing safety and mobility, enhancing the environment, 
promoting energy conservation, and improving the quality of life.  
 
Because there have been more requirements set forth in California legislation and executive 
orders regarding climate change, the issue was addressed in the CEQA chapter of the draft Initial 
Study/Environmental Assessment for this project and may be used to inform the NEPA decision.  
The four strategies set forth by FHWA to lessen climate change impacts do correlate with efforts 
that the State has undertaken and is undertaking to deal with transportation and climate change; 
the strategies include improved transportation system efficiency, cleaner fuels, cleaner vehicles, 
and reduction in the growth of vehicle hours travelled.   
 
Caltrans and its parent agency, the Business, Transportation, and Housing Agency, have taken 
an active role in addressing GHG emission reduction and climate change. Recognizing that 98 
percent of California’s GHG emissions are from the burning of fossil fuels and 40 percent of all 
human made GHG emissions are from transportation (see Climate Action Program at Caltrans 
(December 2006), Caltrans has created and is implementing the Climate Action Program at 
Caltrans that was published in December 2006. This document can be found at:  
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf 
 
 
 
 

                                                                 
1 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/endangerment.html 
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Project Analysis  
 
One of the main strategies in the Department’s Climate Action Program to reduce GHG 
emissions is to make California’s transportation system more efficient. The highest levels of 
carbon dioxide from mobile sources, such as automobiles, occur at stop-and-go speeds (0-25 
miles per hour) and speeds over 55 mph; the most severe emissions occur from 0-25 miles per 
hour (see Figure below). To the extent that a project relieves congestion by enhancing operations 
and improving travel times in high congestion travel corridors GHG emissions, particularly CO2, 
may be reduced.   
 
The purpose of the proposed project was to relieve congestion and improve operations for I-405, 
however an updated traffic study (April 6, 2010) indicates that for the build alternative (as shown 
on table 13 in chapter 2) the LOS will improve from F to E for the intersection of Manchester 
Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and Airport Boulevard and improve 
from C to B for the intersection of Manchester Avenue and Hindry Avenue. However, the LOS for 
the intersection of Arbor Vitae Street and Sepulveda Boulevard is predicted to worsen from C to F 
and from B to F at the intersection of Arbor Vitae Street and Inglewood Avenue as a result of this 
proposed alternative. For the No Build alternative (as shown on table 13 in Chapter 2) LOS is 
predicted to deteriorate from E to F for the intersection of La Tijera Boulevard and Sepulveda 
Boulevard and from C to D for the intersection of Arbor Vitae Street and Aviation Boulevard. 
However, the LOS on is predicted to improve from E to D at the intersection of Manchester 
Avenue and Airport Boulevard and D to B at the intersection of Manchester Avenue and 
Inglewood Avenue as a result of the proposed no-build alternative. LOS will deteriorate with the 
No-Build Alternative from E to F at the intersection of Manchester Avenue and Prairie Avenue 
and from B to D at the intersection of Century Boulevard and Felton Avenue. Although traffic 
studies for both alternatives indicate increased congestion at surrounding intersections for 
proposed build alternative with some minor improvement at surrounding intersections for the 
proposed no-build alternative, there would be no overall increase or reduction in greenhouse gas 
emissions from either the proposed build or no-build alternative.   
  
Although a detailed project-level GHG analysis is not included in this document, the Department 
continues to be actively involved on the Governor’s Climate Action Team as ARB works to 
implement AB 1493 and AB 32. As part of the Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 
2006), the Department is supporting efforts to reduce vehicle miles traveled by planning and 
implementing smart land use strategies: job/housing proximity, developing transit-oriented 
communities, and high density housing along transit corridors. The Department is working closely 
with local jurisdictions on planning activities; however, the Department does not have local land 
use planning authority. The Department is also supporting efforts to improve the energy efficiency 
of the transportation sector by increasing vehicle fuel economy in new cars, light and heavy-duty 
trucks. However it is important to note that the control of the fuel economy standards is held by 
the United States Environmental Protection Agency and ARB. Lastly, the use of alternative fuels 
is also being considered; the Department is participating in funding for alternative fuel research at 
the University of California Davis. For more detailed information about each strategy, please see 
Climate Action Program at Caltrans (December 2006); it is available at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/docs/ClimateReport.pdf . 
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Early and continuing coordination with the general public and appropriate public agencies is an 
essential part of the environmental process to determine the scope of environmental 
documentation, the level of analysis, potential impacts and mitigation measures and related 
environmental requirements. Agency consultation and public participation for this project have 
been accomplished through a variety of formal and informal methods, including: project 
development team meetings, interagency coordination meetings, scoping meeting, etc. This 
chapter summarizes the results of Caltrans’ efforts to fully identify, address and resolve project-
related issues through early and continuing coordination. 
 
Scoping 
 
What is Scoping? Scoping is a process designed to examine a proposed project early in the 
Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR) analysis and review 
process. Scoping is intended to identify the range of issues raised by the proposed project and 
to outline feasible alternatives or mitigation measures to avoid potentially significant 
environmental effects. The Scoping process inherently stresses EARLY consultation with local 
agencies, responsible agencies, review agencies, trustee agencies, cooperating agencies, 
tribal governments, elected officials, interested/affected individuals, any other stakeholders, and 
any federal agency whose approval or funding of the proposed project will be required for 
completion of the project. 
 
Scoping is considered an effective way to bring together and resolve the concerns of other 
agencies and individuals who may potentially be affected by the proposed project, as well as 
other interested persons, such as the general public, who might not be in agreement with the 
action on environmental grounds. 
 
Scoping Procedures for the Proposed Full Interchange Project. The environmental 
document for this project was a routine Environmental Assessment (EA), not an EIS. The 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) regulations do not require an EA to undergo formal Scoping procedures. However, 
consistent with Caltrans’ early involvement philosophy, and in light of the project’s vital 
importance, scoping procedures were undertaken. 
 
The hope was to ensure that the concerns of ALL stakeholders were known early in the 
process and incorporated into the environmental analyses and NEPA document. During the 
Scoping period, Caltrans solicited comments and input from all stakeholders and attempted to 
ensure their early involvement in the project development and environmental process. 
 
When the proposed but rejected project was consisting of a full interchange, scoping began in 
1981 with the project subsequently placed on hold. In 1994, the scoping process was reinitiated 
with letters sent to elected officials and government agencies (dated June 22, 1994). In 
addition, public scoping notices (Figure 8) were placed in the following newspapers: Los 
Angeles Times (June 13, 1994), La Opinion (June 13, 1994), and The Los Angeles Sentinel 
(June 16, 1994). As shown in Figure 8, the notices described the proposed project and 
provided an office address and phone number for anyone interested in being added to the 
mailing list. Comments were received until July 13, 1994. General comments received during 
scoping consisted of: 
 

 Concerns regarding traffic congestion and mitigation 
 Support for the project 
 Opposition to the project 
 Concerns regarding construction impacts 
 Concerns by local property owners 
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 Business owner concerns 
 Traffic issues near Westchester Neighborhood School (located near Arbor Vitae St. 

and Isis Ave.). 
 
Figure 3-01. Scoping Notice for the Full Interchange Project 
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Public Meeting for the Arbor Vitae Street Full Interchange Proposal 
 
A public meeting was held on July 6, 2000 at Inglewood City Hall, in the City of Inglewood. The 
meeting was held to give the public opportunity to get familiar, ask questions and comment on 
various aspects of the full interchange project. As part of the public circulation process, letters 
to elected officials, government agencies and interested individuals were sent (June 7, 2000). 
Additionally, Public Notices were published in the Los Angeles Times-South Bay Section, (June 
8 & 29, 2000), La Opinion (June 7 & 26, 2000), The Daily Breeze (June 6 & 26, 2000), and the 
Rapid Publishing Newspaper Group (June 7 & 28, 2000), a service that places special 
emphasis in the African American community.  
 
At the public meeting numerous individuals submitted comment cards to Caltrans. General 
issues discussed at the public meeting consisted of: 
 

 Support for the project 
 Opposition to the project 
 Expansion of Los Angeles International Airport 
 Air quality concerns 
 Noise Concerns 
 Additional property acquisition concerns 
 Adequacy of the Draft Initial Study/Environmental Assessment 
 Concerns over the use of Oak Street Elementary School 
 Concerns over possible Title VI violations 
 Traffic concerns  

 
Comments Received Public Circulation for the Full Interchange Proposal 
 
A total of 25 comment letters and approximately 92 comment cards were received during the 
comment period. The official public comment period was from June 6, to July 21, 2000. 
However based on requests from the Inglewood Unified School District and the LAXEN (LAX 
Expansion No) group, the comment period was extended to July 28, 2000. Additionally, the 
LAXEN group submitted three (3) opposition petitions (“Petition to California Department of 
Transportation” 900 signatures, “Community Objection Letter” 313 signatures, and Declaration 
of Health Concerns 341 signatures) each containing signatures from area residents (many 
identical signatures can be found on all three petitions). Samples of each petition can be found 
in Appendix VII. Copies of the all comment letters are also provided in Appendix VII. Comment 
letters were received from the following: 
 

 Dr. Steve Smith (South Coast Air Quality Management District) 
 Mr. George F. Gerard 
 Mr. Tony Cerda 
 Mr. Mike Elder (2) 
 Mrs. Charles Heath 
 Mr. Marcus Deemer  
 Mr. James T. Blomquist (Sierra Club Representative)  
 Mr. Roy Hefner (LAX Airport Area Advisory Committee)  
 Dr. James Harris, Mrs. Alice Grigsby (Inglewood Unified School District)  
 Mrs. Elizabeth Khoury  
 Shute, Mihaly & Weinberger LLP, Christy H. Taylor (representing City of El Segundo)  
 Mr. David Yamahara (Los Angeles County Public Works)  
 Terry Roberts (Governor’s Office of Planning and Research) 
 Mrs. Diane Sambrano  
 Mr. Charles A. DeDeurwaerder 
 Bahram Fazeli, Communities for a Better Environment 
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 Michael A. Rembis, FACHE, Chief Executive Officer, Centinela Hospital  
 Adam Miller, Managing Director, Great Western Forum 
 Donald H. Eiesland, President/CEO, Inglewood Park Cemetary 
 Tom Bowling, Vice President & General Manager, Hollywood Park Casino 
 Rick Baedeker, President, Hollywood Park 
 G. Michael Finnigan, President, Realty Investment Group, Inc.  
 Jay W. Kim, Senior Transportation Engineer, Los Angeles Department of 

Transportation 
 Susan Baker Ducey, Vice President, Business Planning & Community Development, 

Daniel Freeman Hospitals Inc. 
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Figure 3-02. Public Hearing Notice for the Proposed but Rejected Half Interchange 
Proposal  
 

ANNOUNCEMENT OF PUBLIC HEARING 

for the Interstate 405/Arbor Vitae Street New 
Southbound Half Interchange Project 

 

What’s Being 
Planned? 

The California Department of Transportation 
(“Caltrans”) proposes to construct a new south-half 
interchange on the I-405, at Arbor Vitae Street, in the 
City of Inglewood. The new half interchange would 
provide a new southbound on-ramp to the I-405 from 
Arbor Vitae Street, as well as, a new northbound off-
ramp from the I-405 to Arbor Vitae Street. This would 
create, from the I-405, a new direct vehicle access to 
and from the Hollywood Park Casino, the University 
of West Los Angeles, the Forum, and Centinela 
Hospital. The project’s purpose is to reduce 
congestion at the Century Boulevard and Manchester 
Boulevard interchanges through the creation of this 
new direct vehicle access. 

Why  
This  
Ad? 

A public hearing will be held to allow any interested 
individuals an opportunity to discuss certain design 
features of the project with Caltrans staff, view the 
proposed plan, and make comments before the final 
design and alternative is selected. 

What’s 
Available? 

The project Environmental Assessment/Initial Study 
(EA/IS) is available for viewing and download at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/dist07/resources/envdocs/, and 
is available for review and copying at the Caltrans 
District 7 Division of Environmental Planning (100 S. 
Main Street, Los Angeles) on weekdays from 8:00 
a.m. to 4:30 p.m. The EA/IS is available at the 
Inglewood Main Library located at 101 W. 
Manchester Blvd., Inglewood, CA 90301 and also at 
the Los Angeles Public Library – Westchester-Loyola 
branch, located at 7114 W. Manchester Ave., Los 
Angeles, CA 90045. 

Where  
Do  

You  
Come  

In? 

The public hearing will be held: 
 
Tuesday, January 19, 2010 6pm to 8pm 

 
 

 
 

Crozier Middle School, Auditorium
120 West Regent Street
Inglewood, CA 90301

If you cannot attend, but have comments, please 
submit your written comments no later than 
Wednesday, February 3, 2010  to: 
  

Mr. Ronald Kosinski 
Deputy District Director 

Division of Environmental Planning (Arbor Vitae) 
California Department of Transportation 

100 South Main Street MS 16A 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 

 
Individuals who require special accommodation 
(American Sign Language interpreter, accessible 
seating, documentation in alternative formats, etc.) 
are requested to contact the Department’s Public 
Affairs Office at 213-897-3656 at least 21 days prior 
(Tuesday, December 29, 2009) to the scheduled 
hearing date.  TDD users may contact the California 
Relay Service TDD line at 1-800-735-2929 or Voice 
Line at 1-800-735-2922. 

Contact For additional information, please contact Mr. 
Eduardo Aguilar at (213) 897-8492. 

Thank you for your interest in this transportation project 
Caltrans improves mobility across California!  
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A public hearing to discuss the current and rejected project was held January 19, 2010. The 
public hearing court reporter transcript and public hearing informational materials are included 
in the appendices of this environmental document.  
 
Consultation and Coordination 
 
PID Phase of the Half Interchange Project. The Project Initiation Document (PID) phase of 
the project is the time during which the project’s feasibility, schedule, cost, impacts, and design 
alternatives are studied at a preliminary and conceptual level. Coordination with the project’s 
primary stakeholders begins during this phase. In this case, the project began this phase in 
cooperation with the Los Angeles Department of Airports (LADOA) in June 1976 when the 
LADOA sent a letter to Caltrans stating that the construction of the Arbor Vitae Interchange 
could reduce congestion along Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue.   
 
Value Analysis Phase of the Half Interchange Project. Value Analysis (VA) or Value 
Engineering (VE) is a function-oriented, structured, multi-disciplinary team approach to solving 
problems or identifying improvements. The goal of any VA Study is to: Improve value by 
sustaining or improving performance attributes (of the project, product, and/or service being 
studied) while at the same time reducing overall cost (including lifecycle operations and 
maintenance expenses). 
 
During this phase of the project, multi-agency, multi-disciplinary team was assembled to study 
the existing alternatives alongside Caltrans, propose new design alternatives, and drop existing 
design alternatives as necessary. This phase was conducted on the following dates: April 24, 
May 22 through 26, and July 18, 2006. 
 
The stakeholders whom were invited and attended were representatives of the City of 
Inglewood Public Works Department, the City of Los Angeles Department of Transportation, 
and the Los Angeles County Metropolitan Transportation Authority. On the next two pages is 
Table 25, the Value Analysis Attendance Grid. 
 
Table 25. Value Analysis Attendance Grid 
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Table 25. Value Analysis Attendance Grid (cont.) 

 
 
 

 
 
Pre-Scoping Phase of the Full Interchange Project. This project was first proposed in 1980 
and to be constructed in 1984. However, there is no record of specific actions prior to the 
Scoping Phase that occurred in 1994 of the project except for the June 1976 letter that LADOA 
sent to Caltrans proposing the construction of the Arbor Vitae Interchange. 
 
Scoping Phase of the Half Interchange Project. During the Scoping phase of the project, 
Caltrans conducted the following outreach efforts discussed previously in the Scoping 
Procedures of this document earlier in Chapter 3 Comments and Coordination. 
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Post-Scoping Phase of the Full Interchange Project. The Scoping phase of the project was 
completed in 1994 and no additional outreach efforts were performed by Caltrans staff. 
Correspondence between stakeholders and Caltrans staff can be viewed in the appendences 
section of this document. Much opposition and little support was conveyed to the project by 
individuals in the communities of Inglewood and Manchester. 
 
Draft EA/IS Public Comment Period and Public Hearing. Caltrans has sent the Draft EA/IS 
to all of the project stakeholders discussed in the aforementioned Scoping section, as well as 
the numerous new individuals that were added to the project mailing list during the previous 
Public Comment Period in 2000 and 2006. To view the project mailing list, please refer to the 
appendices section of this document. 
 
Caltrans solicited questions, comments, and concerns from all stakeholders regarding the 
proposed project and its potential environmental and community impacts as discussed in this 
Environmental Assessment. The Department held a public hearing on January 19, 2010 so that 
all stakeholders were able to voice their questions, comments, and concerns in person. All 
written comments received during the Public Comment Period, as well as verbal comments 
made at the public hearing, are considered formal comments and are part of the public record. 
 
The Draft EA/IS and Availability Notification letters and newsletters were sent to all 
stakeholders listed in the project mailing list located in the appendices section of this 
environmental document. Draft EA/IS Availability Notification newspaper ads were run in the 
same newspapers that were used during the previous Public Comment Period and Public 
Hearing phase of the project in 2000. 
 
The Draft EA/IS Availability Notification letters, newsletters, and newspaper ads provided all of 
the specific details as they did during the Scoping phase of the project. Again, much opposition 
and little support was conveyed to the project by individuals in the communities of Inglewood 
and Manchester. Comments on the Draft Environmental Document were made in writing and 
spoken at the Public Hearing and during the comment period that began December 21, 2010 
and concluded on February 3, 2010. These detailed comments are considered and responded 
to in Appendix B.  
 
The following activities were completed by Caltrans staff and the Consensus Consulting 
Incorporated Group in 2009 and 2010: 
  

 Elected official briefing on June 17, 2009 Session #1- Staff for Councilmember Morales 
and Sen. Rod Wright  

 Elected official briefing on June 17, 2009 Session #2- Staff for Councilmember 
Rosendahl and Supervisor Mark Ridley-Thomas, Mayor Dorn, and City of Inglewood 
Councilmember Morales on July 9, 2009  

 City of Inglewood Planning Director Wanda Williams and staff on July 29, 2009  
 Inglewood Councilmember Morales Right-of-Way briefing on July 29, 2009 
 Community Walk Report and Log - July 29, July 31 and August 5, 2009  
 Walk of impacted properties within Right-of-Way  
 Walk of businesses along Arbor Vitae 
 Meeting with Inglewood Unified School District Superintendent Joice Lewis and Chief 

Operating Officer/Facilities Director Robert Guillen October 1, 2009 
 Meeting with Area Homeowners Associations and Area Chambers of Commerce 

October 1, 2009 
 Oak Street Elementary School Principal Richard Barter presented project information 

and the fact sheet provided by Consensus Incorporated to the Oak Street Elementary 
School PTA Meeting on October 24, 2009.  

 The Public Comment Period: December 21, 2009 to February 3, 2010 
 Public Hearing: January 19, 2010 at Crozier Middle School from 6PM to 8PM  
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 Briefing with Westchester Neighborhood Council: Tuesday, January 5, 2010 
 City of Los Angeles and Los Angeles DOT Meeting January 13, 2010 
 Responses provided to Public Comments: May 1, 2010 to August 19, 2010 
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Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning 
Ronald Kosinski, Deputy District Director 
Aziz Elattar, Office Chief 
Eduardo Aguilar, Branch Chief (NEPA) 
Eddie Isaacs, Environmental Planner (NEPA, Community Impact Assessment) 
Joel Bonilla, Environmental Planner (GIS) 
Anthony R. Baquiran, Environmental Planner (Community Impact Assessment) 
Sally Moawad, Environmental Planner (NEPA, Reviewer) 
Allen M. Azali, Environmental Planner (NEPA, Reviewer) 
Nicholas Cormier Environmental Planner (NEPA, Reviewer) 
Natalie Hill, Environmental Planner (Public Outreach) 
Victor O. Ukpolo, Volunteer (NEPA, Public Outreach) 
 
Project Development Team/Specialists: 
Caltrans District 7, Division of Environmental Planning 
Paul Caron, Branch Chief  (Biology) 
Sarah Berns, Project Biologist 
Dawn Kukla, Branch Chief (Paleontological Services) 
Gary Iverson, Branch Chief (Cultural Resources) 
Kelly Ewing-Toledo, Principal Architectural Historian 
Noah M. Stewart, Co-Principal Investigator Prehistoric Archaeology 
Michelle Goossens, Associate Archeologist 
Thoa Le, Associate Environmental Planner (QA/QC Reviewer) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Division of Project Development 
Simon Kuo, Design Manager 
Khanh Q. Nguyen, Project Engineer 
 
Caltrans District 7, Division of Project Management 
John M. Vassiliades, Project Manager 
Peter Chiu, Assistant Project Manager 
 
Caltrans District 7, Division of Right of Way 
John M. Njorge, Senior Right of Way Agent (Relocation Impact Study) 
Wayne D. Lee, Associate Right of Way Agent (Relocation Impact Study) 
Onyx Taylor-Smith, Associate Governmental Program Specialist (Relocation Impact Study) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Division of External Affairs 
Tim Baker, Audio Visual Assistant (Visual Impact Assessment) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Environmental Engineering and Feasibility Studies 
Andrew Yoon, Senior Transportation Engineer (Air Quality Reviewer) 
Steve Chan, Senior Transportation Engineer (Hazardous Waste) 
Jin S. Lee, Senior Transportation Engineer (Traffic Noise Investigations) 
Frank A. Gonzales, Transportation Engineer (Hazardous Waste) 
Andy Woods, Transportation Engineer (Air Quality) 
Hamid A. Sarraf Transportation Engineer (Traffic Noise Investigations) 
Samia Soueidan, Transportation Engineer (Traffic Noise Investigations) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Advance Planning 
Chao Wei, Senior Transportation Engineer (Cost-Benefits and Time Savings Modeling) 
Roy D. Gilstrap Jr., Senior Transportation Engineer (Cost-Benefits and Time Savings Modeling) 
Jonathan Osborn, Research Program Specialist (Cost-Benefits and Time Savings Modeling) 
Andy Teng, Transportation Engineer (Cost-Benefits and Time Savings Modeling)  

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 138 



CHAPTER 4 – LIST OF PREPARERS 

Environmental Assessment (EA) – August 2010 139 

 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Landscape Architecture 
Jennifer Taira, District Landscape Architect (Visual Impact Assessment) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Headquarters/D7 Engineering Geology 
Gustavo Ortega, Senior Geologist (Geotechnical Report) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Freeway Operations 
Kirk Patel, Senior Transportation Engineer (Level of Service Analysis, Caltrans Traffic Study 
Reviewer) 
Jamal Fakih, Transportation Engineer (Level of Service Analysis, Caltrans Traffic Study 
Reviewer) 
Ashraf Ghebranious, Transportation Engineer (Level of Service Analysis, Caltrans Traffic Study 
Reviewer) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Traffic Investigations 
Yunus Ghausi, Senior Transportation Engineer (Caltrans Traffic Analysis Study) 
George Chammas, Transportation Engineer (Caltrans Traffic Analysis Study) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Office of Engineering Services/Hydraulics 
Dave Bhalla, Senior Transportation Engineer (Location Hydraulics Study) 
Ralph Sasaki, Senior Transportation Engineer (Location Hydraulics Study) 
Fusung Chang, Transportation Engineer (Location Hydraulics Study) 
Ara Jitechian, Transportation Engineer (Location Hydraulics Study) 
 
Caltrans District 7, Storm Water Unit 
Shirley Pak, Senior Transportation Engineer (Stormwater Data Report Reviewer) 
Maria Agustin, Transportation Engineer (Stormwater Data Report Reviewer) 
Jay Arceo, Transportation Engineer (Stormwater Data Report Reviewer)  
 
CH2M Hill, Traffic Analysis Consultants 
Laura de la Pena, Task Order Manager 
Loren Bloomberg, Lead Engineer/Writer, Traffic Analysis 
Jim Roldan, Traffic Engineer, Traffic Analysis 
Grahm Satterwhite, Traffic Engineer, Traffic Analysis 
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Name Last Name Title Organization Category Dept Address City State Zip
Ana Markey State of California - Department of California Highway Patr EmergencyPublic Affa 6300 Bristol P Culver City CA 90230

U.S. Department of Homeland Security Resource Agencies Washingto DC 20528
Dave Preece District ManResource Conservation District of the Santa Monica MountEnvironmental Groups 122 N. TopangTopanga CA 90290
Leland Tang State of California - Department of California Highway Patr EmergencyPublic Affa 6300 Bristol P Culver City CA 90230
Elisa Hinkle President Southwestern Herpetologists Society Environmental Groups P.O. Box 7469Van Nuys CA 91409

California Native Plant Society Environmental Groups 2707 K Street,Sacrament CA 95816
Army Corp of Engineers, L.A. District Resource Agencies P.O. Box 5327Los AngeleCA 90053

Trudy Ingram California Department of Fish and Game Resource Agencies 402 E. Ojai AvOjai CA 93023
Assembly MCalifornia State Assembly, District 41 Electeds - State
Assembly MCalifornia State Assembly, District 42 Electeds - State
Senator California State Senate, District 21 Electeds - State
Senator California State Senate, District 28 Electeds - State

Arlene Pinzler District DireCalifornia State Senate, District 28 Electeds - State 2512 Artesia BRedondo BCA 90278
California Wildlife Federation Resource Agencies P.O. Box 1527Sacrament CA 95812-1527

Eduardo Aguilar Catrans, District 7 Agencies 100 S. Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
Mine Struhl Caltrans Agencies 100 S. Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
Simon Kuo Catrans, District 7 Agencies 100 S. Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
Mary Frederick Acting AeroCaltrans Agencies 1120 "N" StreeSacrament CA 95814
Kelly Dunlap Acting OfficCaltrans Agencies Environme 1120 "N" StreeSacrament CA 95814
Joe Brazile External Af Caltrans, District 7 Agencies Business a 100 S. Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
George Chammas Caltrans, F Caltrans Agencies 100 S, Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
Judy Gish Pubic Affai Caltrans, Public Affairs Agencies CA
David Attaway Environme City of Los Angeles, Dept. of Recreation & Parks Agencies 1200 W. 7th SLos AngeleCA 90017

City of Los Angeles Agencies City Planning CA
City of Los Angeles Agencies City Planning CA

City PlanneCity of Los Angeles, Planning Dept. Agencies CA
Transporta City of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation Agencies CA

William T. Fujioka AdministratCity of Los Angeles Agencies City Hall Ea200 N. Main SLos AngeleCA 90012-4190
Rita Robinson Acting GenCity of Los Angeles, Department of Transportation Agencies 100 S. Main S Los AngeleCA 90012
Douglas L. Barry Fire Chief City of Los Angeles, , Los Angeles Fire Department Emergency Responde 200 N. Main SLos AngeleCA 90012

City of Los Angeles, Recreation and Parks Department Agencies Office of Bo200. N. Main SLos AngeleCA 90012
James Gibson Executive OCity of Los Angeles, Board of Public Works Agencies 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012
Ara Kasparian Environme City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering Agencies Environme 1149 S. BroadLos AngeleCA 90015
Phil RichardsonPrincipal C City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering Agencies Streets/Sto1149 S. BroadLos AngeleCA 90015
Ed EbrahimianDirector City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Street Lighting Agencies 600 South SprLos AngeleCA 90014
William A. Robertson Director City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Street Services Agencies 600 South SprLos AngeleCA 90014
Jane BlumenfeldDivision MaCity of Los Angeles, City Planning Department Agencies 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012-260
Charlie Rausch Section Su City of Los Angeles, Community Planning Bureau Agencies Metro/East/200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012

City of Los Angeles, Department of City Planning Agencies CA
Cynthia M. Ruiz President City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies Public Affa 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012
Linda Moore City of Los Angeles, Dept of Power & Water Agencies 1149 S. BroadLos AngeleCA 90015

Planning D City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies 650 S. Spring Los AngeleCA 90014-1911
Planning D City of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies 650 S. Spring Los AngeleCA 90014-1912

Jodean M. Giese City of Los Angeles, Department of Water and Power Agencies 111 N. Hope SLos AngeleCA 90012
Joseph Hiltner Captain III City of Los Angeles Police Department Agencies 12312 Culver Los AngeleCA 90066
Antonio VillaraigosaMayor City of Los Angeles, Office of the Mayor Electeds - City 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012

Bernard Parks Council MeCity of Los Angeles, Council District 8 Electeds - City

200 N. Spring 
St., Room 
460 Los AngeleCA 90012

Bill Rosendahl Council MeCity of Los Angeles, Council District 11 Electeds - City 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012
Council Member Electeds - City CA
Council Member Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Electeds - City CA
Council MeCity of Elected Offices - City CA

City of Los Angeles, Environmental Affairs Department Agencies Los AngeleCA 90012
City of Los Angeles, Plan Approval/Site Plan Review Agencies CA
City of Los Angeles, Plan Approval/Site Plan Review Agencies CA
City of Los Angeles, Plan Approval/Site Plan Review Agencies 200 N. Spring Los AngeleCA 90012

Tom Grant City of Los Angeles Agencies City Hall 200 N. Main SLos AngeleCA 90012
Carol S. Armstrong Environme City of Los Angeles, Bureau of Engineering Agencies 1149 S. BroadLos AngeleCA 90015-2205
Conny McCormack County of Los Angeles Agencies Registrar-RP.O. Box 1024Norwalk CA 90651-1024
H.W. Stone Director, PuCounty of Los Angeles Agencies P.O. Box 1460Alhambra CA 91802
James Hartl Director County of Los Angeles Dept. of Regional Planning Agencies 1390 Hall o320 West TemLos AngeleCA 90012
P. Micheal Freeman Chief County of Los Angeles Fire Department Agencies 1320 N. EasteLos AngeleCA 90063
Robert Horvath Technical SCounty of Los Angeles Sanitation District Agencies Technical S1955 WorkmaWhittier CA 90601
Jim Stahl Chief EnginCounty of Los Angeles Sanitation District Agencies 1955 WorkmaWhittier CA 90601
Lee Baca Sheriff County of Los Angeles Sheriff's Department Agencies 4700 RomonaMonterey PCA 91754-2169
Mark Ridley-Tho Supervisor Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, District 2 Electeds - CRoom 866 500 W. TemplLos AngeleCA 90012
Donald L. Knabe Supervisor Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors, District 4 Electeds - CRoom 822 500 W. TemplLos AngeleCA 90012
Russ Guiney Director County of Los Angeles, Department of Parks and RecreatioAgencies 433 South VerLos AngeleCA 90020
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Mr. Brad Decheillis County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies 900 S. FremonAlhambra CA 91803
Mr. Dan Sharp Senior Civi County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies Watershed 900 S. FremonAlhambra CA 91803-1331
Ms. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies CA
Mr. Donald L. Wolfe Director County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies P.O. Box 1460Alhambra CA 91802-1460
Mr. County of Los Angeles, Department of Public Works Agencies Programs D900 S. FremonAlhambra CA 91803
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APPENDIX A: TITLE Vl POLIGY STATEMENT

T'láÀ5fAßfdTllll{ allÞll':{;$NC^Gt,HûY _ t\n\¡0IÞ

DEPARTTITENT OF TRÁNSPORTATION
OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR,
I I]O N $ÎREF.T
P. O. 8öX 9,t?ú7J
!;,l(:R,4Èil¿N tQr C^ T{27J-00{t
PHONE (fl6) óJ+J?6ó
F,tx (9t616s{{6r¡8
'r¡ï (9¡ß) 651-40ß6

August 25, 2009

TITLE VI
POLICY STATEI\IENT

Thc California State Departmcnt of 'Iransportation under Tirle Vl of the Civil Rights Acr
of 1964 and rclated slfltulÈs. ensurcs lhat no person in the State of Calit'ornia shall, on the
grounds of rsçg, color. national origin, scx, disabiliq', or aBe, be excluded trom
participalion in, be denied the bencfìts of, or bc othenvise subjected to discrimination
undcr any progranl or activity it adrninistcrs-

h¿ttrlJ-^L
RANDIILL H.I\\'ASAKI
Dir€ctor

'(lrJfrias in¡nars rßþiltt, Eryß i:ølíülßû'
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APPENDIX B: RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

A1 Native American Heritage Commission

A2 County Sanitation Districts Of Los Angeles County

A3 Office Of lnglewood City Councilman Eloy Morales

A4 City Los Angeles Department Of Transportation (LADOT)

A5 County Of Los Angeles Department Of Parks And Recreation
A6 City Of lnglewood Department Of Planning And Building

A7 United States Environmental Protection Agency

AB City Of lnglewood Department Of Public Works
A9 Governor's Office Of Planning And Research
410 South Coast Air Quality Management District

C1 Jane and Marcus A Deemer Letter

C2 DanielWalker Letter

C3 David Coffin Letter

C4 Denny Schneider, President, Alliance for a Regional Solution to Airport Congestion
Letter

C5 Danna Cope Letter

C6 NoelW Houser Letter

P1 Clara GonzalezWritten Comment

P2 John Bowman Written Comment

P3 Jerry McAliney Written Comment

P4 Tina McKinnor Written Comment

P5 Darryw Harris Written Comment

S1 Claydine Burt Spoken Comment

52 David Coffin Spoken Comment

53 Anthony Cappa Spoken Comment

54 Noel Houser Spoken Comment

55 Diane Sambrano Spoken Comment

56 Keith Lockard Spoken Comment

57 Noel Houser Spoken Comment

T1 Keith Lockard Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T2 Anthony Cappa Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T3 Diane Sambrano Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T4 David Coffin Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T5 Jerry McAliney Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T6 Claydine Burt Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
T7 Cecil Careio Comment in Public Hearing Transcript
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AI
Caltrans Response #l:

NATIVE AIIERICÀN HERITÂGE COIIìIISSION
ñlmuu.@d
$ffi.qgta(rarGér
h9È wln ñ.hc ci sl.v
;d:d.-tr.p.Éblld

Januáry 4. 20'10

Mr Eduårdo Agu¡lar
CALTFORNIA DEPARTTEIIT OF TRAI'SPIORIAIIAO]I - DISTRIGI 7
100 Souh Ma¡n StræÎ- Ms lil
L6 Angêbs, CA 90012

DtMr Agu¡h:

The Nal¡ve American HeriÉg€ Comm¡$ion (NAHC) is ttE 3Þb 'hsÞ ag€nctr' pußuent b
PublÈ RsoulG Code S2íO7O br thê pþbctlÐ and p@alion of Califotn¡a's Nalivê Ameri€ñ
CultuÉl R.6our@.. (& @ v. JøþßMFgAq 17O Cal
App- 3'6o{)Ttþcsl¡bh¡â En 6ouGcodos2l0oG
2'112, amilded ¡n 20Og) fequ¡E lhet âny p¡qed ùEt €us6 E $Mdl6l âdvffi chdgo ¡n hê
signif@næ ol an hlsior¡cal 6ouE, that ¡mlude6 årchælog¡cal ¡€grG, ¡s å 's¡gn¡ñcånt efÞct
rêqu¡ing lhê prêpâEtbr of e Eryiþnm4tâl lmpact Repod (ElR) pt tho Celibñ¡a Codê of Rogulalids
S1$ôa.s(bxc X0 CEQA gu¡dóli@). sælíd 15382 of ltþ CEQA GuidôliÉ dêfG a 3k¡nifi€rt ¡mpect
on thc dv¡@ffit æ'e lubEEnüal, or Þo¡antidly 3ubstant¡al, advô@ cftangê ¡n eny otphyôl€l
@ndldoß withh an aGa afræd by tho propæd prdêcl ¡¡rc¡ud¡ng diêcta of h¡tub d æ6¡hdic
s¡{¡nifence ' ln ordtr b æmdy wlth th¡s prd¡¡i¡f. thê lead agoncy ¡s r€quked b ases whelhd lhc
p.ojæt will have 4 advoM ¡mpæl on thæ lcæulþæ withln tho 'æa of poiênlial êñèct (APE)', and I
s, b ñitþeÞ lhat 6ñ6ct Thê NAHC b a 'Parücipat¡no Aeácy' wilh Cdt'åna. To adoquâbly åâss lhe
prcj.d-clslôd ¡mpæE on hi6brlcal rG€4lc6, tlE Comm¡sih l€@mtrtds ttE lolliling

TlÉ Nalire Almi(En Hdibgc Cmm¡slm dkl pe.tom a SæGd L¿ndt F¡lc (SLÐ æarch
in lñe NAHC SLF lnHbry, eûbl¡sl€d by th€ LogbletuG puGEnt þ Publ¡c R@@t Codc
S5097.94(a) and Nativ€ Arcrb€n CultuEl l€sulG wm nd ¡d.ntlfl.d with¡n qêàdf mllè of the
APE Eårly @naultati¡m w¡th Nativo Aær¡@ Í¡b€s in your aræ ¡. th€ bel way b æoil
unant'rcipateddisverÈsdceaprcþctisundêNay Encic€daEthênamæoltlþneaÞslt¡bos
and ¡nrs@led Nãtivs Ámdic€ñ indivirEb th¡l ItE NAHC lræmmands æ 'øsult¡ng pdba,' for
thts purD6ê. thât My he kndlêdgc ot ttE €lhkÆ and cuturâl signlñc€næ ol lhê hhloric
propêni6 ¡n thr p@j€.i@ (o g- APÐ- \rlre @mmend that yd @læt pffis ù tho athft€d
l¡61of Nâllvo Amican qtÊcts. A Native Amdiøn Trlbe q T¡ilr¡l ÉHd my b€ lho dly Bouræ of
¡nfolmtbn åbdrt a ú|fuÉl ræu@ Al¡o. ìho NAHC ræomlrHds that a Nâlivê Amdiø
lronilor q t{atiw Am€ri(En cufuElv kndlgdgeálo pemn be êmplcy€d wtEndq a p.þÊâsbnel
arctìæfogþt ¡s dnp¡oyed durtng th6'ln¡fEl Sùdy'and ¡n otñer phaffi of the ânv¡rdffiÞl
plonn¡ng pl@ffi. Funlffi rc ¡uggdt that yd @Ed h Celifom¡r Hi6brb Rosrcês
lnbrmatir Syslêm (CHRIS) at the Ofiæ of H¡sbric Præetatioñ (OHP) Cærd¡Eb¡'s offiæ (al
(916) 65+7278, lorGbnC to th6 rc.Gt OHP lnfo.ñal¡.n Cênbr of wh¡ch lh.r€ ¡É ll.

Conrufbbn wü bibas and ¡ñ6bd N¡üvô hdi€n rik ad ¡nd¡vHuala. a @lgllino
pertios, on lhe NAHC l¡sl ,shouH b6 drductod Ùl @mpl¡s@ with tlÉ Équ¡@mcnG ol lêdeEl
NEPA (¡r2 U-S.C. 4321-¡lf|51) and S.ctbn 106 snd 4(D of f€derål NHPA (15 U SC 4TOlqlet æ),
36 CFR Pa.t 600.3. th€ P6¡d€nt's Counc¡l on Env¡ronffital Ouality (CSQ; 42 U S.C- 4371
et s€q) and NAGPRA (25 U.S-C. 3O0l-3Or3). s eppropriaG

A. Comment noted.

B. This project has completed compliance with the Depaltment of Transporlation
Act of I 966 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, specifically
Section 106.

C. As such, consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission was
previously carried out (including a search ofthe Sacred Lands file).
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AI
Caltrans Response #l Continued:

ns

your env¡pnffital d@mgb, ag a9propr¡ale

Fm and msy rE/hbtori€ Propfflbs.
Confidcntbl¡ty fi€nce may alæ b€ pþt€ciod the

unds Sæl¡u d¡sotion if not el¡g¡ble for l¡sting
The SecFtary my abo bc advised by the frdeEl
I 996) ¡n is6uing a dæi6¡on m whelher or not þ
nfi@næ identified in ú @r thc APE and pGsibly

threteêd by propos€d pKiæt acliv¡ty

CEOA Gu¡dsllß, Sccl¡on lSOAl-s(d) requlE Û|e lead ag6cy to wq* w¡th the Nalive Am6r¡Ðs
identìfied by lib Cmmis¡on ¡t th€ initial Sìtidy idfll¡fiq the prænæ of llkdy prcsæ of Nalive

Affiican humn r€m¡n8 wüiin the APE. CEOA Gu¡deliË polb tbr agËlHb w¡th Nalive
Aßi€n, id€etified by lhe I.¡AHC, b åssuG lhe aPgrcprhb end d(¡nif¡ed teafnent of Nat¡ve

Arerican humn ma¡ß and any æÐhþd gwe l¡em

na

whelher tho Gma¡ns æ ttl@ ol a Nalive Amsi@n . Note tÀat 57062 qt the HÉlth & Safety cod€
sbtca thar d¡sturbæ of Nalive Aír€ri€n æmeteris b a blony-

C. Also consultation was carried out with interested Native American community
members as part of the compliance effort. The result was that no cultural
Íesources were identified in the Area of Potentiaì Effect either from survevs.
information reviews, or consultations.

Atiachmst Ltst of Nalive ÀnsfiEn Contæts

Cq SlateClearinghous
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AI
Nat¡ve Amer¡can Conlacts

Los Angeles County
Jaruary 4,2O1O

l-A Cltvrcountv Nativ€ Am€fican lrdian Comm
Bm A¡ìdrad€.'oirec{or
3175 West 6th Sùeet. Rm.
tosAngel€s , CA 90020
(2r3) 35r-s324
(2r3) 38e399s FAX

ï'At Soc¡etv
Cirúi Alvift;
6515 E. S€as¡de Walk, #C cabr¡el¡no
Long Beacn , CA 9O8æ
calvitre@yahoo.com
(714) 504-2¿168 Cel¡

Tongva Ancesùal Teritor¡al Tribal Nation
John Tommy Rosas, Tdþal Admin.

Gabriel¡rc Tongva I'latbn
Safn Dunlap, Tr¡bal Secretary
P-O. Bo¡ E69OA _ - - Gabriellno Tongva
LosAngelôs , CA ss
smdunlap@earthl¡nk.net

(9Og) 262-9351 - cell

Gabr¡el¡rc TongË lndlils ol Callornla Tr¡bal Couæ¡l
Robert F- Doramae, Tr¡bal Chairrçuttural
!.9'-F,@ - Gabri€l¡no TongvaB€lfþw€r , CA 90707
gtongva@verizon.net
562-761-6417 - voiæ
562-925-7989 - lax

Þnnlaw@gma¡l.com
31G570-6567

Gabr¡elino Tongva

Gabriêlino'Tonova Tribe
B€m¡e Aøna -
501 Sante Monica Blvd, #
Santa Monica CA 9O4Ol
(310) 587-2203
(3101424-7720 - æll
(310) 587-2281

Gabrielino

Gabrieleno/Tonqva San Gabriel Band of Mission
Anthony lvlorales, Chairperson
PO Box 693 Gabrlel¡no Tongva
San Gab[iol CA 91TIA
(626) 28er262 -FAX
(626) 28È1632
(626) 28ê1758 - l-lomê
(626) 28+1262 Fax

Gabrleleno Band o{ M¡ssion lnd¡ans
Andy Salas, Chairperson
PO Box 393 Gabr¡et€no
Covlna , CA917æ
gabrielerio¡nd¡ans@yahoo.

62È92ø4131
(213) 68&0181 - FAX

fr lH bcú|üoltrúdth6dB&ffi

hffidlbllútuddh.ry @dmryEFdUtryð6d hffim5dh hü d
Süy Coda æn W.U dft PuUb kc4d ffi s'.S dtu rub h æ. b

E(EA) ffi Hffi Md ÂEl ffi 10ô,.d ffi UGPM.

Mt¡ldly¡mbbbrælEd mEAÉútûqd toúEt Éu@EhprEFd
Slmt@; Cffi &dCûqtui ffi tutbrhffi GtAùV6ffi bWh El
|ffiry P'qct ffitñhqrydrEho4 blæ-cdlry, Èfril.
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AI
Native American Contacts

Los Angêles County
January 4, ã)1O

Gahiellrþ-Tonwa Tribe
L¡nda Candelefla Chairwoman
fl)i Santa Mon¡ca Bhrd, * Gabrielino
Sania Mon¡ce CA 90/t01
(31O)sræ
31G42&5767- cell
(310) 587-2281
løddslal @gabr¡el¡æT.ib€.org

BdMondÈlhhdtuq @detuy rydilrt-ddhffi ruOsdhffi d
ia, Codq Sde t s dh ttdlc bl6 úd ffi ry¡d h ruh bE cû A¡q
H W ffil Ncy e(l*PAI md lffic bñrldr lê! S l(Â d ffi Uen

fr kbqùælH¡fotqÈdítH ffi ffi ËqÉbold@ulÛbh9rcrd
SCE|mICÊA Þdhpldoni HÉj$¡dtbhffi&deVLbæ kSü U
ffi¡. hl.Gt bd h hqlyd ¡!l-ood; ba4t ãñy, dffi
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^2Caltrans Response #2:

COUNTY SANITATION D¡STFìICTS
OF LOS ANGELES COUNTY

I 955 wô,kmon M Rood, whril,., CA 9Có0 I - ì ¡00
Mo ,ô9 Àddrê:¡: PO Bor 4998 whirr'È,, CA 90ó07.¿998
Tûl.phoûc: i5ó21 ó99.7!l l, FAx 1562\ 699 5422

STEPHEN R MAGUIN
Ch,oi E¡9rnr.r o¡d ccñè¡or Monogù'

Juury 12,2010

F¡lcNo: 05-00.0440

It{¡. Ronald Kosiroki, Deputy Distsict Dircctor , ¡ .
Califmia Dçpõtnñt of TmÐoí¡tioD
Dvisim of Envi¡mtal Plming
(405 Arircr Vinc Inmiwgc)
100 Soü$ MÂin Sftct MS 16A
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dør Mr. Kosinski:

Ncsati if'¡"ä:$
within

. The proposd prcjæt my irpæt qisting æd/ü proposd Diskicts' túk swæ ovq which it
will b€ constuckd. Existing md propoæd Disùics, rrmk wm æ ¡watcd dircclly udr
uüo¡ mss diKtly bcncath rhc p¡opoed prcjcct aligntrnt. Thc Districts cffiot iff a
dctailcd rcsponsc lo q pcmit cmsùuclion of thc propold projæt util projæt plms ild
spccilìcrtios that incorporatc DisùisB, sryq lircs rc submittcd. In qdq ro prcprc tbcæ
plms, you will red to submit a mp of t}c propoocd prcjcot alignmmt, whÊn av¿ilablc, to the
atimtion of Ms. MartlE Tmblay of th€ Disû.icts, Sewr Dcsign Scction ¡t the sdûcss shom
abovc. Thc Disùicrs will thm prcvidc you with thc plms fq all DisFicts,fæiliti6 thâr will be
ir¡pætcd by tl¡c proposcd prcjcct. Thcn, whÐ ¡evised plæs that incory@tc or swss havc
bcen pæpæ4 pl.æe submit @frics of the sme fq ou review md coma¡.

If you have úy quclions, plcsc contåcr the udmigncd at (562) 908-4288, exttrion 2712.

A. Sewer District's requirements are duly noted and will be followed during the
design phase ofthe project, should the half-interchange project move forward. The
project is on hold at this time as the No-Build Altemative will be identifìed as the
Preferred Altemative.

Vsy ùuly yous,

Stcpho R. Maguin

/
(f;r{. d,åJ'aì:ar.-
Ruth I F¡aa
Customr Stricc Spccialist
Facilitiæ Plaming Departmmt

RIF:rf
c: M.Trcmbhy

tui: ¡a5jqr

tocvcrcd rop* d3
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Chedshing Our Past - Embracing Our Fufu¡p
CITY OF INGLEVüOOD

Oæ W, ¡{ðndEls soulffird lnglMod, Câ oOlOl-r75O

P.1/8 A3

DANIEL K TABOR
øuadlMbr
Þ¿ttuIld I

JUDY OUNLAP
Øonc¡hrenær
Dbñct Ilo. 2

ELOY MORALES, JR
@qdlrffibar
Dlrùtr I,la 3

RÁI.PH L. FMNKL¡N
øuN¡lmbç
Dlsttfr I'lo. 4

TIMOTHY E WANAMAKER
Crty Aûthh¿þr

5HELDON CURRY
MTæyÆñIîMÙ/
tuwbpwt

JEFF MUIR
AsbÞnt ctty Æñlnbùarü/
tilef FlNtúJ OÍlLv

MICHAÈ O. FALKOW
hpaty C¡ty,Mñln6tdor/
orief Inbn¿u@ otu

o¡{E M^¡{CHESÍER 6('Ut EI/ARD
rncltrooD, c ltFoR¡ûA
90301-1730

MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL / AI'MIT.¡ISTFÂNVE OFFICE
IELEPHONE¡ (3f01412ãtot - FAk (O.to)412¿7ss

oor.. fr/. 3.2or.

rHrs rs PAcE r or K
IF YOU HAVE ANY OUÊSÎIONS BEGARDING THIS TFANSMISSION.
FLEASE CALL THE SENOEÊ ATTHE NUMBER INDICATED A8OVE.
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Inglewood California
Eloy lvforËúcs, Jr.
councilm¡n. Dirúicr 3

Februry 2,2010

'Io Whom It May Concern:

The pu¡pose of this accompmying lotrer is to forwôrd a petition delivered to
my officc blresidørts of Inglwood in oppositim of Cai Tnn's planned 405
fivy Arbor Vitae on/offrarnp.

mci.l Membor, Disuicr 3

þ oflngtewood

ono Morci4Þ¡ avd /P,o.80x6m/h€êw@d cdtomb ç!312,/(310) 4t2-5320/Fox t3tõ412-s7s8/Môtudôñraúd *-

T\ârl.Ky\ú,
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'. 
ANo Br¡V¡xc

PßoPF R T f 'â lN rHE NE rCH ftocç1o¿e tq rS¡ ß gow.ì/ 
,

i

Àtt At AN EsrtH{¡eo corT "¡,,àItëqÞrêèe-

NA4E ÁODRE3S Ztë c,cioe

A3
Caltrans Response #3:

A. Thank you for your coÍmìents. Caltrans has identified the No-Build Alternative
as the Preferred Alternative.

òrò/

//tl /. /.,-., on, lqä/

-.4. 
. A.t*-nio ¿R6z¿o- /l 3l 5. Ftr Auu 7¿9ê |

l.
t2"
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A4
Caltrans Response #4:

ÚA L, ROBNSq
Crw ELEs

AT{ A

DEPAMXT G
IruSPORTArcN

r@s utils. 1o*FL@R
LOS A¡GELES, q 9@i 2

Q13\ 472470
Fd(2r3)rz{a10

Februâ¡y 3, 2010

Mr. Ronald Kosinski, Deputy Di$rict Director ,J/_
SBle of Califomia
D€parùnmt of TErsportåtio¡! Districl 7
Division of Enviromeotal Plmitrg (A¡bo¡ Vilae)
100 Sou¡h Main Strct, MS 16A
Los Angeles, CÄ 90012

Dee Mr. KosiDski:

DRAFT ENVIROIIII{ENTAL ASSESSMENT/INITIAL STUDY-INTERSTATE 405 ARBOR
VITAE NEW SOUTH IIALF INTERCEANCE PROJECT

The City of Los Angele Depart[ent of Trru¡ortation (LADOT) hæ revirycd rhe D¡afr
Envircmenlal Assm@t Study of thc proposcd Intcrlatc 405 Arbor vitac New South Intúchilge
Projæt ud have eruerated où @menB 6 listcd in the Attacbmcol. We have alp mer with you
søffto ¡cviry úe prcposd prcj4t. LADOT suppons this prcjæt æ it will improve ¡ææs to thc
sunowding ømmuities including thc City of Los Angeles æd the City of lnglewood, dd should
improvc traffic flow along rhe I-405 Coridor.

As fünds bæorc availablc wc alm rccomcnd enstretion of the no¡h half of this inÈrchmgc by
prcviding a n* southboud off-mp and a ncw norfhboud on-mp at AÈor Vitac Stcet, õ it will
fuÍhe improve ¿cc6s 10 tlÉ smouding commuities md further reducc congcstion on the I-405
F¡@way conidq,

We appreciat€ a chdce to provide input ¡n this cqvirommtal dæmcnt md if you have my quesiom
rcgrding rhis maner, pleæ contact Kfr Husting, Senior Tropotuúon Eogincq at (213)972-5008-

A. Comments noted. Thank you for your comments. Based on the result of the
new analysis, the No-Build Altemative has been identified as the Preferred
Altemative. Please see Section 1.3.2 for details.

Vl^,'

Principle Ttuspo¡lation Engioær

C: Kcn Huting, LADOT
luin Chodasll LADOT
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Mr. Ronald Kosinskí :2-

ATTACHMENT

February 3,2010

l. Pâge l0- In the last scntence on this page you indicate ùat the prcjed'þrovides direct æccss to Los
A¡gcles l¡temational Airyon (LAX)." The main æcess to LAX will continue þ b€ fiom Cflúy
Boulevdd, Sepulveda Boulevad md thc I-105 Glem A¡deræn Frcway Only indircct acæss to
airpon-relaæd pùking o¡ cõ røtal facilities is likely ro bc prcv¡ded from Arbor V¡tae Srreet.

lntuitivel¡ ææss to thc LAX CoÎral Tminal Area for t¡affic northbomd on thc l-405 Freeway will
only bc imprcved to thc dcgce that a'aff¡c exiting the Êæway shifrs fiom thc no¡thbowd Csntury
Boulevard off-mp to ülc propoæd Arbor Viæ Stræt off-rup, thereby dæreæing congcstion on the
Cenf,fy Boulevrd off-rmp- Thce would be no imp¡ovcm€nt for moto¡ists who choorc ro ræsition
from rhe I-405 Fræway b rhc w€sboud I-105 Fræway ad uæ rhe Sepulveda Boulflùd off-rmp.
Access to LAX for rcuthbomd tEffic on the I-405 Fræway will nor be imprcved, since a new
southboud on-rmp at Arbor Vitae Steet is not being propoæd ude¡ Altemlive 2.

2. Pegc 13- Under Alærotive 2, item l, thc widrh of the roadway ovcr¡rass should be staled In
addition, the prcposd stiping on the Arbo¡ Vilze overpass should be indicated- We request the
opponuity to review ud cotmfll on all propoæd prcject-relaled signing æd striping plæs, since it
may impact tnffic on La Cimega Boulevad, the wesl half of which is within the City of Los Angeles.

3. Page 2O- The last smtøcc on this page: "The Mæchests Squae Baggage Tcminal Prcjea is
includcd in thc Westchcster-Play¿ Del Rey Commiry Pla..." is inconccl 'Ihqe is no reh prcject
with that tide. The rc?ol may be refcning to thc propo*d Grcud Tmpo¡tatioD Cmtq in rhc I-AX
Mastq Ple; howwq, that prcj@t is subjæt to fufths study ad is nol included in the rrly'estchester-

Playa Dcl Rcy Colmuity Plu. In cffæt, the læ1 pægiøph udcr "We$ches€¡-Playa Del Rey/Los
Angcles Couty Goe¡al Plu" should bc elimiËted.

4. P¡ge 2l- All refqflccs to "LAX Commity Plm" shoutd be chagcd to *LAX Plu." In addition,
Los Angeles World Airporis is nor the "!Eqt compuy" of LAX, bul Ëther a depmeft of th€ City
of Los Angcles ad the agency responsible for mmging LAX.

5. Pege 28- Chmge "LAX Colmuily Pla" to "LAX Plæ."

6. Ptge 4+ Thc ¡cpon sales: "A need fo¡ æ altemative rourc between thc I-405 æd LAX hæ
pqsisted sinc€ the mid-I970s..." This sølemenr ignores tÌ¡e coretructioo ofthc I-105 GIcm Ande¡son
Freeway since thal time æ well æ thc frojcct (Mcntly uder cotrstuctior) ro widen the westboud I-
105 off-¡mp to nonhboud Scpulvcda Boulevad that improvcs dircct access to the airpo¡t.

7. Prgc 56- The re¡n¡t statcs that on a regional sale Vehicle HoN tÉveled ¡ncreæcd by 35,583 houm
ild vchicle miles lEvelcd incr$ed by 13, 128 miles æ shou in Table 34 with Build Alr@tivc 2
veËus No-Bu¡ld Altemtivs I On a smallcr sub-regional sal€, vchicl€ how r¡aveled dæ¡eæed by
32,776 hous ad vehicle miles t¡-Âveled decreæed by 1,942 with Altemtive 2 vñus Ahemative I as
shom in Table 33. Pleæ cluiS why vehicle hou æd vehicle miles incøcd on a ¡egional scalc,
but deææd on a sub-regional scale.

Caltrans Response #4 Continuedr 
oo

A. Several errors were made in the Draft Environmental Document in salng that
the proposed but rejected project "provide direct access to Los Angeles
Intemational Airport." The errors have been corrected in the Final Environmental
Document. This is not the case as the project is not adjacent to the entrance ofthe
airport for aniving and departing passengers. The proposed project would provide
access to the Hollywood Park Casino and Redevelopment Project, the University
of rWest Los Angeles, Centinela Hospital, a¡.ìd the Forum.

B. As originally proposed, Arbor Vitae St OC would have been widened from 78'
to approximately 90' in width. Should the project move forward, signing/striping
plans will be made available to the City of Los Angeles for review.

C. Corrections made to document. Thank vou for vour corrections.

D. Conections made to document. Thank vou for vour corrections.

E. Corrections made to document. Thank you for your conections.

F. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.

G. Traffic will increase in the six-county SCAG Region. Traffic will decrease in
the area around the proposed build altemative's project study area. Although the
build alternative would reduce congestion at Manchester Avenue and Airpofi
Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard Intersections but it
also create substantial delays at intersections along the Arbor Vitae Boulevard
Corridor. Tbis and the fact that FHWA would not grant design exception for a
Half Interchange. These events led to Caltrans identifying the No-Build
Alternative as the Preferred Alternative in this document.
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Caltrans Response #5:

February 3, 2010

Mr, Ronald lGs¡nski
Deputy Oistlct D¡rector
Califomla oepartment of Trahsportation
Division of Env¡ronmenlal Plenn¡ng
'100 Sóùth Main Streêt MS 104
Los Angeles, CA 90012

Dær Mt. Kosinski:

Sent v¡a emâ¡l: ron kos¡nski@dot c€.qov

¡RONìIEI{TAL ASSESSUE¡{T' INThIL SIUÍ¡Y
INTERSTATE- ¡III5 ARBC,R VITAE

NEWSOUTH HALF INTERCHANGE PRq¡ECT
O7J'¡DóÐíP|Ú|ãl.2l Bl

EA/¡916{Xl

The Departnent of Pad(s and Re€rèation hæ wiewed th€ above prcieot for Pdential
r th€ ¡urisdictien of thô tÞParttnent. We have cleteí¡l¡n€d
not áfiect alry Deparlmental âcilitíæ.

Thank you for including th'rs Department in the erilircmental lev¡ew process.. lf we
may be of frÙ€r assistance, pleas€ cònÈct my sffi JuFe Yom at (2'13) æ1-5127 ot
ivom@oafks Jaæuntv.oov-

Siffiely,

. '-îr I
/' l(t"¡.'a¿.t-:'

.leán Rupètt
Sec{ion Head
EnviMrñ€ntd & Regulatory Per¡rltt¡ng S€dd

JR:JYlCÉpons to cdTÉæ È405 Arbd viEô

c: Parl€ and Retrætim (N. E. Garc¡a, L. Her¡sþy, J. YÕm)

Phúin8 dd Ds!êloÞmo!Âgõsy.5lo sodh V@qû Avc' lÆÂ¡aclc¡, c¡{ 90112ù195 ' (213) 351-5198
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FEB-03-2010 ilED 04;26 Pil
A6
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/h.

Inglewood fruÐ California
Y

PLANNING 
^ND 

BUILDINO DEPANTMENT

Enviromtrtâl Asssmnulnl¡al Study lor lho l'4O5 sulh-haf
¡nÞrc1ìanæ at Arbor Ylbe

Caltrans Response #6:

A. Section 2.2.6 of the Draft IS/EA identifies temporary emissions impacts by
CO, NOx, ROG, and PMIO from stationary or mobile powered on-site
construction equipment including trucks and pavers. In addition, the Prefened
Alternative, identified as the No-Build Altemative, will not result in construction
or demolition activities; and therefore, will not result in impacts or changes to the
emrssrons sources.

B. Amount of distu¡bed areas is no longerrelevant as No-Build Alternative I has

been identified as the Preferred Altemative. Construction duration had been

identified in the Summary as to begin in Spring 2013, and end in Spring 2015.

February 3.2010

viald üd USPS

Mr. Rmald KosinÊki, O€puty oistrlct o¡reclor
ca¡ifomia D€9atÍHt sf TranÐorfrton
órui"¡m ot gtiv¡ronmntal Planning (¡lo5 Arbor\/ltaê lnÞrchângc)
lO0 Soulh Ma¡n Sù'Êêt MS 164
Lc AnSeÞs, CA 90012

Subiæt

D€ar Mr. l<osinski:

Thenk you for the opportunity to cmmenl on ¡he Envirônm6Ítal Assesament and

rnitiaf d¡cy tor rne iiOs æútt¡naf ¡nærchang€ al Arbor Vrtae in lngþwood' We

pwlde you with lhs follovúing commcnts:

dharFt or lugit¡ve dßt snd cmstruc{ion woffier trips- Will gignlñent gEd¡ng
(push¡ng and smping) or excava$on (dlgging 8nd ffiop¡ng) thal rêquiê remoEl

oæ Mânóstsr Boulffi¡6 / tngtq¡yood, c'{ g)3or I p.o]g- 6500 I lnel*,ood, cAg)312,/ w.6ty6¡r€l'Fod.dg
(3'10)412-5430 m, (3lo) 412494 {B} / (310) 412-s681 {F}
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Caltrans Response #6 Continued:

A. The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with
the requirements under NEPA and CEQA as well as those by the Clean Air Acts,
Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies and guidance by the EPA,
FHWA, and the Department as appropriate. A mobile source air toxics (MSAT)
analysis has been prepared following the latest FHWA MSAT Interim Guidance;
and a CO analysis based on the EPA-approved CO Protocol developed by the
Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis in
cooperation with the Department. A PM analysis has been conducted based on the
joint EPA/FHWA guidance released on March 10, 2006, titled 'Transportation
Conformity Cuidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM2.5 and PMl0
Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas.'

Based on the SCAQMD's training presentation available on-hne
(http://www.aqmd.sov/ceqa/models/URB0Thaining.ppt), the use of URBEMIS
2007 is limited to land use projects and is not recommended for road widening or
linear infrastructure projects. At least one of the alternatives in the Draft IS/EA
proposes roadway widening and changes to access that would require roadway
widening.

B. Construction related emissions from the proposed project are discussed in the
Draft IS/EA sections 2.2.6,2.4 and 3.2. Operational emissions are discussed in the
Draft IS/EA sections 2.2.6 and 3.2. The Department evaluates significance of an
impact on a project-by-project basis. Furthermore, the Draft IS/EA as well as the
Department's Standard Specifications require construction contractors to comply
with the South Coast Air Quality Management's Rule 403 and to implement its
control measures as appropriate to minimize fugitive dust during
construction/demolition/site preparation activities.

Amount of disturbed areas is no longer relevant as No-Build Alternative I has

been identified as the Preferred Altemative. Construction duration had been

identified in the Summary as to begin in Spring 2013, and end in Spring 2015.

C. Comment noted. Thank vou for voùr comment.

of ærth, concEþ or
cfeates an oPPortunity
for fre€My motorists'
will be distuÉad' tha n
guidelines lssüed bY S
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Caltrans Response #ó Continued:

A. The FHWA Interim MSAT Guidance provides for a tiered approach for
analyzing MSAT, depending on specific project circumstances. For the types of
projects that serve to improve operations of highway without adding substantial
new capacity or without creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase
MSAT emissions, the FHWA Cuidance indicates that a qualitative analysis would
need to be prepared as has been in the Draft IS/EA. The qualitative MSAT
analysis indicates that emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the
design year due in part to the EPA's and Califomia's control programs that are
projected to reduce MSAT emissions by at least 57 to 87 percent from 2000 to
2020.

B. Your suggestion to perform dispersion modeling and health risk for MSATs is
acknowledged. However, dispersion modeling of MSAT emissions will not be
included as part of the air quality analysis for this project. The MSAT analysis
was prepared following the FHWA MSAT Interim Guidance which does not
support the use of dispersion modeling to evaluate impacts from MSAT
emissions. Furthermore, EPA has not established guidelines for quantitative
dispersion modeling of MSATs and the Transportation Conformity Rule for
PMro/PM25 hotspot analyses states "The requirements for quantitative analysis
contained in this paragraph (b) will not take effect until EPA releases modeling
guidance on this subject and announces in the Federal Register that these
requirements are in effect. [40 CFR 93.123(bX4)]'. EPA has also not released
modeling guidelines for PM¡6/PM2 5 hotspot analyses.

FHWA does not believe that dispersion modeling can provide a meaningful
comparison of altematives and, in fact, may provide misleading information as to
the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of current tools. There
are a number ofreasons why, at this time, FHV/A does not support dispersion
modeling. As part of the development of the FHV/A interim MSAT guidance,
FHV/A conducted a thorough review ofthe scienti{ic information related to
MSATs from transportation sources. As a result of that review, FHWA concluded
that the available technical tools do not enable a reliable estimate ofpollutant
exposure concentrations or predict the project specific health impacts ofthe
emissions changes associated with transportation project altematives. EPA's
Cuidance on Air Quality Models includes the following conclusions on the
accuracy and precision ofair quality models: The models are reasonably reliable

(ROG) ând n¡lrogan ox¡dæ (NOX) that will result from pro¡ect conslfucl¡on and

opaEt¡on to delermlne uone impacls.

dæument.

lollow¡ng exedr¡ve ofdeÉ:

' 2OlO: Reduæ greenhous€ gas emþsions to 2000 levels;
. 2020: Reduæ gæBnhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels; and
. 2050: Reduce grcenhouæ gas emlssions to 80 per@nt belN 1990 levels'

Compl¡anc€ wilh Executive Order 12898 (Environmentål Justicê) €nnot oocur

until the alr qualily and tEfñc analysis af€ comPl6tÊ.

RECOMMENDATION: I Fcommend that the City request that thê doilment
rcflect additional â¡r quality, trefilc end gleBnhoH gas mls¡ons analys¡s that is

bæà ¡n part on the'eveñtJal consÛuctim and oPeÉtion ol tña ¡lollyrcod Par*
prcjed-

We are atlecling a Petillon signad by lnglercod residents subm¡tied by lhe ofiæ
of Councll Member Eloy MoElEÊ (D¡strict 3)'
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Caltrans Response #6 Continuedr 
ou

B. Cont. in estimating the magnitude of the highest concentrations occurring
sometime, somewhere within an area-errors of 10-40 percent are typical.
Estimates of concentrations that occur at a specific time and site are poorly
correlated with actually observed concentrations and are much less reliable.

The MSAT analysis did not identify significant adverse effects on air quality,
comparing no build to the build altemative, so mitigation measures for MSATs
will not be included with the Final Environmental Document.

C. Air quality impacts during construction and operation have been evaluated in
Section 2.2.6 based on the available traffic data.

The No Build Altemative I would not directly lead to any increases in GHG
emissions and that the No-Build Altemative has been identified as the Preferred
Altemative.

Thank you aga¡n for the opPortunity to comrrcnt.. LI91-F* any quælions'

oËã* änr"ã r¡¡n¿y \Mlcoi, senior Pbnær at (310) 412-5230'

Sinc€rely,

l' tt I l! ¡
V\þl^ (L¿194L-
Wanda lMlliams
Acllng Plannlng and Bu¡lding Dlrsc'tor

cc: 
rr;'"r"'

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 n0



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

FEB-03-2010 t{ED 04:27 Ptf A6

Inglewood California
Elov À/Iorales, Jr-
couricl¡nrn. DitE¡cr 3

February 2, 2010

To Whom ltlvfaY Concm:

The ou¡oose of this æcourpanying lena is to fovard a petition delivqed to

r"v Jmåe ¡y resiænts of In$éwood in opposition of Cal Tm's plamcd 405

frry Arbor Vitac on/offmP.

Ono Morchost€r B vd ,/p.O, Bd óslD/lmrtuood, Colfqnlo 9ogl ZGl0) ¿1?S20/Fq (3ì 0) ¡ ì 24786/w c$yof nglawood otg

luocil Member, Disuict 3
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Caltrans Response #6 Continued:

. D E T I T I o M.Y

Í An Ae Atrusf c,qtrRANe fEARING Þotr¡¿v

A N D T!,rÊN R€BulLolNç lHE Ageoar V¿f.rF- tTrßEEf

ERlpct¿ ADOIÑe rÙ'rc NFht lárYlPt Aryo Pl¡Ylxâ

PßoPF Rt Y'$ lN 'l-tlE FlEtcHlSÞßHôoo Îq fE'l ß OOtr'¡t,

Att AT AN E5f ¡ì't{16 I cosf o+',,È11øqo,êèe'

NANE
A. Thank you for your comments. Caltrans has identified the No-Build Alternative
as the Preferred Altemative.

l/ll /. /,n. on, l0 ¿/

A0Þ:QE 9€ 7 tQ ..igÉ

lrl¿ sílt Qolet

//,

'o

tÉòI

t2:
lt,
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D E T t T | 'O Mr
I Al,t AGAlNsf CntfRÂt'ts fÊâR\lrfc pourv

A N D ThtEr¡ RÊ Bu¡LolNç llE AßFoc VrfAÈ-- TIFEET

Bßtace ¡ Agol^rc f h'c NFht RátTPti Âl'D Pr¡Yirxc

?Ro?ÊRtV'e f¡¡ r|¿E 1116 le HÉÞßt'¡¿ee 1e TÉ¡ß oorÚ:^t,

ât¡. Ar AN E5f¡H.¡lTço co¡T'o1'tãito'' tê?o-

NANE åos'eg sc , :z l9 soio¿

Ça3o I

Jara t

RoSo\

1.6 , ,/ro*-oou tljO, t 7'tuß¿ Ay''r ' 7¿?al

703ol
t llnt-LÅ.* lzoe 5 lio

g. "1"u.- ,&.

.l6hh)9ó ¿tb-ðçW '^f
lL2.

l.
I
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o E T t T I o M
li

r An Ae at usr cÁLf ßÂÈts rEâRtl'lc llou,tr
AN D THÊì¡ RG'BulrOlNC 1Hã AßFo*, U¡7¡s- r!ßEET

B RtpCe t A ?o 
lNç r h'o Ntt, Ro T " 

fì .4tf D Ft¡Yìt¡r6ì

PRoPF Rf ('â lN rHE NE I oH ÉÞßFloø9 lq rgp ß oaw'^',

{tt Ar Au E5f I Ì',| { ÎF 0 cotT or tt'l.l èc?,¿,èe-

fv.R t4 r ArD:e6 s6

ToJo/

CaØatrr s¿3/ 2 sZz- ?o3o'2

Qozo/

tiag (<-r:,

21,
?Q.
,t.

a

,r.
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DETITI'OMf::r

f An Ae ql N5f , Câtf RÁl'(3 f câRINC Þo'[',rv

A N D Tl.,t€l! RÊeull-QtarJc lHg Aßças, U ¿.TAe- ¡IßEEf
:i:

Eßlpce ¡ A 9ol¡úe r h,q NFh' ßâT Pti AtrD lo"irr"i
PßoPFRTV'r lN rHF N6¿6HÉÞßHooe 1i rEinß þot^'¡l,

Àtr. At Au E5rI l'1 { 1E 0 cq¡f oç .t97,t èt,otêèe-

NA'{É. n0uAE sl ' '3 rf caioz

{Ó ot(hr-r.Âo.rr,r ís=a¡.*GotçÈ.'- . 9o¡or '

¡.

--_-4,81
7o

t.

l-r'--'

. 'L-\.., r t Q r-:r< t'.o"- clxr\c v¡, ns\-\ -¡¡. 1c3\l \

{ ?' Voll¿¿ b',,io-,¡ <z'rq ir lç #s¿ Ø'scl

5a. L¡í¿*n;_ 7çtt l4/Fe,"
91. llfl/. c, 1/'tt =,

Co.rl.S 'T,¡¡ercL 5o3l w 1ç{h 5\ {qler
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D E T t T l' o M
(i:

I An AGAIrr,5f Cll,tfRÂÑE fÊARING Þopr¡v

A N D TFtÊì¡ t1Ê B¿¡|LO|NG l HE Aleo'. V,'TAË-- 5r,ßEET
i:

Éßroce ¿ A 9olÑr r wo N€tÚ FâT P t,, ARo Po",ttÎ
pßopF Rt V's l¡,¡ fHE NálGH13Þß!1¡¿9 1" fÉ¡ ß oawrv,

¡t\ AT AN esrt l'1 ¡ TÉ 0 cotl "ç'tt7't èc.otê?e'

NANE ¡oÞteE 96 Z tP adge

cx,\ais| W¿,laclo ?51 t, F,"àl¿,n at,e 7o3at -

3t.
ól*4â,¿.c-41rs 1SZ3 ß6orãeJ f\VF z"Jc1 L¿$to.,¡. cq.ì"s.
ot' N*u=¡*\\fcs cÉôY€n'uljì:è:\ qcþ\

t?. Llfti¿-Co 6d{,*n¡,ez "1Qlr usf€tJ Ê"J ' ?Þ]o\

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 176



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

FEB-03-2010 IIED 04:27 PI FAX NO.

rT OM

A6

P
l-EI

f An Ae At¡vsf cntrÍ*," fEÂR\t$c Eô.r'fY

A N D TFrEt¡ ttGgul'.olNc lHE ARçaß UrfÀF ¡rrßEÉf

Bß¡pce¡ ADol¡re rhro NEbt lttn"li /ttlD fo*i,"Î
PßoPÊ RIV't t¡ rt+E NáleHÉÞß¡1¿¡e Îq rgFß oot¡'/'l

NA ¡+E Á 0 DreE s€

7s. r¿'t< C

lta.
?" la.à 1-ø 5' *rçaø þtzz J a7'!' I

a g^¿ç,7v€LÃ t\lg ePt1Vò ç/¡¿¿tt/vêtÃ, tDtU e -rßrKo dV 10øl
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Rdr To
lffilrDOTrCåhr/CAGo æ
Y

g¿o4ao1o09:34^M ÞÈ
Sqbld Fw EP Codlm on 140{t A¡bq Vltàà H!Í hmiE¡gÊ

oraûENkùffitrlA.slMt

FYI (l will ffidthffi bad(€tlEnks)

- 
Fwarded úy Rm K6hr*lrE 07,/C€ßEn./CAG@o 0204/20'10 0g'34Jì!ú 

-(bDtr.Clrbo.!ña[..D..
gË
02/03/2010 0600 PM

To Fìon_KìÉ¡Ékl@dole.9d
æ om¡¡Ð.co@ü€)epâm[.eÞs.cd

suqd EPA c6|Mt 6 t 405 &br vlEr Half lffitEngå o¡¡f
ENiñmffilÂôslffi

Gßdiî$ Ron,

Plæs ind €ttadred á lotler pbv¡ding ür ffirEnt m tÞ l-405 Arbor Vrtàa Half Int rdEngo DÈft
E¡yiMlMld Affim€rt- A hard @py of üis letls wiI lo[ry via mll.

Abo, I warf to lot y@ l$o$¡ lhal I m úp n* pfoièd lqd for Câltråtp DisÍlcl 7 pþjæt @vìMñ6trl
rqiqw, I l@k ftrÈ b rof*¡r€ with yo! into lhq tuù¡G!

Reger6s,
Chrir

Chds GaNn
ûri$n¡rrtd Prot€dlon €Hiål'Et
Cmñmft¡.ä arÉ Ecosltslgm Dtt¡tsid I EnvlroîrsÊl tldtw OffcË
US EPA R.gLlon 9 | 75 H€\,\4homg Sæd I Sån F6nd!co. CA 941 q5

€æn-drls@spE.9ov | (475)*74121 zllq-q-(B-€ r¡ÉAÞd

r78
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A7
Caltrans Response #7:

r'*-
1"y UNITED STATES E'{VIRONMEI{TAL PROIECTIOI{ AGENCY

EqI
75 H¡wlhom !¡tnet

S¡n Fnncl.co, CA 9/H05-¡901

FEC0a¿m
M¡. R@Âld KosiDski
CalifoEia Dcp¿rûnot of Træsponation
Division of Envimøt¿l Plroing (¡105 

^¡bo¡ 
Vilæ I¡tøchege)

I 00 Soúh Mai¡ Stræt MS I 6A
IpE A¡gel6, Califomia 9OOl2

Subjæc Droft Enviromdtal AssÑ@t for the lDlasiatc 405 ¿t Arbor Vilae Stæt Nq
Soutb llelf Intqchegc Prcjæ! I¡gleood, Califomia

Der M¡. Kosi¡ski:

Thc Uûit d Staa6 E¡vit@øtal Protætiotr Agæy (EP.A) ba Hiryed the above-Êf@ced
d6Mdt p6¡Wt to thc Nstional ENitmøtd Policy Act (NEPA), Cowil on
EnvircM@t3l Quality (CFQ) rcer¡l¿tim (40 CFR Parts 1500-t508), ad Sætion 309 of the
Clq Àir Act, Our dctailcd æmøs æ æloæd-

rù'¡e rypEialc fhc @ly mdinatioo opportmitic8 p¡ovidcd to EP^A. by Caltr& Disrict 7
througb lhe øviromt8¡ dro@l daelolrEøt pffi fq o1bø pFjæts withio CaltsN
Disfüct 7 ¿sd hopc to øntire to be avail¡ble to furthr disEs oü matr rcgddi¡g this
proposed I¡tcrcùùgc p¡oject Ou trlos€d @!D4t! iddtiry coD@with: (l) ihcpEpo*
ed Dæd fo¡ thc pIojæÇ (2) roi<ir*iq of i¡dw€d Fôvel d@ed; (3) us.lysis of chilùq's
hcalth iqscts; md (4) ¡¡¡lysfu of gløhoEe gõ @issio6. Eûcloscd c@ø1! dclail tlEsc
@Dcæ dd providc ou ømod¿tioæ for iriprcvm@t.

Wc spl'@iato thc otportuity to sid lùis Drañ EA Whø tho Fi¡¡l EA is rclæed fq
public wiw, plæ md ¿ copy to rhc add6 abovc (mail codc: CED-2) If you bavc oy
qucstions, plæ onlzsl tc û. (415> 9474161, or Chris Gs@¡, thc load piryq for this
proJæt"at (415) 9{Ì4121 or gmu.cåris@cprgov.

A. Air Quality analyses in the Draft IS/EA have been completed based on the

available traffic data developed for the project alternatives, including the No-Build
Altemative.

,.) " a1
Utt/,t¿¿( Ukrø.)-
Coud l Dwin& T@Ð óla¡iø 1 w ladq
Envirmùtal Rwiry Ofüce (CED-2)

Enclosw: EPA's Dctailêd Colmdb

@: Roddick Diaz, I¡s A¡gcl6 CoEty Mctopolil{ TruÐortation Authority
Stwc Smith, South Coæt Air Quality Mu¿gÐqt District
Gi¡a Mqic Lin<i*y, CEO, Irs Angcle Wøtrd .Ajrporrs
Ddid Kslø, Fedæl Aviation Admi¡isu¿tio

tuM il R.ryl.d Pryì
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EPA DETAILED @MMBÍTS ON TIIE DRAFT E}¡VIRONMÐIIAL ASSESSMENT FOR INTERSTATE 405
ÆOR WÆ üÂT NERCIINGE PROEM. FEBRUA¡,Y 3, 2O1O

Purp6. ud Ne€d
A! dviw@td ssscqt sh¿ll ircludc bricf diæwions of t¡è nc€d for thc prop6al (ilo
CFR Pa¡t f 508.9), úd should not bc æ ¡srcw I to rcúicl potatial slutioE tbâl Eighr Ðæt
thc udalying ueed with fewa aÄvæc ¡Epæt!, Thc purpoæ md need stat@øt for the A¡öor
Vilac Hâlf Intæhdgc Prcjæt should Fec thc Plobl@ b@dly @u8Þ that the docM4t ce
æreidø mcaingful altøalivc slutios, buf distiútly @qgh to Eak¿ fæwd eal)6is
pm'blc. Ræbiotiug purpoæ úd nocd 1o a 6irg¡e tode, I pHdrcd in thc Dm.ñ EÂ prælude
thc comidøÍion of ahmåtiv6 to tho prcj@t rhat uy æømplirh its Eddlyitrg objætiv6 with
ls neg*ive iogæl oo thc h¡¡@ hc¿hh üd thc ûat@l øvi@øt

R¿@Md¿d¡oß:

. Rryiæ thc Pu¡posc 8d Næd statcE@t s th¡t it is doc6 mt resEict thc 8gc of
pot@tiat slutiom þlely in tæs of noving vchiclæ. For uamplc, dwibc the

ü¡ddlying uecd to movc pæplc, r¿¡hq thÐ vc.hicls. Include s dircwim of
alaø!â¡c DeG of s¡¡pplying rhc rcgiol's rcsidots wilh æss to d6tietio$ ed
id@tiry hw thN mcæ æ @omodatrd by thc propoccd prcjær.

TrùrlþÉ¡fo¡ IÞ@d M¡¡¡gere[a
TruÐonatio¡ Døod Mægm@t C[DM) ud Trusporøtiø SlElæ Mðag@øt CISM)
æ sho¡tbdd for a widc æy ofpar*ing, prici¡g, tafrc @Èol, ed olhq strstogi6 tbat rcdwc
ed/or smætù moûor vdricle tr¡vel, úæby dclivøing congætiø rclief ud øisim reductiou.
TDM @s ¡edEe VMT, æd æ rcduæ thc disbøe.618 lhd comc al@B vit! úorc vchiclc
tr¿vcl, sEh s:

- Ical ad rcgioal âû po¡lutigtr;
- Sr'atøpollutiø ûø additional roadwaymff Ê@widcood fæiliti6;
- Taffc ollisio¡høds
- Diømging of activc mod€ trânÐq1åtioq (walkitrg ed cycling), ed the iDpa€t ofrhal

ou public hcalth

As ¡oted i¡ thc EA, TDM mcæs Eust bc iúpl@dEd ovú ¿ lagø 
'Þ 

tbø æ iodividual
iDfrëmm prcjer to p¡odEe the s@e @ngestiø relief. Howwø, tbç prcjæt a@ @uld bc
dc6¡cd I æ to rddq thec olutiw føiblc, or TDM m6ffi outside thc projæt æ8 @uld
bc@id<c¿

necoã¿û¿d¡oût,

. Dirus oppomitíe b @llabore wilh rcgioal ag@ci6 b crcat! oppo¡tmitiF fù
TDM/TSM. IÞæn'be lhc porøtial of morc broadly considøod TDlvf/TSM mro
to allryi¿lc c@g6tim @ adjæøt iDtøcbdg6. Diss tho ffiits of thcsc
m6lG ð allãBtivc sluti@ !o lhe prcject õ prcposçd ud idmtiry if thcw
mæ|¡G @ M tbe @dr æ disclwd aboyc. Inc¡udc this addiliøal i¡foEÂlio!
¡n lhe Firâl EA.

Caltrans Response #7 Continued:

A. Air Quality analyses in the Draft IS/EA have been completed based on the
available traffic data developed for the project altematives, including the No-Build
Alternative.

B. We do not believe that the projects' purpose and need statement is too
reshictive. As the proposed project is a highway improvement project, a

multi-modal altemative was not identified under any of the project altematives
previously studied.

C. TDM/TSM measures can be re-evaluated should the project move forward in
the future. Implementation of TDM/TSM measures alone are not currently
identified as meeting the project's need and purpose.
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. Disus in turc dcbil thc'trúy othr prcjæts æd al@tivcs.-.in tbe worl6 aimcd
at iEproliDg circulatioû ir ltrc ptojæt sdy æa" (p- 28)- As âpproprido, ircludo ttrc
mulativc iEpæts of tl¡e ÂÈor Vitãc iDtcrchegc æd thsc prcjæts i¡ s CMulåtivc
Inpærs diwusion.

ItrdelHdda üt¡lity, Log¡cd Tcrm¡Di, ùd CoD¡etcd Acdoü
As st¿lcd o¡ paga 3 of tho Draft Eiqo a t@n for pryioN delay fo¡ thcproposed prcjæt wæ
læk of sugport by Fedøsl Higbway Admin¡sùatioo, indiøting thc FllWA. would only a¡rprcvc
e øviDucûÎal dæM6t tlEt iæludcd tåe dtirc inlqcb@ge- Fwthø, Psgc I I stat6 th¿t
"Frudiug for a frrll intæhilga prcj@t would not bc avail¡blc ed thE thc '¡N suth ùålf
intqchruge d fubor Vitsc Shæt wæ propGo¿- Fudirg liEil.tio6 should úot b€ grcü¡ds for
sego@tilg @virc@øld ualysis; howwd, wê Do¡c tba¡ th. do€u@t idatifies cotmuity
iEpæt8 æticipatcd ûoE rhe futr intæbage altørativca prcvid.cd ñ4rIþrt for thc dæisio¡ t
fEc'pos tlr Fiscd half-iEfæhdgc.

Re@ùñeù¿d¡ont:

. Cl{iry if theprcposcd prcjæt æ ¿ half-i¡læhegê addFsa tlc challeÀgcr iddìilod
by thc @¡Duity th¡ough thc pniou Envirctu@hl Asss¡mt pû6 Confitu
whctàd r rct additionÀl ansl]6is to slve tha ûðÐorbtion ûco¿r in thç d€filed prcjæt
ùa may occu at ¿ latø date if ñuding is idøtifiod.

. ID thc FiDal EA, cl¿bonte oD ù€ bæi5 for thc tmini selcacd fc the prcjøt. If ñudiúg
limib¡ioE æ thc bõis for thc tmini chwtr, justiry why Câltus did lot pwrc u
o¡ion of devcþing e @vircudtd dæuøt *miaing a grøla øpe of the
id@d6cd rced (i.c-, iEludiDg a lùgø porti@ of thc rcadway) with ¿ co$üuctior
)hroing" plæ linkcd lo fiEdiog.

The DÉfr EA not6 that'"Ihc Atbor Vitac Stcct Ov@Ning wiu be widacd to æmod¡lc
thc fum widaing of rhc rcadwsy with tlc @Gûuction of tùc A¡ùor Vitæ Nd South H¡lf
IrtÎæhdgc Proj6t " (p. 2l)- UDdilNEPÀ prcj€tsw¡ich do uotd@oEh¡o iDdé?@d{t
rfility mÉr Ðt be "$potrd" in o¡dø to ¡edwc thc siz of rh€ irpqcL $¡c alæ Dotc ürr
c@ qisls i¡ thç c@uity ovq lhç prcj6t's facilftarion of aitpdt qpæiø:

"Ai mæd in tlE publlc @m@E Éiv€d Êû¡ dE F¡blic cifo¡lfih i¡ 2OO0 of ihc Aód vi@
Iãhh¡¡8c Ptq'cd Eûvi¡@l ÀG@/I¡iti¡t SÞdy çrov€d ia 20ol , ç@gÉid iM
growr4 ptuIy Fwrh ûom tb. cxprBior of rùc L6 Âryctca ldcfutiond Atuport (IÁÐ
¡ldiú lrÐDdbgbEiÊß\ i. ¡ cffi þ Gltd ¡rd wotd A ñof pú oppGdE
of l¡! Fojd rupcct lùd ¡ùc F¡pæ of tb A¡bq ViÈc lrtcrcù¡¡gc ù b ¡ff ù ù æc6 Dotu
þ ¡rr AÀgclcr htætiürl Ai¡poí !!d r+pon iE úÐuiqi Acddiry 6F!t ¡¡d lhc clÑ
EwiÞlt¡rEúl tusttEt/hifl Sdið of ùi! i¡Eùryô rjcc¡, lbÊ rjæ. h3 d ¡Dd will
@t iæludc iD iù púpù6 b ü i¡ ù apñir of lbr ¡irport'. Éciliticr." (p.2Ð

Though pGt md psat studi6 of thc intqchÐge prcjær do not qplicidy ircludc this cflæt in
thcir pupo6€, the projæt nwslhclG potmtially @uld f@ilitalc aùpon apõi@

Ræoñùû¿odoß:
. Anallzc thc scgEotatiol of thc intæhugc ed rcadMy widøing prcjæas a¡d

providc a diwioD ofùc rc$¡ltr in thc Fin¿l EA. If üE two prcjects detaDiæd not

2

\7
Caltrans Response #7 Continued:

A. Rejected altematives are already discussed in the environmental document.

B. As the comment noted, the previously proposed full interchange project was
rejected due to several reasons including its community/relocation and park land
impacts. Funding is not the only reason. This paragraph has been revised.

C. If funding vias identified later, the Department would have the difficult task to
persuade SCAG to reinstate the North Half Interchange project and we would
have to work on a new Environmental Document which will address the impacts
from the Section 4(f) document ofthe Full Interchange Project

D. The proposed half interchange project has independent utility, and there is no

current intention to construct a full interchange in the future. The statements in
the environmental document have been revised to avoid any confusion.

E. As responded above, it is not just funding but environmental/community

impacts are the reason the previous full interchange project was rejected. The

current halfinterchange project is proposed due to transportation need l'n the area.

F. Thank you for your comment. No-Build Altemative I has been identified as the
Preferred Altemative.
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to havc indepøddt ùtility, ed 4c thqef@ coEætad actioü, irclu¿c thê rcadway
widEing i¡ thc elysis ofthe i¡tæhege. Oltcryiæ, diro impaats of the
rcadway øpæiø wilbin lhe omr¡lativc iEPæt3 æÂlysis.

. Analy¿c the potmtial of lh€ prcjcrt to indw growtb in aod æud Los A¡8e16
Aûpon a¡d pryidc ¿ disæim of this ælysis in thc Fiul EÀ

CoDDr¡ity ud R.glor¡l lEp¡ctt of lDduced Twd Dc@d
Rcliditrg ¿ bottløæk otr e øng6tcd rcsdway or 3yffi witl tlDically indwc dr¡md for uæ of
that fæility, B4dlliDg oorc Vchiclc Milc¡ TBvclcd (VMÐ (æ rcflætcd in thc VMT model
d¡tå pr@rcd i¡ Tablc 34 G,. 57)). Howøø, oof,icting infmatioo rcguding VMT is
prcs¡cd in thc Dra.fr EA, iacluding tifling of a sæti@ 'Comut€ Sâvings" which iddifid rbal
thc VMt æd Vehiclo HoE Tnvclcd (VHf) both Eþw ¡cl8tiv¿ to thc No Build rcøio.
Fùflhd, ómt TDM ûæuÉ, it is not possible !o ¡eduæ contpsti@ (o æco@odlte qisti¡8
ud projeaed frrhrc dcrna¡d without aleo io<hrcing nry døaûd'; lhc capæity cHtcd @ be

ucd cqually by þlaûsÇd" molqists æd tDpl¿¡¡cd mtorists.

R¿øDet¿dìoßt

. Add abækgrcEd dirusiø in thc Final EA aplaining thc phøomqon of bdrced
EÂvcl d@¡Dd s it rclatÊs to this PIojøL Include s disNsi@ of thc coüælioq
bctw@i¡dú€dùavel dcmd æd TDM møue udidatifyÐ€ilicTDM
mæws thil, if ioplqøtc4 would ¡cducc cfcrfs of induced È¿vcl dmæ¿

. IDclude is thc Firal EA ¡ diæwior of æst-bcncfi t Ealysis rflltt h ligbt of the
Égi@al inqcæ i¡ both VMT üd VHT prmtrd in T¿blc 34. Includc disbøcñt
ñom ireed VMI/VIIT rçeima[y, including *tqBliti6 such s gr€rhw gs
øisim. Rwisc lhc @st-bæ6ts ualysis ærcluiore if apprcprialc

. Fu¡thq iDvcstigalc the mæ by which thc prcjæt will rcliwc projætcd @agqiol
without æwodetiny'mqaging w grcwth (lõrd ure q sitPol) 4d rdiæ lhê
dæm1, if appliøblc, lo irclùdc meffi6 io red@ ey rdvæe growtb-reloted
iEpæts æi8red with thc prcjæt,

. ftløtify i¡ thc Fi¡al EA thc po1øti¿l of diHt, i¡diHt, 4d mul¡tivc air æd rcis
impadE to Esvircuqtal Jutiæ æmuiliæ rcqlti¡g Êm thc ptojæt's inq6s
iD @E6tim to bavclæ orsidc lbc prcjæt ru Specifcally, if the b@efils th¡t
Gult to tBvclø in the imcdiaÈ projæt vicinity cæ ongosti@ i¡ææ outEidc
lhe prcj61dca, thc Fi!Âl BA rhould idørifl mitigatiou mæ to offset fhæc
impæts.

Prblic E.¡lth lEp¡cti
Additi@a¡ vchicle ù¡vcl øy røult in uø-rcaduay baltü impæle. Sæitive eeptors
iæludi¡g scùæls, hospials, ad Gidatial fæilitid for thc elddly @y bc .ffcclod by 4y
chdg6 iû vcùiclc Èavel æ aÉlt of thcprcpo¡¿d projæt. Whil. rcloortid, @utúEtid ed
æiæ cffæb o¡ schæLr æ disNc4 thc Dr¿î EA do$ mt id@dry air qu¿¡i1y ûtd sfcty
iDpactr fo childr@ ed sositive rueptm-

A7
Caltrans Response #7 Continued:

A. Thank you for your coÍìments. Caltrans has identifìed the No-Build Altemative
as the Preferred Altemative.

B. The July 10, 2008 Traffic Noise Study Report addresses the traffic noise
impacts due to the proposed project per the Code of Federal Regulation
(23CFR772) and Caltrans Noise Protocol. The environmental generalist identihes
cumulative noise impacts per CEQA/NEPA during the project
approval/environmental document phase.

' 'G@Ed TÈftc ¡Ed lDdrccd Tnvcl lqtiai@ fú TÞ6pú P¡õùiDg". ITE Jocr¡t VoL 71, No. 4, ¡útidE
of 1E+dú EqitE (b&//99v.vÞi.Gy'sëûf.pdÐ, Aptil 2oot, fr . tA47.
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Ræommq&llon:

. I¡ üc Fin¡l EÂ add a disEsion of looal air quality, mobilc succ toxi6 iEPæts,
ed safcty ¡isk6 tb¡t wiU rcsult ûoo the chugcd Þavel Pâltffi cùscd by thc Prcjæt'
Id61iry pototial Eitigalior! such æ tafñc calming E6ù6.

Clim¡ae Chugc
Gæohouc gs oissiom (GHG8) æ ørclated with VMT. Additioaally, the ¡peed at wùich
vehiclc tavot 1¿¡G plæc, md the mætlues of ù'¿vel Y$ uout of 'stop ud go" traffic, hæ

somc i¡.fluqce over GHG misiou GHGs ac global pollutots; thcir effæt dG uot dcP6d
or whse thcy ùe @itted. Thc aggrcgalc effæt of ùe prcj@t on vehicle Eavcl, i$idc ed
ou¡sidc of rhc dcñncd prcjæt ¿g or sub-rogion, must bc øuidøcd in ordd io @allzc thc
plojcd's tull GHG dissioß iEPæt.

As dMibcd on p. 56 of thc EA dd in Trble 34 (P- 5Ð, whø læb¡g al lha dtire rcgio!" thc
prcjøt wilt g@@1e u additio¡al 13,128 VMT pø day ovø the rc-build *mio. Whilc thc
mæthing of t-affic løa¡ lo t¡c prcjæ1 @ Digh! æt to rËdwc @issioB thdc, VIIT iDcræ6
32,776 ovr thc rcgio¡ æ a wbolc, suggæting ù¡1 @ng6tioD ¡Eductio! ¡! tbe prcjæt viciûity is

Dorc tbe madc !p for by ircrcæ in congætiom¿EiDg slowø spccdt+lsdhæ' (This is
the resuh expæted Êom a vMT i@ i! a cqg6lcd rcgioL)

R¿cMudat¡o$:

. I¡clucic in thc Finat EA a q@tit¡tivc &alysÍs of thc prcject's fi¡ll inpliøtior for
GHG missiou rcgiotslly uiDg b6t available d¡t8 and ærlysis ñethods.
I¡corponle ls!¡lts ilto thc Fidsl EA.

. Uæ thc Gults of tlc quutitarivc malysis to wisc ditrion @w- 14+145
rcga¡dilg the ef¡æts tl¡e additional
mitigation mæuæ aod @isiN.

\'7
Caltrans Response #7 Continued:

A. The Draft IS/EA provides local air quality analyses for various pollutants
including CO, PMro, PM2 5, and MSAT. Furthermore, the Prefened Altemative,
identified as the No-Build Altemative, will not result in any changes to travel
patterns; and therefore, v/ill not result in any changes to impacts to sensitive
receptors.

Travel pattem changes due to the proposed project is not expected to have any
significant negative impacts on air quality, mobile source toxics impacts, and
safety risks that would require mitigation.
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A8

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT

Glen W, C. Kau, P.E,
Publ¡c works D¡rector/city Engìneer

February 3, Z0l0

Ronatd Koslnski
tÞputy DlstrÈt Dirætof
Caltra6
Division of Environmental P[annlng
'l0O S- r¡tain Stræt, l¡516Ä
L6 Angel6, CA 90012

Re: 405ArborVitaelnterchanSe-DraftE'lS<omments

(Þar rrtr. Kosinski,

The City of lngtewood Pubtic Works Department (City) is providing comments regarding the
subjst. They are as foltoE:

. The Clty has interõt in the proposed Proj€t as the transportation infrastrrcture
lmprovements will interface witi exlstjng city lnfÍastructure and land use.

. Comments for the pretimlnary of the draft EAllS dæument were provlded to Caltrans
by staff of the Clty's PtannlnB & Buitding Dêpartment and the Pubtic Works
tÞparùnent.

. The Fþtentiat right-ot-way take (FiSure 2-0ó) at the þutheast corner of Arbor Vltae
Street with Ash stræt involves a City-owned prop€rty. A r'letro-funded projæt for the
uæ of that proPtrty as a parking tot is curentty under design by the City'
ConstrKtlon is sheduted to comptete by ,ilÀy 2010.

. A stated purpose of the proiect ls the redEtio of traffic congestion at the Century
Boutevard and Mancheler Boutflard lnterchanges with l'405. Thæ interchanges are
within the City of lngtew@d-

. The City of lngtryæd General Ptan-Circutation Element (adopted December 15, 1992)

shoE a functionat classiflcation of Arbor Vitae Stræt as a maJor arteriat from Prairie
Avenue to the w6t city limit near Aviation Boutevard and fr@ay acc6 at lnteÉate
405.

. The proJect witt improve ãcce$ to lnteßtate 405 for City of lngtew@d residents and
b6i€sdlls.

Sincerety,

Glen W. C. f€u, P.E.
Public works Dirætor

one Mãnch*ter Boulerard / P O- Box 6500 / lnglewood, CA 90312 / (310) 412-5333 / ww.cityofindewæd org

Caltrans Response #8:

A. Thank you for your comments. As discussed in the Final Environmental
Document, result ofthe new analysis shows that although the proposed half
interchange would reduce congestions at nearby interchanges including
Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and
Sepulveda Boulevard but it would also result in substantial delays along Arbor
Vitae Boulevard. Due to this impact and the funding issue as well as strong
community preference, the No-Build Alternative has been identified as the
Preferred Altemative for this project.

Inglewood California
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A9

ST.ÀTE OF C.A.LIFORNIA

Govnm¡on s OmcE o/PLANNINc AND RTSEARCH

STAm CI.EÁ.RDIGHOUSBAND PLANNING UNIT

Caltrans Response #9:

Fsbrury4,2010

Edurdo Aguilü
Drpffiêûl of T@Ðoütioq DisEicl T

100 soùth MÀi! Sfrd Ms-l6A
Los tugclê!, CA 90012-3606

Subjcct ltrt6Èk405 al AÌborViãc SæclNcw SoulbHÂlf lÁmhil8.Èojcd
sclt#: 2000061039

Dcd Edwdo Àsilü:

Thc SEtc Clari¡gboEc $bmidEd the abovc @rd Othr D@ñ b 3c¡cctcd st¡rc ¡8.¡cics fo! rcvicw
Or thc mcloæd DocucE! Dcùils Rcpod Flce Eoe ùÂt th! ClffiitrShoEc bB listcd thc shE ¡Scncis
br rwicwcd rcu dmmr Th. Hilw pdiod clorcd @ Fcb¡u!ry 3, 2010, üd thc comb Êom thc

rcspo¡ding¡gc¡ry(ics) is (úc) @loed, If rüs ælll'dPrct¡gc i3 Ed irords, plcNcDotilv thc ShE
Clæùghouc i@di¡l¿ly Plæ rcfq þ tb! prejcd'd td-di8it SUG Oøi¡8hoN number i! tuNc
cotrEspoÀddce s thÂt wê dy rcspoûd Frcrydy.

Plc$c mtc tbd S€dioE 211t¡4{c) of the Cdifmi¡ PDblic Resoüces Cotlc 6øtcs tbal:

'A rclpoNiblc ol olhcr public ¡gwy sbâll ody rEkc subsEtivc co@øb rc8ù¿liú8 tho6c

sctivilica ilvolvcd iÂs PIojcd which ffi wiùiD ¡n ec¡ ofexPcnis of the Â8cncy twhch ùc
¡cquirEd b bc øicd oû or approvcd by thc lgcncy Itdc co@cE6 sl¡ll bc strPPoftd by

sp€cifc dMÞtioD"

Thðe comÁß e foMdcd for Ëc iD pqùi!8 yoù fiDâl dvi¡o@trúl docleú Should you Dæd

mre i¡fmtio¡ or cluifdlid of lhc trlosd @@ts, wc EMd tlDt you coqÞd ihc

comntilg åg@y dirccdy.

Tbjr lffi ¡chowlcdg4 thÁ you h¡vc corylied with thc Sbþ Cl{ingbosc rlYicw FquircEnÈ for
ù¿f! c¡vitmüål doæDls, p]¡tllut b thc C¡lifoñ¡ã EùvnoreEi¿l Quâlity AÉ PLæc conÞc¡ ùe
Shrc ClcúiDghoe åt (91ó) 45-0613 if pu h¡vc by qwsioE rcgüdi4 thc c¡viroñDbl rcvicw

Pfæcss.

A. The comments have been responded to with answers supported
documentation.

by specific

1400 10ttr Shel P.0. Bü 3044 S!ruerlq CdifoEir 95812-5044

(916) 4{54613 f,$ (916) 323-301¡ wþpr4gov
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Document Detalls RePort
State Clearlnghous€ Data Baso

sdt 2000061039
PrcJoca nh lnb6bb 405 at Æbor Vlho Str€6t Nêw South Half lntercherEe Pþjecl

LordAg.ncy Calh¡s#7

A9

fype dh frr &cum€nt

kcrrÞgor Th6 Califomiå D6peñm€nl of TrânspoûUon (Calhns) hâs prep8red a DBfr lnlÙel Study /
EnvircnmenEltussssmsnt (lS / A) æd Sdion 4(D €Eluatlon for@nstruftn of e prcæscd

lnlêßhsnqe on lnbMle,l0S (l-405) ethrVibo Stu6t ¡n lh6 City of ¡ngleood. Los Angels
&unty Th€ prcjed llmß *nd roughlyfrcm Csntury Boul@rd þ knóæbr &ulevad ln ha City

of lnglorcod. ffg popos6d inleßharue rcúld lnclude @ßtucting M (2) on and M (2) off Émps

on b€ sad s¡de of l-405 d Arbor Vibe Sf€et. This prcposed prcjd lnwlves âddltional righþoÊway

Load Agency Contact
il¡ñ. EduâúAgu¡lar

Âgsrcy DeFturnt of TEnspoûtion, Dllrict 7
Phone (213rA97-8492 tu

ÁddlG 100 Souh Mn SFel MSlil
Crly LosAngþ16 sEþ CA z,P 90012-3606

Projec{ Lo6tlon
courry bs tugelG

gly lr€h@d, Los tug6ls, CitY of
R.gIù

L.t / Lory 33' 57'9 6T N/ 118' 22 92f, W
cre$ s@6 lnbßbte of 405 @ Arbor Vbe StÉ6t

h¡cd No- 4023-ú2-O3f
]¡omshlp Rtnge S€clror Brsc

Prox¡m¡ty to:
Hlghw.ys 405

ahpoß l-þJ,
R.ilwrys

Scå@rs Oek Shot Elem€nÞry Scbol
L¿rd Us. RosidenÙBltuâ

Prcrecl rsu6 Arch8ælogieH¡sbric; Eænomics/Job; Fbod Heln/Fbodlng; Geolældse¡smq Nois¡
PopulabdHousim Balan€; Publlc S€d@s; Schoo¡lunlwßruæ; ToldBæúus;
TEffdc¡rculston: t¡ndusei Asshetlc/V¡suel; Alr Qual¡ty; B¡olog¡él Rsou@s; cumulaÙvs EfbG;
Grqúr lnd@¡ru; So¡l EEs¡odtuñpâftdcredlng; Vegsblon; Weþ. Qual¡ty

Rcd.drg RssouEs Ag6nq: D6Ftu6nt of F¡sh end Gamô. Ræ¡on 5; Depstunt of Parks and Recreáton:
ÁFrcies D€Ftuont of w¿tê¡ Rsources; CelÞß, O¡vls¡on of AeronauJ6; Cãl¡lþm¡a Highway Pahl; Ar

Resou@s goard, TÉnsæÈüon Pþi6*; Regional waþr Ouality Conuol Board, Rógion4; Nâùvê

Mêd6 H€dtEOe øñmisslon

tuþRecdvd 1Z3O2Oæ SÞdofR.vtu 1Z3O|2O09 endoltulbw OZO3|201O

Not€: Blenb in deb f6lds rssult I¡Þm insufficlsnt ¡nformat¡on pßvided by l€ad åg6ncy

Environmentaì Assessment (EA) - August 2010 186



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

A9
Caltrans Response #9 Continued:

NANVE AXERICAII }IEFÍTAGE COII}USSION
frc¡gÉ¡&lda
¡Á¡ilEm.qga
(foø

htutIr,lr¡|rEf,@
d:ó-ûaPdú

Uy
z-t.to

Q-
Mr. Eduardo Aguilar

GAL¡FOR'IIA DEPARTTIEIIT OF
1OO South Ma¡n Sb6t- fi¡ls 16A

Los Angeþs, CA 90012

January 4, 20'10

TRANAPORTATI¡

O@r Mr Agu¡lar:

CøEultalion with ùib.s and i¡teræbd Natve Amican tr¡b€ and lndivkl@16, s @n6ulüng
6mpl¡æ w¡th th! Equ¡Þmcnb ol êdeEl
nd 4(0 of f.d€€l NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470 [0þú s),
Env¡ronmental Quality (CSQ; 42 U,S.C. 4371

et s€g) and NAGPRA (25 U.S C. 3001-3013), eô âppropri*

A. Comment noted.

B. This project has completed compliance with the Department of Transportation
Act of 1966 and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, specifically
Section 106.

C. As such, consultation with the Native American Heritage Commission was
previously carried out (including a search ofthe Sacred Lands fìle).
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A9

Caltrans Response #9 Continued:

inÊ

the
fE

thr€bnêd by propos€d prclect ætulty.

CEOA requ¡ros th the l'lalivo Amdkans
idst¡fiod Study i¡len Pltø@ ot NatÌve

Amrican . CEC¡AG mnÈwlthNatv€
Aftri€n, ¡dêntiñ€d by th€ NAHC, to æsuÉ the ePPþpriåte and dignlf¡od ùoattnmt of Net¡vo

Amri€n human Mains and sny æc¡aÞd gr4e ll€ns

na

8bte6 thet disùJröa@ of NÉlivê AñeriEn @rcbr¡o8 ¡6 a tulotry

C. Also consultation was ca¡ried out with interested Native American community
members as part of the compliance effort. The result was that no cultural resources
were identified in the Area of Potential Effect either from survevs. information
reviews, or consultations.

PþâÉe Êel fræ b @ntâc't me at (916) 05&6251 if you hav6 any quætiôn3

Atl,achmont L¡st

Statê Clèa.inghouæ
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Al0q
EÞ

South Coast
Air Quality Management District
z l8ó5 copley Drive, Dlamond Bar CA 9 I 765-41 78
(9O9) 3f¡ó-ZOOO' w.aqmd-gd

Caltrans Response #10:

l-cbrury 12,2Ol0

Mr Ronald Kosinski /l-
Ron_Kosiroki@dot.ø gov
Califomia DEparu¡enr of Trusportation. Deputy Districr Direclor
Dcpartmcnt of Envircmenlal Planning (405 Arbor Vitae lnlerchege)
100 South Main Sl¡ccl MS l6A
Los Angcles, CA 9001 2

Thc South Coæ( A¡r Q@lity Milagement District (SCAQMD) apprsiatcs thc
oppofruity to comment on ths above-mentionsl d@ument (includ¡ng il extendcd
review period). Thc following corments are mcant ¿s guiduce tbr thc lcad agency ud
should be ¡ncorporatcd ¡nto cithq I Reviscd Drdtì or f inal l-lnviromental As*ssmcnt
(Revi*d Draft or F'inal EA) æ appropriate.

Thc air qulity ualysis presmled in thc Dafi EA/IS-MND is inadequle. The lcad
agency failcd to qwtify criteria pollutill em¡ssions du¡ng construcúon ad opeBrion,
air toxics dùing opcratioD, 4d greenhoæ gæ cmissions Without qwtiging air
quality impæts from thc prcjæt, thc lead agmcy is uablo 10 suppon i15 conclEions As
m exmplc, rhe projc¡a includes a substantial amount ofconslruction act¡vities tbr th!'
bu¡ld alternal¡v6, ild thc DEñ EA,{S-MND ident¡tìcs dust from contruction ö an
impact, howcver a dctemimtion of no impact is made for ¿ll air qulity coroir.lcotioro
without a quiltificd aoalys¡s 'fhercfore a fair urgumcnt could bc modc tlut thc lcod
agcncy failed to preænt substantial cvidence (consistcn( with CtiQA Guidelinc $ 15064)
suppoted by facts that no air qunlity impacts ue prcscnæd by this prcject. SCAQMD
staff ¡s corcemcd thât by wrccssrily avoiding qwtiñcation ol'potential air q@lity
impacß using @dily availablc tools, the lead agency may bc acting contrary lo thc int€nt
of CEQA to di*loæ to the public potentially significml impacts of a prcjcct.

Bcgiming on page lO4, the lead agency prc*nb seveml uguents stating that il
ualysis of MSAT emissions is not possible duc to "lcchnical sho¡tcomings or wceltain
scicncc" Sp€cifica.lly, the following steps wcre foud to prcænt pqrticulû chall€nges 1o

thc lcad agcncy; emissions modcling, dispesion modeling, cxposw modeling, ad
health impæts basd on exlþsuc. Thc dctailed comments on the following pagcs
provide thc technical ruourccs and mtionale fof conductitrg each ofthe aforementioncd
stadùd modeling app¡oæhes. Fufiher, whcn dclemining tbc næd to conduct

A. Comments noted. Thank vou for vour comments
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¿grc@b¡c protocol fur ¿ir qusl.ity Ðslyses.

Plee æntsct èhhcr mysli, o¡ D4 Gæis, Air Quality SPçcialisr CEQA Sætiorr al
(909) 396-3i¡14 and (909) 39ô3304, Épectivply, if you hac my quefioEs Egardittg
tbc onclosed omts.

Sinccrcly,

-/- u ølzz
IæMacMlll@
Progru Sup€rviso¡, CEQA lúer-GdcrMatal Rwiew
Plmi¡g, Rute DaveloPm@t & ArÊa Sows

Air Ou¡¡itv Amlvri! ùd M¡t¡8tlo¡ MørurB:
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Mr Kosinski Fcbruary I 2, 201 0

Ihc lcad agency did not quætify potcnlially significÐt adversc regional consfruction
oroperationalairqualityimpactsfromtheproposedprcject. lnlicuofconductinga
quantitativc ædys¡s for conslruçtion related air quality impacts, the lead agency
stalcs that the projcct is not significmt becaus ofthe short tem natwe ofthc
consûuction emissions, thc slatc-mddated conl¡ol devices on the prcject's
construction vchicles Ðd cquipm3nt, compliace with SCÂQMD Rule 402 and Rulc
403, consis:ency wi(h the SBte Implement¿tion Plm dd the AQMP, and thc
insignificance of additional consRuction worker trips. This malysis appcan wocfully
inadcquate given lhe likely need forheavy @nstruction cquipment on a prcject ofthis
sizc lt¡scommonlhatequipmentofthissiæwillprcsentsignificmtinìpactsduring
coDstruction activities, especially given the close proximity of nearby residences.

With ¡espccl to oporat¡onal emissions the lead agcncy qulilatively states ùat thc
prcjcct does nol presem a¡r quality conærns becausc the prcjecl is nol cxpectcd to
have a significæt nmber ofdiescl vehicles, and bccaure thc prcjecl would nol rcsult
in ðìy incrcase in the nubcr of diescl lrucks th¿t would utiliæ the prcjæt
However, dctcmining consistency Ðd compliancc with local and slate p¡ograms is
only one ofmoy mcæu¡es nceded to assess construcdon-related air qualiry impacts

Qualitative dalyses ue insufficient for æalyzing regional opcrational air quality
impacts givcn the availabiÌity ofspccific guidðcc to æsess theso impacts (æe
below)'l'oadcquatelyevalualcairqualityimpacts,itisnecessarytoquætiryboth
construction ud operational emissions æd compa¡e them 10 applicablc significæce
rhresbolds Since the lead agency failed ro qwtifl coDlruclion Ðd operational
relatcd air qualily impacß thcy havc not demonsùated that air quality impacts from
thc proposed prcjccl are less the si8nif¡cilt,

SCAQMD sraffrcqucsts that the lead agency idenlify all potcntial adverse air quality
impacts that could occu¡ from all phascs ofthc project ild all air pollutant þurces
related to lhc project in a Reviscd D¡aft EA or Final EÂ Specifically, SCÂQMD
sta[frcconr¡nsnds the lød agcncy calculate air qualiry impacts from both
construction (including demolition, ifmy) and operations where project-specifìc
vehiculr lrafîc is cxpccted to incrcæc Consùuclion-felatcd ai¡ qualily impacts
lyptcally includc, but are not limilcd to, emissions from ths use ofheavy-duty
cquipnrcnt from grading, earrhJoading,/unloading, paving, uchitectwal coatings used

for srriping traflic lanes or ey æsociated slructurcs, off-rcad equipment ad on-road
mobilc sources (e g., coDstruction worker vchicle trips, matcrial (ruspol l¡ips).
Opcration-rclatcd air qMlity inpæls may includc, but ile nol limired lo, emissions
from stationary sources and vchicula¡ trips (e g, on- and otT-road tailPiPe cmissions

and entrained dust). Air quali(y impacls from indircct sou¡ces, thal is, sources tbal
genc¡dtc or attract vehiculù trips should be included in the malysis

Thc SCAQMD adoptcd its Califomia Env¡ronmental Quality Act (CEQA) Ai¡
Qulily llardbook ¡n 1993 1o assist otherpublic agencies with ùre preparat¡on ofair
quality æalyses Thc SCAQMD rccommends thû¡ the ìead ageDcy usc this
Hurdbook as guidæce when prcpuing its ¡eviscd draft or final air quality malysis
Copics of thc Handbook æc availablc from the SC^QMD's Subscription Sewiccs

Al0
Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

A. Section 2.2.6 of the Draft IS/EA identifies temporary emissions impacts by
CO, NOx, ROC, and PM I 0 from stâtionary or mobile powered on-site
construction equipment including trucks and pavers. In addition, the Preferred
Alternative, identified as the No-Build Alternative, will not result in construction
or demolition activities; and therefore, will not result in impacts or changes to the
emlssrons sources.

B. The air quality analysìs for the project has been prepared in accordance with
the requirements under NEPA and CEQA as well as those by the Clean Air Acts,
Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies and guidance by the EPA,
FHWA, and the Department as appropriate. A mobile source air toxics (MSAT)
analysis has been prepared following the latest FHWA MSAT Interim Guidance;
and a CO analysis based on the EPA-approved CO Protocol developed by the
Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of Califomia, Davis in
cooperation with the Department. A PM analysis has been conducted based on the
joint EPA/FHWA guidance released on March 10, 2006, titled 'Transportation
Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM2.5 and PMl0
Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas.'

Based on the SCAQMD's training presentation available on-line
lhtto://wrvw.aqmd.eov/@in in g.ppt), the use of URBEMIS
2007 is limited to Iand use projects and is not recommended for road widening or
linear infrastructure projects. At least one of the altematives in the Draft IS/EA
proposes roadway widening and changes to access that would require roadv/ay
widenins.
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Depanment by calling (9O9) 396-3720 Additionally, the lead agency may be able to
use the URBEMIS 2007 Model. Ir¡f'omation rcgùding this model is availablc o¡ tbc
SCAQMD website at: g]lg-eqEd.ggJ&gSq¡OAd.9lsl@

2 As pat oIthe malysis recommcnded in comment #l above, SCAQMD staff also
recomcnds qwútatively analyzing PM2.5 emissions The SCAQMD hæ
devcloped a methodologr for calculating PM2.5 emissions f¡om coDstruction ad
opcratjonal activities and proccs*s. lo comection with developing PM2.5
calculation methodologies, thc SCAQMD hæ also developed borh rcgional ud
localizrd significæcc thrcsholds Thc SCAQMD saaff ¡equests that thc lcad agency
querify PM2 5 emissions and compue thc resùlls to the rccommendcd PM2 5

signilìcæce lhresholds. Thcsc thrcsholds have been developed specifically fo¡ the air
basin in which the prcject is located. Guidæce fo¡ calculating PM2.5 emissions æd
PM2.5 significÐce th¡esholds cm bc found at the following intemet address:

In addilion to analyzing regional air quality jmpacts (sce commcnts #1 Ðd #2) the
SCAQMD staff recommends calculating localiæd a¡r quality impacrs and comparing
ùrc rcsults to læalized significæce thresholds (LSTs) LSTs can be used in addition
to thc rccommctrded regional significancc thresholds as a seco¡d indication ofai¡
qualitv impacts whcn prepuing a CEQA docmenl Thc lead agqncy qualitatively
oalyzed thc p¡ojecl's localized impacts concluding thal bccause rhe redist¡iburion of
tÉllìc is mino¡ md would occu ncu residentiol Ðd cotmqcid arcss that have lirtle
truck traffic ad only a mùginal cffcct on truck DoveDeDts ahc projecl will not rcsult
in an advcrsc læal PM2 5 or PMl0 impact This qùalitative æalysis complctcd by
the lead agency is imufficient for evaluting læaliæd air quality ¡mpacts, thercfo¡c,
thc SCAQMD søffrequesß dÌat tbc lead agency quantiry localiæd impacts by eilher
using thc LSTs deveìoped by the SCAQMD or perfoming dispersion modeling æ
necesery Cuidancc for pcrfoming a læalized air quality æalysis cæ bc found at;

4. ln addition to the above ¡ecommendcd models, altemativc guidÐce on a projcct's
opeÉtiona.l emissions (utilizing EMFAC2007) is available includin$ "Estimat¡ng
Mobile Source Áir Toxics Emissíow / Slep-by-Slep Project Analys¡s Methodolog/",
2006- UC Davis-Calr¡ms Air Qùality Prcject Task O¡de¡No 6l This guidoce,
p¡epded spæifically for od with Lhe lead agency, prcvides a method for cleveloping
c¡ediblc cmisions estimalcs for a projsct's opclalions

Heslah Risk Asses3mcnt

5 On pages 105 ud 106 of the Drafl EA,/IS-MND the lead agcncy indicatcs that
bæsNe of thc shortcomings in cuent techniques for cxposwe æsesfficni md risk
æalysis Calms cmot rech my neæingful conclusions about prcject specific
health impacts. As CalûÐs is awùq CARB identiJied PM from dicsel-tueled engines
as a toxic air contsminmt (TAC) in 1998, following o cxhautive lO-yeõ scicnlific
æscssment process. In addition, æ part of lle identification prccess, the OfIice of
Environme¡tal Health HØrd Asscssment (OEHHA) evaluated ùe potential for

Al0
Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

A. The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with
the requirements under NEPA and CEQA as well as those by the Clean Air Acts,
Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies and guidance by the EPA,
FHV/A, and the Department as appropriate. A mobile source air toxics (MSAT)
analysis has been prepared following the latest FHWA MSAT lnterim Guidance'
and a CO analysis based on the EPA-approved CO Protocol developed by the
Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of Califomia, Davis in
cooperation with the Department. A PM analysis has been conducted based on the
joint EPA/FHWA guidance released on March 10, 200ó, titled 'Transportation
Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM2.5 and PM10
Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas.'

Based on the SCAQMD's training presentation available online
(t'ttp:¡lwww.aqmd.goøceq ), the use of URBEMIS
2007 is limited to land use projects and is not recommended for road widening or
linear inffastructure projects. At least one of the altematives in the Draft IS/EA
proposes roadway widening and changes to access that would require roadway
widening.

B. Construction related emissions from the proposed project are discussed in the
Draft IS/EA sections 2.2.6,2.4 and3.2. Operational emissions are discussed in the
Draft IS/EA sections 2.2.6 and3.2.The Department evaluates significance of an
impact on a project-by-project basis. Furthermore, the Draft IS/EA as well as the
Department's Standard Specifications require construction contractors to comply
with the South Coast Air Quality Management's Rule 403 and to implement its
control measures as appropriate to minimize fugitive dust during
construction/demolition/site preparation activities.

C. The FHWA Interim MSAT Guidance provides for a tiered approach for
analyzing MSAT, depending on specific project circumstances. For the types of
projects that serve to improve operations of highway without adding substantial
new capacity or without creating a facility that is likely to meaningfully increase
MSAT emissions, the FHIVA Guidance indicates that a qualitative analysis would
need to be prepared as has been in the Draft IS/EA. The qualitative MSAT
analysis indicates that emissions will likely be lower than present levels in the
design year due in part to the EPA's and California's control programs that are

4 Fcbruary 12,2010
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dicscl cxhaust 1o affect hum4 hcalth. OEllltA found that cxposurc to dicsel PM
resultcd in e increæd risk of cacer and m inc¡eæc in chronic non-cuccr hcalah
efI€cts including a grcater incidence ofæugh, labored brcathing, chest tightness,
wheezing, brcnchitis, æd asthma

Therc rye a nmber of studics that show a correlafion of advcrse hcalth impacts of
dicsel PM md proximiay to roadways CAR ( recommends avoiding dcve¡opmenl of
u¡ban roads wilh 100,000 vehicles/day tha( ùe within 500 feet ofsensitive lild uses
due lo iDcrciled cùce¡ ¡isk from dicsel PM¡. ln order to be compliæt with CÈQA,
subst¡¡¡tial evidence (suppoted by facts) ofpotential health impacts caued by the
prcject mùst be p¡€ænted in thc Drañ EA/IS-MND.

Thc prcposed halfintqchmgc will likely result in mobile sourcc emissions occuning
closer 1o saositive receplors along lhe aflecled freewûy segmcnt, thelefore, SCAQMD
staJfurges the lead agcncy to perform a mobilc soucc hcahl risk æsessment (HRA)
that includes air dispersion modeling, qu&tificd health risk, Ðd a significæcc
determinatioD in lhc Rcviscd D¡añ EA or Fi¡a.l EA bæed on implementation ofthe
proposed prcjecl There are several guidance documenls available for air dispersion
modeling and HRAs Below is a discussion lo æsist the lead agency in developing a
HRA for tbe prcposed projed.

IJRA Cuidmce

Quetilative heahh risk assessmcnl guidece may nol be readily at the fedcral level
(6 stated by ùc lead agcncy) howcvcr guidance is readily availablc from other lead
agencies in the projæl dea. For exmple,lhe SCAQMD has prcpucd the Health
Risk Asssssmcnt Guidocc for Analylng Cmccr_Risks f¡om Mobilc Souce Diesel
ldìing Emissiom for CEQA Air Qulity Analysis'. Also, both PoÉs of Los Angclcs
ad Long Bæh havc SCAQMD apprcvcd I{RA protocolsr, ARB hæ air dispenìon
guiducc in Appørd¡x 7 of the Diesel Risk Reduction Plm{, md HARP is av¿ilablc
from CARB.'

If the SCAQMD's Health Risk Assesment Guidmce for Analþng Cæccr Risks
ûon¡ Mobile Soucc Diesel Idling Emissions for CEQA Air Qual¡ty Amlysis is uscd,
rhe hcalth ¡isk estimates should be completed according to OEHHA's cmcer potency
methodology. Tbe SCAQMD's rcconmendcd tlueshold for cucer risk should nol
exceed I 0 in onc million at Ðy receptor location, when compùed lo the p¡e-projcct
risk

Disoereion Modcling

At0
Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

C. cont. projected to reduce MSAT emissions by at least 57 to 87 percent from
2000 to 2020.

A. Your suggestion to perform dispersion modeling and health risk for MSATs is
acknowledged. However, dispersion modeling of MSAT emissions will not be
included as part of the air quality analysis for this project. The MSAT analysis
was prepared following the FHWA MSAT Interim Guidance which does not
support the use of dispersion modeling to evaluate impacts from MSAT
emissions. Furthermore, EPA has not established guidelines for quantitative
dispersion modeling of MSATs and the Transportation Conformity Rule for
PMr0/PM25 hotspot analyses states "The requirements for quantitative analysis
contained in this paragraph (b) will not take effect until EPA releases modeling
guidance on this subject and announces in the Federal Register that these
requirements are in effect. [40 CFR 93.123(bX4)]". EPA has also not released
modeling guidelines for PM¡eÆM2 5 hotspot analyses.

FHWA does not believe that dispersion modeling can provide a meaningful
comparison of altematives and, in fact, may provide misleading information as to
the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of current tools. There
are a number of reasons why, at this time, FHWA does not support dispersion
modeling. As part of the development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance,
FHWA conducted a thorough review of the scientihc information related to
MSATs from transportation sources. As a result of that review, FHV/A concluded
that the available technical tools do not enable a reliable estimate of pollutant
exposure concentrations or predict the project specific health impacts of the
emissions changes associated with transportation project alternatives. EPA's
Guidance on Air Quality Models includes the following conclusions on the
accuracy and precision ofair quality models: The models are reasonably reliable
in estimating the magnitude of the highest concentrations occuffing sometime,
somewhere within an area, errors of 10-40 percent are typical. Estimates of
concentrations that occur at a specif,ic time and site are poorly correlated with
actually observed concentrations and are much less reliable.

The MSAT analysis did not identify significant adverse effects on air quality,
comparing no build to the build alternative, so mitigation measures for MSATs
will not be included with the Final Environmental Document.

5 February 12,2010

I Califomir A¡¡ Rcsoùrces Bord Apr¡l 2005 "Air QuåliÌy snd l-ed Usc Hûndbook: 
^ 

Communily Hcahh

' Av¡ilablc hcre:
' Avåilable here:

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 193



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

Mr Kosinski F'ebruuy I 2, 201 0

CALINE3 and CAL3QHCR æ the curent EPA regulatory models for eslimating

muimm CO concenlEtions at roadways. As slaled on page I 05 of thc DEfl EA,/IS-

MND, these modols are gencrÂlly most aPPropriate for detemining complimcc with
NAAQS, particularly l'or short tcm crireria (e g , l-hr or 8-hr) such æ that rcquired

for CO llowcvcr, cucinogenic risk is estimalcd böed on mud avcragc
concentrations over 70 years for residential ud seroitivc receptors ild 40 ye¿6 for
workcr @eptors Ch¡onic non-carcinogcnic risk is also cstimated bascJ on annutl
avcragq concent¡atiom. Additional regulatory modcls te available lor thesc longer
averaging times, includ¡ng AERMOD and lSCST3".

AERMOD md ISCST3 cd bc Ncd !o estimalc cücinogcnic health risk fo¡ both
roadway ud noD-roadway sùces AERMOD is thc curenl EPA app¡oved modcl
for gencral air dispersion modeling. For CEQA modeling, SCAQMD statr
recommeDds use ofany ofrhese models (AERMOD. ISCST3, or CAL3QHCR) or
HARP, which ues ISCST3

ó. On pâge l,l4 of the DmR EA.ilS-MND the lcad agc¡cy stales that it is unablc lo
provide a rcgulatory ild/or scientilic-based conclusion to delemine ifthe prcjcct's
conùibùtioD to climate changc is cmulatively significæt, because i( is not curently
possiblc to modcl md gauge thc prcjsctlevel impacts associalcd with an increase in
greenhouse gas (GllG) cmissions. SCAQMD staff strongly disaglces wilh this
statcmcnt given lhal thc Office ofPlaming and Reseach in its Tccllnical Advisory
(2008) specifically recolMcnds anaìyzing climatc cbÐge impacls from a Prcject and
making a detcminâtion of signilìcæcc Also, the Califomia Afomey Gencral's
Office hæ entcred info a numbe¡ of lawsuits æd scÍlemenls wirh lcad agcncics
bæause thcy failed lo malyze greenhouse gas emissions, failcd to makc a

de(cmination of significæce (absence of a signilicace t}rcshold does not rclicve the

lcad agency of thc obligation to makc a sjgnifiøcc dctcrmination) 4d/or failcd to
provide sufficicnt grecnhousc gas mit¡gation mcasu¡es Thercfo¡e, SCAQMD søff
rcqucss thal the lead agsncy revis the Drañ EA or includc in the Final EA a
quantilativc analys¡s of greenhousc gases, a detemination of significæce, ad, if'
æccssry, feæible miligation meæues.

Mitisation Mc¡súres

7 ln ùe event that the lcad agcncy's Revised D¡alì EA o¡ Final ËA requested ¡n
coment #l demonst¡ales that my critcria pollula¡l emissions from rhe regional
and/o¡ localiæd construction cmissions malysis creatc siSnificæt advcrse impacts
thc SCAQMD rccoimends thal the l@d agency rcquire mitigation Pursùml to CEQA
Guidclincs {i15370 which could mininiæ or eliminate siSn¡ficant advcrse air quality
impacts Toæsi$theleadagcncywirhidcntifyingpossiblcmitigationmesurcsfor
the projecl, please r€fcr 1o Chapter I I of the SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality lJandbook
for smple air quality Éitigation meæues. A list of mitigalìon measues cÐ be

found on rhe SCAQMD's CEQA webpagc at the following ¡ntemel addrcss:

410
Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

B. cont. The CARB's Air Quaìity and Land Use Handbook actually makes a

recommendation for avoiding developments of new sensitive land uses within 500
feet ofa freeway, urban roads viith 100,000 vehicles/day, or rural roads viith
50,000 vehicles/day; but not of urban roads. In addition, The No-Build
Alternative has been identified as the Preferred Alternative and will not result in
any lmpacts.

A. A CO analysis was perforrned based on the EPA-approved CO Protocol
developed by the Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of
California, Davis. The CO Protocol indicates that the procedures and guidelines
comply with the following regulations without imposing additional requirements:
Section 176(c) of the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, federal conformity rules,
state and local adoptions of the federal conformity rules, NEPA, and CEQA
requirements [Cal. Code Regs., tit.21, $ 1509.3(25)]. Section 2.2.6 of theDraft
IS/EA provides the CO analysis in accordance with the CO Protocol.

B. Your suggestion to perform dispersion modeling and health risk for MSATs is
acknowledged. However, dispersion modeling of MSAT emissions will not be
included as part of the air qualily analysis for this project. The MSAT analysis
was prepared following the FHV/A MSAT lnterim Guidance which does not
support the use of dispersion modeling to evaluate impacts from MSAT
emissions. Furthermore, EPA has not established guidelines for quantitative
dispersion modeling of MSATs and the Transportation Conformity Rule for
PMr¡iPM25 hotspot analyses states "The requirements for quantitative analysis
contained in this paragraph (b) will not take effect until EPA releases modeling
guidance on this subject and announces in the Federal Register that these
requirements are in effect. [40 CFR 93.123(bX4)]". EPA has also not released
modeling guidelines for PM¡¡/PM2 5 hotspot analyses.

FHWA does not believe that dispersion modeling can provide a meaningful
comparison of alternatives and, in fact, may provide misleading information as to
the current understanding of MSATs and the capabilities of current tools. There
are a number of reasons why, at this time, FHWA does not support dispersion
modeling. As part of the development of the FHWA interim MSAT guidance,
FHV/A conducted athoroush revie\/ ofthe scientific information
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ated emissions
rcquired.

Al0
Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

B. cont. related to MSATs from transportation sources. As a result of that review,
FHWA concluded that the available technical tools do not enable a reliable
estimate ofpollutant exposure concentrations or predict the project specific health
impacts of the emissions changes associated with transportation project
alternatives. EPA's Guìdance on Air Quality Models includes the following
conclusions on the accuracy and precision ofair quality modeìs: The models are
reasonably reliable in estimating the magnitude of the highest concentrations
occurring sometime, somewhere within an area-effors of l0-40 percent are typical.
Estimates of concentrations that occur at a specific time and site are poorly
correlated with actually observed concentrations and are much less reliable.

The MSAT analysis did not identify significant adverse effects on air quality,
comparing no build to the build altemative, so mitigation measures for MSATs
will not be included with the Final Environmental Document.

C. from previous page from previous page Greenhouse gas emissions and climate
change are discussed in Section 2.6 of the IS/EA which provides measures and
strategies to reduce the GHG emissions and potential climate change impacts from
the project.

D. from previous page Section 2.2.6 of the Draft IS/EA identifies temporary
emissions impacts by CO, NOx, ROG, and PMl0 from stationary or mobile
powered on-site construction equipment including trucks and pavers. In addition,
the Preferred Altemative, selected as the No-Build Alternative, will not result in
construction or demolition activities; and therefore, will not result in impacts or
changes to the emissions sources.

The air quality analysis for the project has been prepared in accordance with the
requirements under NEPA and CEQA as well as those by the Clean Air Acts,
Transportation Conformity Regulations, and policies and guidance by the EPA,
FHWA, and the Department as appropriate. A mobile source air toxics (MSAT)
analysis has been prepared following the latest FHWA MSAT Interim Guidance;
and a CO analysis based on the EPA-approved CO Protocol developed by the
Institute of Transportation Studies at the University of California, Davis in
cooperation with the Department. A PM analysis has been conducted based on the
joint EPA/FHWA guidance released on March 10,2006 titled 'Transpoúation
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Caltrans Response #10 Continued:

D. fiom two pages previous Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot
Analysis in PM2.5 and PM10 Non-attainment and Maintenance Areas.'

Based on the SCAQMD's training presentation available on-hne
(http://www.aqmd.gov/ceqa/modelsfuRB0Ttraining.ppt), the use of URBEMIS
2007 is Iimited to land use projects and is not recommended for road widening or
linear infrastructure projects. At least one of the altematives in the Draft IS/EA
proposes roadway widening and changes to access that would require roadway
widening.

A. from previous page It is acknowledged that the construction of the build
alternative would result in temporary air quality impacts; and therefore,
contractors will be required to implement appropriate measures according to
SCAQMD Rule 403 during construction.

As stated above, pleâse note tbat the No-Build Alternative has been identified
as the Preferred Alternative and there is no air quality impact associated
with the No-Build Alternative.
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JANE AND UARCUS A DEETIER

17136 CourÙÉy Lane

""¿ïH*rf#,:fu'åi'
January 12, 2O1O

Mr. Ron Kosinski ,'4
Deputy District Director, Caltrans
Division of Environmental Planning (Arbor Vitae)
100 South Main Street MS16A
Los Angeles, CA 9æ12

We are writing to protest the construction of the l-405 lmprovements at
Arbor Vitae Street in lnglewood.

There are now two southbound on-ramps between Manchester and Century
Boulevards and a th¡rd just South of Century. With the construction of the
proposed Arbor Vitae on-ramp there will be 4 southbound on-ramps within
approximately one m¡le. This added on-ramp will not allev¡ate congest¡on on
the freeway in this area and we are concemed as to how traff¡c will merge
onto the freeway with 3 on-ramps already in existence in this short distance.
This added on-ramp may ¡n fact cÍ¡use more accidents as people merge
into trafüc.

The Century Boulevard northbound off-ramp ¡s large, 3 lanes, and seems
very adequate foÍ access to Century Boulevard. We have never found th¡s
off-ramp to be congested.

We use both the Century southbound and northbound ramps and have
never found them to be overcrowded and cannot justifo the need for these
additional ramps. Residents of this area will suffer from this project,
increased traffic on Arbor Mtae, more difficult to get to our homes and
add¡tional noise and a¡r pollution.

We urge you to reconsider the need for these ramps.

Sincerely,
I

.taa^ : -.¿'tytr

Marcus A. Deemer J

Property Owner: 639 Magnolia
lnglewood, Ca 90301

Caltrans Response #11 :

A. Comments noted. Thank you for your comments and support of the Build
Alternative. Although the build alternative would reduce congestion at Manchester
Avenue and Airport Boulevard and Manchester Avenue and Sepulveda Boulevard
Intersections but it also create substantial delays at intersections along the Arbor Vitae
Boulevard Corridor. This and the fact that FHWA would not grant design exception for
a Half Interchange. These events led to Caltrans identifying the No-Build Altemative as
the Preferred Altemative in the Final Environmental Document.

B. The proposed southbound on-ramp will result in an additional merge on the
southbound Interstate 405 freeway. Due to congestion on the mainline freeway, the
Interstate 4O5/Interstate 105 weave following the proposed on-ramp is not expected to
worsen significantly. Should the project move forward in the future, a safety analysis
will be conducted to evaluate ramp operations.

C. All traffic noise impacts have been identified in the traffic noise study report and
feasible and reasonable traffic noise abatement has been recommended for the build
altemative in the form of two soundwalls totaling approximately 3259 feet in length and
providing effective traffic noise reduction for 104 residences.

D. The updated traffic analysis for the proposed build altemative demonstrated that
traffic would increase on Arbor Vitae Street.

E. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.

F. Impacts to air quality have been evaluated for each altemative in Section 2.2.6 of the
EA. The Preferred Altemative, the No-Build Altemative, will not result in impacts to
traffic or cargo activity as there will not be any changes to the current geometrics.
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Caltrans Response #12:

. As originally proposed, none of the other ramps will be removed permanently or

C#;k* To 'duardo_aquilar@dd e gd'
<úarø_agu¡lar@dd € 9w>

bæ

Subþd lreMe 405 / Arbd Vitô€ Poid FiJIS @mmsE

losed temporarily during construction.

. Yes, the southbound Onramp from Arbor Vitae Street would have access to Interstate
and Interstate 105.

Þêr ür. Aguifâr,

RecotuendaÈion:
afte¡ revieuing lhe InÈersEaÈe ¿05 / Èbor viEae PloJecE DrãfE */IS, wÈ

supF¡E calÈrâns building Èhe Ewo soulhside on/off ra@s proposed becåuse iÈ
will reduce traffj.c congesÈion in our D€igh.borhood úd lherefore iryrove air
ssllly Ðd reduce vehicle fuel contwtsion.

corents:
The ådditionaL soud wãl1s proPosed on bth Êldes of ¿05 should aclually
reduce ooj.se enviroñenta1 j.ryacls ôf Ehe fr€4ãy lraffic oÀ locel neighbors.
Nù prolrosed Eh Àve. Cul-de-sac should i¡rprove traffic on Arbor viÈa€ jusE
souEh ot 405 ånd ¡educe cuÈ Ekough vehicLe trðffic on Àsh. The combination
of lhe cul-d€-gac ald new sound walÌ Êbould Gke Àsh â more pleasan! slreeE
for local rngldood fùi1ies Èo I j.ve oD. other envirom6tÀÌ ircðccs such às
visual / åesEheÈica / vibrålioã, eÈc. all seem Eairly mj.nor, even for Ehe

closes! ncigh.bors living / working neÀ! 405 dd Èbor vicâe. r4åcEs should
be DosiEivê f or Èhe lhouseds of dåi,1y 405 f reeuay ed locâI comlels. This
projecÈ does not eÐand !M.

QuesEions:

1. Pl.eaÊe confim Eha! none of Èhe orher 405 on o! off-r@s kiII be lercved
{i.e. Þnche€ler, Olive St., u Cienegå, CenEury Blvd.) 9effienlly or closed
t6porårily during con6truc!ioî.
2. Please confim Ebãt the n4 SB on-r4 from Ebor Vitae wj-11 have access !o
boEh 405 S dd 105 freewày (ulike csEury Blvd- sB on-râmp)
3. Please conliñ Ehà! Èhis projccÈ will noÈ negaEivcly affecr plåns for /
access to ns p]aúed uTÀ Green Lhe / cleoshðw Lj'ghE Mll !råi! sEacions
ÀÈ/near ÀvÍalioû and CenÈury Blvd., ÀviàÈion / Æbor ViÈâe, Àûal/or AviâÈion /
hchester Blvd.
4. PleÀsè confim lhaE 6 ft wider on boEh sid€Ê À¡bo¡ viÈae bridge will b
wide enough fo! bike Låne ud pealcstliån trãfEic boÈh €ast üd wes! boud on

5. wilt there sEilL be bike/pedestrid åccess to Nh Àve. fron Ebo¡ VlEÀe
afEe! cul-de-sac is buill?
6. verify lhèt sound wåll on Ash wj.ll have approDriaEe Lüdêcaping noE jusÈ
brick,
7. How Long do yoÐ estiGle consllucÈion will lasÈ for enÈire Projecl (2
yeârs) ?
8- To ¡educe impact oo 1ocàl comunj.ty. ce câ1tres use duraEion of
consErucÈion !1me as â facEor during bidding process?
9. Cd CaIErâtrg offer conÈråct bonuses båsed on conpleEÍng consEruction ea¡1y
o¡ ôn-Eime (or penàlize fo¡ being l.åEe)?
lO. Hou will cðlcråns friÃinize lnpåcE on 405 on/off r@s ànd local slreels
during consEruc!ion?
11. will roåal closure consÈ¡uctioo be limiled Eo non-dsh hour lines only?
12. whåt are pEenÈial Éuding sou¡ces for Èhe esEißÈed 58? mill'Ion Eo build
Ehose nw on/off lsnÞs ånd soud wå116, eEc-
13. Do Cal.cres lraffj.c rþdcls used fo¡ Ebis projecE assMe ¿ consEaE number
of loEal lrips uill be Mde by comuEers on ¿05 and locåI streeÈs !o corpare
builtl vs. ro-b*ild alcen.tives? o! do Èhe models assue chaE freeway ånd

. Yes, as proposed, the project would not have a negative impact on the planned MTA
ieht rail lines.

No, the widened Arbor Vitae Street Overcrossing would not accommodate bike lanes.

. Bike/pedestrian access to Ash Avenue to A¡bor Vitae Street would have remained
the proposed cul-de-sac would have been built. Yes, there will still be

ian access between Ash Avenue and Arbor Vitae Street.

. Caltrans utilizes context sensitive solutions for its landscaping and Best Management
ices (BMP) for construction and maintenance. Yes, landscaping features will be

ted into the proposed soundwalls.

The proposed but rejected project would have taken at least 2 years to construct, from
ing (April) 2013 to Spring (March) 2015. Construction could have lasted up to 3

. Confirmed - Each contract has a specified scope, cost and duration which is the basis
r conhactors to bid.

. Confirmed - Caltrans offers contract bonuses fincentive/disincentive clause) based on
ng construction early or on-time or penalizes contractors for being late by
an extra penalty for liquidated damages.

. Caltrans would have constructed the proposed but rejected build alternative with
Ps. Stage construction would have been implemented to reduce impacts to ramps and

streets.

Caltrans would have used Best Management Practices to avoid closure of construction
rins rush-hour times when it is feasible to do so and finish the construction of the

iect on time. Closures will be limited to certain non-rush-hour times.
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C2
Response #12 Continued:

rød i¡E)rovæEts My inaluce trs àddiÈio&l cmE*a (vho dighÈ oÈ.trefrise
6Èay llþ@ ol tåke à bike or ôther rþdê of EræsFr!à!ión)?

ThekE /
D¿¡leI wrlks
7416 nêsÈ 82Ãd Strcet
Los kgelgê (UêÊtchèEter), CÀ 90045

tA Metro, City of Los Angeles, City of Inglewood and perhaps Federal Government
istance through the American Recovery and Reinforcement Act.

No, the traffic models for this project do not assume a constant number of total trips
be made by commuters on Interstate 405 and local streets with the. no-build and build

ves. The improvements from this proposed but rejected project are projected to
additional commuters. See Seotion 2.1.6 Traflic and TransportationÆedestrian

Bicycle Facìlities of the Final Environmental Document for the ariswers to your
ions. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.
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LJ

COMMENTS TO THE

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT'NITIA¡ STUDY

M¡. Ronald Kosinski
D(Ðuty Distriú Dirctor
Caltms
DMsion of Envi¡omental Ptauing (tubor Vitae)
100 Soúh Main Street MS l6A
Los Angel6, CA 90012

Dø Mr. Kositrskl

Thank ¡ou for the op¡ortuity for public revifl md invitatior to æIm6t on the
prcposed iatøchmge a1 thc 405 ðd A¡bor Vitas.

Aflr having read the initial dmfr mvirommtal æsesment/initial study (EAIS), thqe
app6 to be a nmbq of qiticål details mising iû the study.

The D¡afr EA,{S dos nol @vr the trsffc impacts that thc prcposcd l¡tmtate 405/A¡bo¡
Vitae iftqchmge would h¿ve on the surcuding comuitio. Spæifiølly on Arbor
Vit¿e in both @t and w6t di¡ertioN

In ordø for smwding @tMuities to prcpqly asæss rhe impacl this prcjd wouH
håve on tbcE\ a thorcugh traffc study needs to be pøformed.

Missing in thc Dnfr EMS is a dctailed æalysis of numbø of vchicle trips th¡ough the
ry6t ard ppposed on-mps Ðd off-rmps (*e Table l) rcted in thc report. Also
missing is o æalysis ofvehicle trifE thrcugh all maþr inteõ@tions (sæ Table lI & IIl)
within 2 miles thåt would b€ wiced by this prcjest.

The Drafr EMS prcvids only a sum total of vehiolr fips pæsing thrcugh thcse poitrts
af peak hom ard a daily ¿v@ge. The sh¡dy do6 not ppyidc ey details or dda to
support the study's vehiole trip numbø totals md it eJs norhi¡g about whfte they {e
goiDg or how Ìhe study @e up wiah ths Dumb6.

For iretilæ, of the study's retþilcd vehicl6 exiting N8405 at Arbor Vitæ, how mny of
thc rcughly 20,00Or vehicles ac hcading øt into I¡glwood ùd w6t into
W6tchcstø/LAx? How @y of rlE 2l,0OG+ veh;cl6 in thc oplþsitc dir€tion eeqtqi¡g rh€ SB ,f05 on ramp a¡d Êom wbd dirælion?

Similõly, the Dnff EMS åils to ericipate ûd prcjw1 the mout of ..cur th¡ough"
tnfñc that thc prcIpscd 405/A¡bor Vitæ itrtqcbðge woùld gm@rc. In o¡dq to avoid
the MÐch6t6 Off-mp, ¡IÐy drivcs might chmw to w the Arbor Vitæ ofÊrmp
and take shortats tbrough resid@tia.l strects such æ Oak Stræt, Ccdr Ave æd
loglcwood Ave. to finally Bake thcir way to Machcstq.

COMMENT TO ARBOR VITAE DRAFT EA./IS
D. Coffin

Caltrans Response #13:

A. A thorough traffic analysis has been performed by CH2M Hill that includes the
impacts that the proposed but rejected half interchange would have on Arbor Vitae
Street west and east of the Project Study Area and on the surrounding corrmunities.

B. The traffic analysis includes a detailed analysis ofnumber ofvehicle trips through
the current and proposed but rejected Onramps and Offramps and an analysis ofvehicle
trips through all major intersections within 2 miles that would have been serviced by
this project. See Section 2.1.ó Traffic and TransportationÆedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities of the Final Environmental Document for 2035 AM and PM Synchro Traffic
analysis for Data on Alternatives I (No-Build) and 2 (Half Interchange with two-lane
Arbor Vitae).

C. To determine where the vehicles were traveling beyond the Project Study Area and
provide details about the vehicle trips totals, atraffic analysis was completed by CH2M
Hill.

D. With Alternative 2 (2035), 16,476 vehicles per day will head east into Inglewood
and 12,276 vehicles per day will head west into Westchester/LAX on Arbor Vitae Street
and l'7,220 vehicles per day are entering the Southbound Onramp. It is not known from
which directions vehicles are coming from.

E. Comments noted. Thank vou for vour comments.Pag€ I of20
U28t20rO
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mc6 of Ð ill se
od by Callrm
ofthc pmjects

The following ue qustions that need to be add¡æsed in the initial draû mvirommtal
æsNm@t/iûitial study (EMS) to åcilitate a cledq udqstædiñg of thc pojfr

l. Hæ Caltrans u¡derlakq a study ofthe tnteFtatc ,105/Aóor Vilas iDiqchðce in
a@rde@ with the Highway Capacity Mæual 2000?

Êxiting tlÊ 4O5 (Tab I e I) |

2.

I

3 As no¡thbomd æd euthboud vobicles exit the ùtqchmge at Intssiate 405 aDd
Mmch6ts, how tmy vchicl6 rc headiDg 6tbound on Mæchetcr? How
mmy æ hcading wetbourd on Mmchestq?

4 cxit thc inttchmgc at Intqstate 405 æd
eastbomd on Mech6tq? How mily

ErteiÃg¡.\e 4O5 (Table I):

5 As vchiclcs øts lntøstate 405 Ëoû the p¡oposed northboud od suthboud
off-mps on Arbor Vitæ, how my vehicle wre beading eas on A¡bor Vitae?
How ruy wqc hqding wcst on A¡bor Vftac?

6. As vebicles mta Intqstat€ 405 from the notbboud and þuthboud off_¡mDs ¿t
Mùch6tø Av€, how lmy vehiclc wøe hsdiûg @t on Mdcheítr? How
løy wæ heading wost oD Moch6tcr?

7. from tbe no¡thboud a¡d eutl¡boud off_rmps at
es wqe hødi¡g east on C@ruy? How mmy

8.

Quesriore coûinued on poge 18.

C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

l " and 2no Paragraph Comments noted. Thank you for your comments.

A. A haffìc analysis by CH2M Hill was commissioned for this project to address these
concems. The traffic analysis ofthe proposed but rejected Interstate 405/Arbor Vitae
interchange is in accordance with the Highway Capacity Manual 2000.

B. In regards to exiting Northbound Interstate 405, with Altemative 1, no vehicles per
day in 2007 , 2014, and 2035 will travel along A¡bor Vitae Street as the Half
Interchange will not be built. With Alternative 2, fiom Northbound 405, no vehicles per
day in2007,8943 in 2014,and21,017 in 2035 will travel either east into Inglewood or
will travel west into Westchester/LAX on Arbor Vitae Street.

C- In regards to exiting Northbound Interstate 405, with Alternative 1,17,852 vehicles
perday in2007,19,140 in 2014,and 23,588 in 2035 fromNorthbound405 traveled or
will travel either east into Inglewood or headed or wilI travel west into
Westchester/LAX on Manchester Avenue. With Altemative 2, from Northbound 405,
I 7,852 vehicles per day in 2007 , 15,068 in 2014, and 8,072 in 2035 traveled or will
travel either east or rliest.

D. In regards to exiting Southbound Interstate 405, with Altemative 1 , 15,098 vehicles
perday in2007,16,188 in 2014,and 19,950 in 2035 fromNorthbound405 faveled or
will havel west into Westchester/LAX on Century Boulevard. 4183 vehicles per day in
2007 , 4485 in 2014, and 5528 in 2035 fiom Northbound 405 headed or will head east
into Inglewood on Century Boulevard. With Altemative 2, from Northbound 405,
15,098 vehicles per day in2007,15,433 in 2014, and 16,714 in 2035 traveled or will
travel west on Century Boulevard. 4l 83 vehicles per day in 2007,4299 in 2014, and
4727 1n 2035 from Northbound 405 headed or will head east into Inglewood on Century
Boulevard.

E. In regards to entering Southbound lnterstate 405, with Alternative l, no vehicles per
day in2007,2014,and 2035 will come from Arbor Vitae Street as the Half lnterchange
will not be built. With Altemative 2, enterìng Southbound 405, no vehicles per day in
2007 ,8376 in 2014, and 20,097 in 2035 will travel from Inglewood ìn the east or from
Westchester/LAX in the west on Arbor Vitae Street.

COMIVIENT TO ARBOR VITAE DRAFI EA¡S
D. Coffin

Page 2 of20
v28/2010
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

F. from previous page In regards to entering Southbound Interstate 405, with
Alternative 1,6223 vehicles per day in 2007,6672 in 2014, ætd 8223 in 2035 will come
from eastbound Manchester Avenue. I 0,201 vehicles per day in 2007 , 10,937 in 2014,
and 13,479 in 2035 will come from Westbound Manchester Avenue. With Alternative
2, entering Southbound 405,6223 vehicles per day in 2Q07,6526 in 2014, and 7553 in
2035 will travel from eastbound Manchester Avenue. 10,201 vehicles per day in 2007,
10,708 in 2014, ætd 12,418 ]n 2035 will come from Westbound Manchester Avenue.

G. from previous page In regards to entering northbound Interstate 405, with
Altemative l, ll ,426 vehicles per day in 2007 , 12,251 in 2014, and I 5,099 in 2035 will
come from eastbound Century Bouleva¡d. 6325 vehicles per day tn 2007,6782 in2014,
and 8359 in 2035 will come from Westbound Century Boulevard. With Altemative 2,
enteringnorthbound 405,11,426 vehiclesperday in2007,11,981 in 2014,and13,862
in 2035 will travel from eastbound Century Boulevard. 6325 vehicles per day in 2007 ,
6656 in 2014, and7767 1¡ 2035 will come from Vy'estbound Century Boulevard.

H. from previous page A traffic analysis by CH2M Hill was commissioned for this
project to provide data for these tables. See Section 2.1.6 lraffic and
TransportatiorVPedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document.
Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

See page 219 for responses to questions 9. (I.) to I 6. (O.).

COMMENT TO ARBOR VITAE DRAFT EA,4S
D. Coffn

P¿gc 3 of20
t/28/20tO
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6Trafftc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through 18 of
vour letter. Data is orovided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ARBOR VITÆ DRAFT EA/IS paee 4 of20
D.Cofün ilzSiZOlO

LM[0 20ut m4 2035

4{,tArùoù V¡he P4n Atil FEAK P'iI À01 PEAX AIr! rrAlf tfit Art PEAKA'T PEAI( PI'I ru
SB 4lr5 hdduS Wðt @ ,Arbq Vihc 0

58 4l'5 hsdhg Löt fr Arhr VitÂr

NB 405 headi¡g W6t oo fuùtr V¡t¡e

NB 405 htrdi¡g E¿t m Æbr ViEc 0

WB 0 tuhrVitoctoSB405 0

WB n Arhq Vibc ro NB 405

EB on tuhr Vibr 10 SB 40i 0 0

!,8 e Artor V¡rac to NB 405 0

4OtlrtNb.leÌ

SB 405 hodirg Wat o Ifmchorø

SB 405 hadirr ENt ø ltlmclstq

N B 405 h udilr W6t m llddëtq

N8405 hmdhg Eilt fl Müchötcr

WBon Mmcùd€rtoSB405

WB q N,lanchßtq to ND 405

tBoMocì6(ÜJB4{5

tb 0 M4ch6lãtoNB405
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Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bieycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035,

COMMA,¡TTOARB0R VITAE DRÂFT Ei{,4s pæe 5 of20D.Cotu imnon

emtúyBltdJ16 EAÁAI EAKil ruf FEAI(AI' 14Ã l{ ADT PAf,(ilt PEru(il AIIT

$Ab hüditrgWcd@C.atùy

sts 405 håditg,Eú 0 CEtury

Nb 4lt5 ùÊrdùB $re$ G Cotuy

wBm tltrûytoNB405
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

TRAIIIC COUNTS WITI NO PROJECT

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Finaì Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
vour letter. Data is orovided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENTTO ARSOR VITAE DRAFT EA/IS P¡OP 6 Nt'?ô
D. corru: -izái¿lnto

Læ¡tiq 2N7 204
tubü V¡hd Lr Ci*g¡ PEAK AII Pril( Ptú Æï PÈAK ATI r4[ Ht PÈAI( AÍII ADI
WB tlrough h Ciuega

WB )efl o la Cimega

wö ng¡t m L¡ Llilega

EB üuogh Lr Cjocga

tts lcll m Lô Cicoega

hts nghr m Lr Cioega

NBrhru$ Lacioiga

Nö teü @ L¡ Lìmcgr

NB right o tr Cimcga

SB throu$ ta Cimegr

sB lcÍ ü L¿ Cimega

SBrigtmhCimega

Arlu Vihe/hi¡pctElvd FrAt( Ail PEAI( PII ADI PEAK ATI FEAX PII ADT FEÂI(M PÈA( roI ÁDT
WB [tr09h Arpod Blvd

wts lcft m Airyorr Blvd

Wb nght 0 Ajrprt Blvd

tB uuough Airpd Blvd

EB leñ o Ai¡po¡ Blvd

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 206



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See section 2.1 .6 Traffic and rransportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ARBOR VITAE DRAFT EAitS p¿se 7 of20
D. Coffin it28t20t0

tB ngh( m Auport Blvd

NBthrogl AirpqrElvd

NB lGff o Airpct Blvd

NBri$tm Aþrt Btvd

lB 0u0g!,{irpctÐlvd

sts ìcfi o Aírpqt Blyd

ùB ngùt r ,tuporl Blyd

tuùrVltdOd(Sblrt PÈAX AT PEÀK PI ruI FEAK A¡I fHtil ADT PEAI( AT tsut ru ADI
wBtiügh 0rÌStËr

wB tÊ[ m Ltst Sbr.t

WB right o Ot Sùüt

EB 0rilgb oatsrür

Èð /fl o LÞx tùæt

EB righl @ oal Sred

NBtbro$OatShær

NB lÊ[ q OlL Stet

NB ri8ùr o 0rI Sred

SB ltnüÉ 0¡k Sftd

ùö En 0 (hI ù[sl

sB nghtm 0¡t Srct

ffi vüü,/Litd!¡ Arc FEA¡( Afl r4t{ f{ ÆT rffifl IEAK PII ÁIIT ru¡f Aü PEAI( fl ru
w d t¡rugh Crd¡r ,{w

wö ßtr0 UdtrAw
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6Traf{tc and TransportationlPedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT TO ARBOR VITAE DRAFT EMS P,OÞ T ^f,ND.coftu 'i,rñ;ö

wÞtgil m k{r Aw

Eö nß¡gì Ledü Avc

rö tcn il uçdr Ave

Eö ngil 0 ue!û Ave

NE rilgì ted4 AV€

NB lcff m CdsAvc

N! nght o Cdù Aye

)ö utrOgù Udfr Avc

)ö þ[ m (¡drAv!

ùõ Dgtt @ L¡dû.Avc

trr vilI/tryhüd Aye Ír¡¡t Atl PEAI( PT Á0I rrAl{ All PEAI( FII A0t PEAKAII FEAKfl ru
ìvB thruS hglwod Ave

wts tci ú l¡glçwod Avc

wö ¡gt o l¡glrwod Ave

EBtbmg hgløodAv-

EB lcû m Inglwod Avc

Eö ngbt o hglilmd Àve

Nö r¡rugt irglilod Aw

Nö tclt ø hgflod Aw

NBrigto lagl*oúArc

¡ö t¡rO$ l¡dwod Ave

sB lcfr d llßlwmd Aye

ùö ngDl m hglwod AvÊ
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and TransportationÆedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through 18 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and2035.

COI4MENT T0 ARBOR VTTAE DRAFT EMS page 
9 of20D.&ffm 

wazorc

lr¡or V¡¡e/lr¡tlptuiG---
mGgh-ffii)p{NE--

FTAI AI ftÂl( il ADT PEAI(AII PEAI(PII I ADI ËrÀÍ AI PEAK PT Æ¡t

wB leÂ m Eud¡pnu Ave

wó ngìlo tulyp¡s Ay€

EBGoEIñyprum

Ð rc[ m luatl¡tu Ave

NB lùflgù Euøllptu Arc

NBh[o ruø¡¡uAG--
N6 ngit m Euelyptq Ave

)Þ mp Èuc¡tlplu Avc

ùB leil q EüülyptB Avc

JB ntht ø Em¡l)?tus Avc

FE¡IKPT ADI PEAKÁT
¿xùu Vihe¡Grcrllþ¡ Aw PEAI( AI NI
wD w0g¡ (fcullq Avc

AI'T

wö tll m Urfllla AvÊ

wB right o Gevilla Ave

tB ürugh Grwillq Ave

ril ü UHllq Ave

tB nght o Grflillø Avr

NBth¡üghGdiIq Aw

ñEiAmGE¡Aw

nÞ ngil ø uHjl?8 AVe
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transpoftation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

C0MMENT T0 ARBOR VITÆ DRAFT EMS paee l0 of 20
D. Coffin l/28i2010

SB through Croilln

58 ng¡t m Gryiila Ave

ÆbùY¡hc4,rBrsAvc IPEAKAÍI r4Á il Att PEAK AT ruÃ Hil ADT PEAK AT PEAtr HI ADI

WB tltrdgh t BrE Avs

WB Ioñ m I¡ Brm Aw

WB ígbt ú t¡ Bru AvÊ

tB t¡rcu$ tt tirea Aw

È6 leü m I¡ 8rq Ávc

!A nght o l,a B{ü Ave

Nb ttuogh Lr B¡s Avc

NB Icû o l¡ Èø Avc

NBright m Lr Bna Ave

58 ttru$ I-r &o Avc

SBlefrk BaAw

SB ¡$l I¡ Bs Ave

Á¡bor Vitre/ùttd€ Aye PEÂKAII ÏEAK PM ÀDl l4fl FEA¡{ PX ÀDl PEAX ATI PTAK hI ADI

WB duou$ Mynle Are

wö rclt @ Myfue Aw

WB rigtt m MyfleAve

EB lbmugh Mynlc Ayc

t6 ¡cI 0 Mlrtlc Avc

EB right 6 Mynh Aye
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6Trafltc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ARBOR VITAE DRAFI EÀtS pase I I of20
D.Coffm tlït2f,to

NB lhrough M)Íle Ave

flö En u MFUeAvc

NB righ u Mrrlþ Ave

SB lhrough Myrtle Avc

SB hfr Miillc Avc

SB right M¡Jc Avc

A¡br V¡rrdTlñE St ffiA¡I PEÀI( PTI AI}T FÈAI( AXI FEAI( fl AUI PtÄt{ At FE¡IK PTI ADT

WB thr6g! Flovq St

wötcn on f tovqSt

WB righr 0 Rovs St

Ets ilroùg¡ Rowtr St

LBlen 0 fbwer St

EBrjghloflwSr

NB 0ìrugh tlows Sr

NB Iefr 0 Flow Sr

Nö rglt fr llows 5l

5B ûùilgb Flower Sl

SB ¡efl Flows Sl

SB right Flowr 51

Æbr Vltft/ P¡rbie Ave fÈAlt Atl PEAK PTI ADI FEAIT AII PEAKPs ÁI'T fÈAf, A¡I PEAK P'I ADT

wB Urougl PEirie Are

WB left u Pniric Avc

WB ngil o fn¡ne Ayç
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6T¡affrc and Transportatìon/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the ans,wers to the table on pages 4 through 18 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENTTOARBORVITÆDRAFTE/JIS Page 12of20
D. Coffi¡ 128/2010

Ets tlmgù Pn¡ric Ave

lB leli 0 Pr¡trie Ave

EB nghr m Pr¿ùie Ave

NB throgh Prairie Ave

NB lefl o Prai¡ic Avc

NB ri$t u Prairie Ave

SB thru$ Pniric Avc

SB lÊfr 0 PrÂiric Ave

sts nght oD

TRAFTIC COUNTS TVITH PROJICT

Ltr8t0 2007 2014 2035

Æbtr V¡t¡d l¡ CieDrg¡ PEAK AIII PEAK PII rut PilÃil PEAI( FT AI}I PfIK Af{ PEÂI( PTI AUt

Wts lhroü$ tl UrscB¡

wÞlc[ m u Lmcga

wöngil t uLEega

[Blùm$ La Cinega

Ð len 0n L¡ Lr@êg¡

EÞ ngnt m La Lrqeg¿

NB üu$gh La Ci6€ga

rÞlc[uuLMcgs
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6Traffic and rransportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

C0MMENTTOARSORVTTAEDRAFIEA/IS page l3of20
D. û)ffin 

W&2010

flö ngn @ L¡ t Hegr

SB ùr0gh [r Ciorg¡

SBlcfr6hCimeg¿

SB nght m t¡ Ci6Bs

Ärbr Vhl¡rJ/¡hpfi Bjvd t ÈAtt Atú PEAKru ADT PEAK AI¡ Pf¡K PII AU PEAI( A¡I rÈÆt tlt ADT
wB tlfilgil{irlor Blvd

WB lclt 0 AiÌpqt Blvd

WB dgt o Airporr BIvd

EB thrqgh Afpat Blvd

EÐ ¡cfr o A¡rpøt Blvd

Èö nthr 0 tuport Elvd

NB thro8¡ Airpct Blvd

NB Ieff u Airpor Blvd

NB Íg[l u AirFrt Blyd

SB duugh ArpctBlvd

ùð retr m A[pøl ßlvd

ùþ ngil a arPoft &vd

tutn VIhrJ0rI Stræt rÈAl{ AIt PEAKPTI ADI PEAÍ AII PEAK il AT}T PEAI(AX rÈAt( Fü A'T
WBütr09ù 0!tSb.Ét

WB lcfr ø 06k Sùët

WB nght 0 ork Sùæt

EB ûrough 0!t Srred

EB bn m ùLStËr
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycìe Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENTTOARBORVITAEDRAFIEA/IS pase t4of20
D. Coffu ntnuo

rð ng¡l m u* 5tr6t

liB througì oak Sftct

N! nght m 0¡k Stet

SB thregh OEt Sùæ1

SBlenq O¡tsbcd

SB righl 0 Osl Srrd

trM Ytt¡e/(ilüAve ruÁAtt PEAK Pii AU PEAKAII ruñ Þü ADI PEÄt(Alt FTAK PM ADT

wts rbugh Cdü Avc

ó lefi ü Lçdü,qve

wts rightq CedüAye

!B üìr0gh Cdm.4.vÊ

!ts l€n m CdùArc

EB nght m Cdff Ave

NB l¡roug C€dõAre

NB l6lt m Cd4 Aw

N ö nglìt m Ced{ Avc

)ö ûroug¡ Ucd4 Ave

SB hff on Cd4 Aw

58 rgllt m Ccdtr Aw

mor yltæfllgþÌood Are PEAKAT PIAK PfI ÁDT PEAI( AT PEAK PfI AUt I'EAKÀil t4x til ADI
lvö ùu0gh bgirymd Avc

wB left m hglryood Ave
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ARBOR VTTAE DRAFT EAitS page 
I 5 of20D.Coffir 

V2B1U¡

wB ngùt o bgkyod A

tts tùroug! bgJwod Avc

tts l€lt m In8lwed Avc

Þ ngil r h¿¡€wmd Ave

NÞmp bghwood A!ê

NB leû u hglwood Aw-
NB ng¡l m tnglilmd Avc

!b r¡¡ogb Inglflod Avc

SBlefl m hglwod Ave

SB ígto InglwoodArc

Artù V¡t¡dDnlyptu Aw FEAI(AII fÈAt( Px Ær IIAf, AT PEÄ(il AUT PEAI(A¡I FEAK ilI AOT

WB úmgh EwdypruAw

wõ rcn ü tud,?tN Ave

wö ng¡t o tMt]flu Avc

EB trogh Eu¡lyprslw-
È-U ll[ m Eùcsiypha Ave

EBdght G EuÉlypßÁE

NBtbrflgh EurlptuAve

flö lcü m tusllptN Aw

NBrigbto Euþul Ave

SBthrug Eual¡ptuAvc

SBlcûo Euølypr¡,{rc

sündl0 EeltdN Av€
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facìlities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ÁRBOR VTTAE DMFT EAíS page 16 of 20D.Coffin y27nljrc

A¡$aYibdcsilk¡ Âre FEAJ(AX PEAJ( il AIJT PEAI( A¡l PEAK TII ADT PIAII AM PEAI( Pil ÀDTWBûrogCrwinãft--
WB lcû ø Ggillq Ay;--
wö nght ü orcville Aye

erùrugrcniltoÃre-
EBlefløCmillaÀä 

-
llrigro Grevillalw-
Nö r¡mgù Umillq Avê

NBleflmGwi¡imArc

N! ng¡t 0 (reulla Avc

SB ümg Crwilla Avc

SB let ø Gwilla Arc-
tó ngit q UHilla Av€

ÀDl
Vl¡dI¡&uAw PIEAI(-¡I FEAK PI AI¡I f4f,AU PEAK P$ ADI rÈAt( Atu PEAIil

wts thrugü L¡ BH Ayo

Wts lcli fi t¡ Brö Ave

\VBdght0 L¡BmAve-
w ruilgù U brå Aye

bB l€[ m h &q Avê

Ë8 rigìt 0 I¡ 8H Avr

NStbrcughlr&aArc

Nö t€[ @ I¡ lÌfl Ayc

NBdÉt u L¡&â Arc
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UJ
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.1.6Trafftc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENTT0 AR30R VITÆ DRAFT EA/IS pase 17 of 20
D. Colfin t/28/2olo

SB thru$ La Bm Ave

SB lefr [¡ Brca Ave

SB right I¡ &ü Avc

A¡bor V¡t¡e¡UIíle Ave PEAI(AlI Pill{ t¡il AOI PEAKATI YÈAI{ Hfl ADI PEAKM f4lf fttt AOT

wö hrügtt MlrilcAvc

WB leû u MIT{e Avc

wö ngfl 0 Myrtc Avc

lB lu$gb Mytie Ave

LB lclt on M,fllc Ave

tB ngbt o Mrrth Aye

Nts t¡rNgh lbrtlc Avc

N! lrfl fl MFtleAve

NB ngt m M)Íle Ave

s! tnrOgb Mlrilc Ayc

SDhû M¡leAvc

SB rigl¡r Mlrtle Avg

Arbù Y¡t¡dÏlrq St PEAI( AX FÈAn t¡il Â01 PEAKA¡I rEAA fl ADÌ PEA¡( AII Ë44IT AD¡

WB lhrcugh Flowù St

wb lcll il ]lowqSt

WB ildr m Rowcr St

tB thru$ Flowø St

EBleft m FlowsSt

EB right 6 Flw St
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C3
Caltrans Response #13 Continued:

See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the
Final Environmental Document for the answers to the table on pages 4 through l8 of
your letter. Data is provided for 2008 and 2035.

COMMENT T0 ARBOR VITÆ DRAfl EMS pace I I of20
D.Coffin l1tnlll

Nts lbrdg[ ¡lowq St

Nb lelt u llm St

NB right0 tlows St

SBthrogh FlwøSr

SB lcñ florr Sr

SB dght Flows St

A¡ùa Vit¡d tt¡i¡h Ave PEAKAII AT¡'I PEAK AII PTAK I¡T ADT PEAKÁII UÃtlrl ADT

WB ùrogh h¡ùir Avc

wB lefl û Pni¡i. Avc

wts nght m Pni¡ic Avc

l! l¡ru$ Pniric Avc

lüknm lt¿ncAw

tB ngbt r lhme Aye

MthroghriricArc

NBleflø PnücArc

NBri$toPr¡ùicAre

SB thru$ Praäc Arc

SB ¡cfr m kdrie Ave

)ö ngN e lïi¡rne Ave
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Contiaued from page 2

9.

radiu bæn prcvided to the City of Inglewood?

10.

I l. lf four læ6 wqe latq built on Arbor Vitae betwm the 405 æd prairic avoue,
wouìd it have the €pacity to baDdle 41,¡ l4 vehicls daily by 2035?

12.

o

Intøclmge?

13. With four l¿û6 betw@ the 405 md Airpon Avmug do6 Æbor Vitae have the
øpacity to hadle I7,319 vehiclcs daily by 2014? Hö a fi¡ll tnffic æalysrs
iûcludiDg ûamc æuts at mjor intæctioro within a 2 mite radire beq
Fovided to the City of bs Angclc?

I 4. With four betwm the 405 a¡d Airpon Avenw, doc Arbor Vitae havc the
üpaciry ro hadle 4l,l 14 vehicles daily by 2035? Hð a fi¡ll rËffc ælvsis
including tËffic couts at mjor intffiætions within a 2 milc mdiu been
prcvided to the City of Los Angels?

15.

ze

I 6. rilith only two 
s

intochangc by
o¡ A¡bo¡ Vitac

l1' this
th
ilr

intøchange whøc vehicl6 @mc to a stop on the fü right lane of thc Aæway
duing aftmæn peaft hou and wækends?

C3
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

l. It would be better for Level ofService (LOS) ifadditional lanes v/ere added to Arbor
Vitae Street for some but not all of the intersections on Arbor Vitae Street between the
405 and Prairie Avenue ifthe proposed but rejected project was constructed and the
additional irafftc by 2014 would result. See Section 2. I .6 Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document
for details. A copy of the traffic analysis was provided to the City of Inglewood.

J. It would be better for Level of Service (LOS) if additional lanes were added to Arbor
Vitae Street for some but not all of the intersections on Arbor Vitae Street between the
405 and Prairie Avenue ifthe proposed but rejected project \¡/as constructed and the
additional traffic by 2035 would result. See Section 2. 1.6 Traffic and
Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document
for the answers to the table on pages 4 through I 8 of your letter. Data is provided for
2008 and 2035. A copy ofthe traffic analysis was provided to the City oflnglewood.

K. The four lane Arbor Vitae Street is no longer under consideration as the No-Build
Alternative I has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Thank vou for vour
comment.

L. The City of Inglewood has not performed an analysis with traffic counts of local
streets. Per the request of other interested parties and you, we hired CH2M Hill to
complete such a study.

M. The four lane Arbor Vitae Street is no longer under consideration as the No-Build
Alternative I has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Thank you for your
comment. A copy of the traffic analysis was provided to the City of Los Angeles.

N. The four lane Arbor Vitae Street is no longer under consideration as the No-Build
Alternative t has been identified as the Preferred Alternative. Thank you for your
comment. A copy of the traffìc analysis was provided to the City of Los Angeles.

O. The City of Inglewood has not performed an analysis with traffic counts of local
streets. Per the request of other interested parties and you, we hired CH2M Hill to
complete such a study.

COMMENT TOARBOR VITAE DRAFT EMS
D. Coffm

Page 19 of20
t/28/2010
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18. At the Jmudy l9'n mæing I wæ adviscd by Caltræ ofñcials rhat the 2014 æd
2035 pDjections in thc study d¡d ¡ot lDclude the Hollyvood pæk Cæirc
Cotrrplex. When this @mplex is developed, how my additioml vehjcle t¡iDs ùe
prcjêcted to be gmqated by the mixed wc redevelopmcnt prcjcct at the
Holllvød Puk Cæiûo Cor¡plex whø it is @mplotcd?

19. lf vehicles Ëi¡g the IÂtffitatc 405/A¡bo¡ Vitæ intqchmge ¡6ults itr @dqate to
sevse backups on tÌ¡e NB 405,

a. Will this likety result in prswe on r¡c City oflnglwood to widq Arbor
Vitae to 6u l4es?

b. Wlnt eønomic impaa will this have wirh the ¡sultiDg los ofsmall
businesæ on A¡bor Vitae?

c. How Iruy businese æuld be lost æ a rouh?

d. How lmy rcsidmtial uits @ùld be lost æ a r6ult?
20 The Drafr EVSA fails to ad&6, eticipate and prcjc thc æut of .'at

.In

Oak Stre€t, Ccdtr Avc and Inglewood Avc?

21. Düing AM ad PM pøk pøiods in 2014 ed 2034, what is the mximum
attaiMble avqage numbq ofvchicles that @ exit the 405 at the lrcpos€d
intqchaqgc?

David Coffn
Ncighborhood Coucil of Wstchestq/Playa
l0'District Scat.

310-383-833? æìl

C3
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

P. The backup caused in 2014by vehicles attempting to turn onto Arbor Vitae Street on
Northbound and Southbound 405 would be 35 seconds or higher.

Q. The backup caused in 2035 by vehicles attempting to turn onto Arbor Vitae Street on
Northbound and Southbound 405 would be 35 seconds or higher. It is unknown ifan
undesired daily back up that occurs on tbe Southbound 405 at the Westbound Rosecrans
Boulevard lnterchange would occur at the Arbor Vitae Street Half Interchange.

R. The additional trips from the Hollywood Park Casino Complex would have been
included in the Phase II ofthe Traffic Analysis. However, since the proposed project
will not be built, the Phase II of the Traffic Analysis will not be completed.

S. a. The City of Inglewood already had proposed to widen Arbor Vitae Street to four
lanes to accommodate additional traffic from the Hollywood Park Redevelopment
Project.

b. Although there are concems regarding the loss of parking spaces in Inglewood, no
concems have been brought up or studies have been completed regarding the loss of
small businesses on Arbor Vitae Street. Any displaced businesses viould be aided by the
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP).

c. Only a law office would have been displaced by the proposed but rejected project.

d. 7 residential units (4 single family homes and a I three unit complex) would be
affected by this proposed but rejected project.

T. "Cut through" traffic was not addressed orprojected in the proposed but rejected
project's Traffic Analysis. Had the build alternative been identified as the Preferred
Altemative, "cut through" traffic would have been analyzed.

U. Attheproposedbutrejectedhalf interchange, 1285 and1420 vehiclesperhourcan
exit Northbound Interstate 405 in 2035 during the AM and PM Peaks, respectively
(Section 2.1.6 Traffrc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities ofthe Final
Environmental Document).

COMMENT TO ARBOR VITAE DRAFT EA/IS
Ð. Coffitr

Pagc 20 of20
|28t20t0
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C4
Caltrans Response #14:

AnSAC Àuim.G tor ¡ n ú¡on¡r Sotulion b A¡rrr,1 Co[fddon
t22 C.tæ ,Ùd_. *:ì8t p,.F ¿a no¿, Q^ e¿tcl

J t a 8t I -4, CO ì trù2út¡_ui_t4aleLili.M

Februùy 3,2010

CA Dcpmmcnt of Trepo¡tâaion. District 7
Atrr: Ron¿ld Kosinski. Dcpury District Dirc
100 Maitr Steet, MS l6A
Los Angeles, CA 900t2

Rc: CalTæ EA 49 I 60 New South Él¿lf I-405 A¡bo¡ Vitac lote¡chaqe

Deu Si¡:

Ou orgæiztion hæ worked over lhe pæt I5 yers to imprcve local raffic æud LAX in
addition to ou larger goal ofdcveloping a network ofSouthcm Califomia airpofs.

Thc subjæt EA denies my rclatioßhip to LAX io some wtions while ækrowledging its
signiEcææ to LAX in othcm- lt focuss oo the dcsire to improvc læal groud tmffic. IÏe
p¡oposcd solulior! Altcmarive 2, is oeithcr Decess¿(y oor appropriate.

Although we have consistently opposd installation ofa interchage at Arbor Vit¿e over
pæl yem bocauc i1 may prcvidc thc oppofuity to creare a "ring rcad æccss" to Pcrehing
æd the wesæm side of LAX with resutt¡nt expesio¡ th¿t is rot ùe bæis of this opFsition.

Thc EA notcs tbal ûccway traffc within the prcject æa is already gridlækcd duing mæy
hom of thc day æd rhat r¡is pþject will not imprcve tbat condition- l¡ fæws on the nccd
lo imp¡ove læal traffic flows. ll sates that majo¡ i$ues occu at tbe Mucbestcr ud
ConnEy off-mps 4d calls for a ncw southboud I-405 accæs with nw flyovcr on-mp.

The new suthbou¡d llyovr on-rup møges wirh tbe exa,mdcd lcngth Mechcstq/Olive
enlrææ to the freeway in æ æa which is ahædy æmplicared by prcximity to the Il05
couætio$. livc do rot se mjor back up at this o!-mp We do, however, Âote tbat
adding uothø lue for mulridirctionat nergilg will be coulerproductive on the I-405 æ is
sq on the I-605,{I-105 comcction.

A. No-Build Alternative I has been identified as the
for your comments. Responses to comments will be

Preferred Altemative. Thank you
in the following pages.

PaSe 1 Comments to EA 49160 l-405 Arbor Vitae tnterchange Fcbruàry 3,2010
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

lding progms is also rcfl
up ud that tho* wishing
ad.

We æ dieppoi!¡ed thar Los Angeles Ésidqts ed oth6 hÂd to choose beilcen æ LAX
meeting ud CalT¡ds Arbor Vitac Eecting held at the sme time. Outscach iDto WestchesEr
wæ minimal æ thc fint time we foud out ily projæt details wæ when a CalTms
dclcgation aneDded t$e Neighborbood Comcit of Westchester-Playa (NCWp) on Jæuary 8.
Although I wæ told that postcrds were sppoæd to have bccn senr out to 6tÊm
ìy'estchesle¡ a sb-aw swey at both NCWP ud ¿t lhc Westchcster Neighbors Association
revealed that no o¡e had rcæived ooe. I pemoally uw no meming notices for the mæting,
but did speak with æopcmive, knowledgeable CalTro søff.

Wc wish þ ruogniæ ild ünk CalT@s for effons o not fi¡¡ther complicate LAX traIAc by
again moving the "LAX Nqt 5 Exits' from the Sl¿wr/Jefferrcn puthboud shoulder
that had bcen reiretalled iD fio¡.

We bave att¿chcd u LAX e-mail affming ou worki¡g together to reducc læal taffic via
thc rcmoval ofthat sign

ln sumary, lhc mout of wo¡k put into the EA is obviouly ùemcndous, but uge CalTrus
to dcvelop a prcject that will help Açway bafñc flow in thc rcgion. The dcsign should
reduæ the æmplietions of merging so that æcideors ue ¡educed Tnffic gridlock from a
pæt aæident on thc Sæ Diego Frway (1405) resulted in æ lruy æ 30,000 people missing
flights.

B. The date, time and location of the public hearing was selected by the Office of
Environmental Planning. I am not aware that this was done intentionally to conflict with
the LAX meeting. Caltrans v/as only made aware of the LAX Community Meeting only
two weeks before it was scheduled. Neither meeting could be rescheduled at that late
date. Traffic and merging coûunents and questions will be answered in the responses to
the comments and questions that address the draft environmental document directly.

Deuy Schneidr, Prsidetrt
Alliæc for a Rcgional SolutioD ro Airpof Congestion

AÍachDents:
Detailed EA comens pækagc
E-mail from Mikc Molin4 LAWA Dcputy Dircctor, dtd l-25-2010

Sinerely,
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Summary of Comments on Paste IS/EA Cover Page

Page:3

¡ NumEr:1 Author: Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Highlight Dats V14l2010 10:3057 A[,1

¡ Number: 2 Author: Denny Portable 4-08 Subjeft Highlight Dats V14l2010 103229 AlVl

Number:3 Author: 4-08

C. There are two sound walls recommended for this project.

Along the right-of-way on the northbound Century Blvd Onramp to the northbound
offramp to Arbor Vitae Street. The recommended height is l0 feet and approximately
2,445 feetlong.

Along the southbound Olive Street Onramp. The minimum recommended height is 16

feet and approximately 814 feet long.

The final height, location, and aesthetics are determined by Design considering other
engineering and non-engineering factors.

However, No-Build Altemative t has been identified as the Preferred Altemative.
These two sound walls are not applicable to the No Build Alternative.

Note Date:
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:4

Is lhue a survey to $orv $at pæple in the new co

directlytoüel05andbypasfie405. l^^-^ç,^+:^-,,,^,,lrL^^^:--¿^^-ìs^-+L^e^,,+LD^., 
^r^^:+:^r:r-^r.,+L^+-^+^r^+,construction would be going to and from the South Bay. Also, it is likely that motorists

Number 2 Authon Denny Portabþ +08 Subjecl sti(ky Note Date UM010 10f5:40 AM _ | would go directly to Interstate 1 05 to avoid the traffic on Interstate 405.
Thedevil is inthe details since this area alread baclc up on the free',vayand adding anotherlaneto traverse in going on/offcan øuse slow I

downsof theirown, I However. No-Build Alternative I has been identified as the Preferred Altemative.

B. Comment noted. Thank vou for vour con¡ment.
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APPENDICES & REFERENCES

SUMIIIARY C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. There are 4 single family homes and 3 multi-unit buildings.

B. The City of lnglewood 2006 General Plan and Southern Califomia Association of
Govemments Projections from the 2008 Regional Transportation Plan are the sources
for the Growth Section of this document. These two sources do not take individual
developments such as the Hollyurood Park Redevelopment and CONRAC in
Manchester Square into account individually. Rather, they analysis economic and
population growth as a whole in the City of Inglewood.

C. The freeway access issues would have occurred during the construction ofthe sound
walls and traffic would have increased near homes along the freeway.

D. The Arbor Vitae New South Half Interchange Project is located within the Creek
Watershed and Dominguez ChanneÌ in the northwestern comer of the Los Angeles
Basin. There will be no changes to the watershed or other water body.

E. The Newport-lnglewood Fault-Zone is located 0.8 miles (1.2 km) to the northeast of
the project. Ground shaking is anticipated to be most likely the earthquake phenomenon
that could have an impact on the proposed project. However, any proposed structure
(bridge and/or wall) for this project shall be designed to comply with Caltrans Seismic
Design Criteria to ensure that damage in a large earthquake event along this fault and/or
other distant earthquake fault is minimized.

F. There are 10" petroleum pipeline along Ash Ave and 10" same pipeline along Arbor
Vitae bridge which are outside of the proposed layout (no conflict). They will have to
be protected in place during construction.

impacl on erisling land uses ofbuilt.

impacl on ox¡slrng land usss of

Ssysn full lake6 ofpropstiss p
1 pesl conlrol busrness, 1

of south half ¡rìterchange

n()l sncfoach upon any

wsrs identified as a msull of

I decibelwith the addlion of2

Tempotary increase in norse lmls

were idenlifed as a resull ofthe
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Page: 5

Number I Author Denny Portabte4-08 Subjecl sti(ky Note Date: V142010 i05158 AM

The summary sp 7 parcel5 nine homes. Is this because some ¿re multifamily units (ondo or ¿partmens)?

Note Date:VI420101055:314M

Square as CONRAC?

Acces to fræwayvia holes in sound walì or increased tr¿ffic near homes along freevray?

Where dæs the floodwater channl cross this area? Watenhed or other changes?

Number 5 Author Denny Portabie4-08 Subjed Stidy Note Date:1/14/2010 1100:04 AlVl

The lnglewood fault is along here. Where does it impact? Is larger bridge more susceptible to problems?

Theres a sÈeable petroieum pipeline going through this area along üre freeway. Is it erposed? Any other pipes or other infnlructure?

How many additional cars will be facilit¿ted? If slowed, hoû much additional fuel will be consumed? How ìs air quality impcted for small

particle ¡ssues s¡nce the r,rall can push some contamination further inland.

Are new noise impad areæ created by the bouncing ofsound?

There is akeady a 
-natural 

community" sepantion of the Centinel¡ Adobe from lnglewood. Anything worse?

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

G. It is not known how many additional cars would be facilitated by this project nor
how much additional fuel would be consumed if this project was built.

H. Per Caltrans October 1998 Technical Noise Supplement, several traffic noise studies
performed by Caltrans and independent ¡esearchers have determined that noise reflected
from soundwalls is very minimal and negligible. Reflected noise levels are typically in
the order of I to 2 dBA. Humans generally cannot perceive noise levels in this range.

3 decibels (dBA, Leq) change in noise level is the widely accepted perception level for
the average healthy human ear.

I. Within the proposed project limits the site was evaluated for its value as potential
habitat to species of concem. The site vias found to provide extremely poor habitat to
most wildlife and native vegetation. Within the proposed project limits, the¡e is little to
no native vegetation, it is highly disturbed from human activity and is adjacent to heavy
urban development. There are also, no sensitive species or habitats within or directly
adjacent to the project limits. Therefore, the proposed project area is not considered a

viable natural community and little impact to biological resources would result from the
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:10

A. The Arbor Vitae Street Southbound Onramp will reduce the number of vehicles
traveling the long Manchester Avenue southbound onramp.

B. The Arbor Vitae Interchange project goes back to 1976 and any correlation to other
projects in the area is purely coincidental and not intentional. Caltrans was not aware of
the other projects until after the Project Approval Environmental Document Phase
began two years ago.

However, No-Build Altemative I has been identified as the Preferred Altemative and
thus the neighboring projects will not lead to cumulative impacts on this project.

C. Public outreach efforts were extensive for this proposed project. Last summer,
Caltrans and Consensus Staff met with City of Los Angeles and City of Inglewood staff
regarding this project. Newspaper ads were placed in La Opinion, the Los Angeles
Watts Times, the Daily Breeze, the Argonaut, the Los Angeles Centennial and
Inglewood Today starting on December 2 I and again on January I 2. Consensus Group
staff mailed more than 5,000 postcards to neighboring residents and businesses within a
two-and-a-half mile radius of where the proposed project would be built. They also
walked along Ash and Arbor Vitae and spoke to businesses and residents that were
immediately adjacent to the proposed project.

people genrng on the405 vs those getting offthe 405 and on to the 105
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 12

I A. The Caltrans Highway Design Manual would have been followed so that the

Therampwillhverconstrainingincompetitionwiththosecomingalongtheotherrampandsho

rhe105. I highway design standards. The proposed SB Onramp will result in an additional merge
on the SB 1405 freeway. Due to congestion on the mainline freeway, the I-405/I-105
weave following the proposed Onramp is not expected to worsen significantly.
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 13

Houärd Hughes proJed that u/ill in aggregate be over a million quare fet? What about the 24 story fuilding in Culver City recently approved

located at Seoulveda and Centinela?

A. Only the upcoming Hollywood Park Development, not the Howard Hughes project
or the building at Centinela and Sepulveda, were not included in the Traffic Analysis of
this project. See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities of the Final Environmental Document for details. No portion of the vehicle
traffìc was assumed to be from Los Angeles International Airport (LAX).

B. It would reduce the number of vehicles taking the Century Boulevard ofhamp. See
Section 2.l.6Trafftc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bìcycle Facilities of the Final
Environmental Document for additional detai ls.

The new northbound offramp at Arbor Vitae Sheet will not allow Interstate 105 users to
use the I-405 Century Blvd northbound offramp, but would allow those motorists to use
the Arbor Vitae Street exit instead of the Manchester Avenue exit.

Numhr:l Port¿ble4-08 P¡il

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 229



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page.15

higher incident rates what is being changed to reduce the likelihood ofæcident?

ramp will reduæ this?

ti

A. The TASIS Traffic Data fiom 2004 to 2007 is the basis for stating that accident rates
will be reduced. See pages five through seven ofthe Final Environmental Document for
more details.

Numhr:4 Note Date:1/19Æ010937304M

B. The Arbor Vitae Street southbound onramp will reduce the number of vehicles
traveling the Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue intersections to reduce stop
and go traffrc conditions.

D. This proposed but rejected project would not have improved congestion along the
Interstate 405 Mainline.

E. A study vr'as not done to determine whether the vehicles were to be heading toward
the Holf ywood Park Redevelopment Project or toward LAX. See Section 2.1.6 Trafftc
and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities ofthe Final Environmental
Document for details. No portion of the vehicle traffic was assumed to be from Los
Angeles International Airport (LAX).

comesto ¿ complete

lop already. Howwill addressing slow downs prior to a full stop firr a problem on the 1405?

carsweregoingtowardthenewlnglewooddevelopmensorto$/ardLAX? IfLAX,whataccelerationfactolsareasumedforfuturegro,¡/th?

Port¡ble4-08
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:17

It appears that the

A. The mainline portion of Interstate 405 would not have had its congestion improved.
Congestion will be reduced and Level of Service (LOS) improved at the Century and
Manchester Avenue Interchanges. See Section 2.1 .6 Traffic and
Transportation/Pedeshian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document
for details.

B. No, Caltrans has not prepared a color-coded graphic representation ofhaffic to show
the number of cars. A new traffic analysis by CH2M Hill illustrates bottle necks and
includes two traffic scena¡ios with improvements to local roads but not to the
collector-distributor roads ofthe intersections within or near the project study area.

major improvement is at Manchester, not Century. Could this also be improved by fixing the defective Mancheler off+amp which reduces to

one lane at one point ¡nstead of doing the Arbor Vitae proþct? What change world be nxesary at Manchester to æcomplish this?

Number:2

Datel 10:0332 AM

Note Date: 1/19/2010 10:0859 Ai/

show details of the httle neck? What are the sites where soecifìc collector-distributor roads on h imoroved?
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C4

Number: 3 Author: Dennv Port¿ble 4-08 Note Date: 1/19/2010 1022:20 Al\rl

the LA General Plan were followed it mofe development ¡n areas where the rnlrastrudure is alfeadv maxed out wrthout a

specÌft plan for remedy. Holv does this in any wayjusti! adding more øpac¡ty enhancement to del¡ver traffic into the lo(al communities?

¡ Number:4 Arfhor:DennyPortable4-08 SubjecÍHighlight Date:1Ä9/20101025374M

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. A study was not done to determine whether the vehicles were to be heading toward
the Hollywood Park Casino and Redevelopment Project or toward LAX. See Section
2.1 .6 Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final
Envi¡onmental Document for details. No portion of the vehicle traffic was assumed to
be from Los Angeles lntemational Airport (LAX).

B. A study was not done to determine whether the vehicles were going or will go to or
leaving from the University of West Los Angeles, Hollywood Park Casino, the Forum,
or Centinela Hospital. See Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and
Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document for details.

C. As the project study area is built out, no additional development would have been

encouraged by the rejected build altemative. The proposed project would provide access

to the Hollywood Park Casino and Redevelopment Project, the University of West Los
Angeles, Centinela Hospital, and the Forum.

The proposed half interchange does not affect whether or not whether new development
is allowed. As discussed in the environmental document, the project is consistent with
the general plan in that it is attempting to maximize the efficiency of the existing
infrastructure.

E. Several effors were made in the Draft Environmental Document in saying that the
proposed but rejected project "provide direct access to Los Angeles Intemational
Airport." This is not the case as the project is not adjacent to the entrance ofthe airport
for arriving and departing passengers. The proposed project would provide access to the

Hollywood Park Casino and Redevelopment Project, the University of West Los
Angeles, Centinela Hospital, and the Forum.

The proposed half interchange does provide more direct access to the Los Angeles
Intemational Aiçort. However, according to the Airport, auto access is not a primary
limiting factor for adding passenger capacity at the airport.

Numb€Í 5 Arthor: Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Sticky Note Dats U19/2010 1028f8 AM

Presenters h¿ve ¡outinely stated that this project is not related to l-AX expansion yet thls statement says, "provide direct æcess to Los Angeles

International Airport..," How does this not add capacìty to ltx since ¿uto æcess is a prinury limiting frctor for pasenger capacity?

Page: 18

are thE going? How many are going toward l,AX vesus the new developments in Inglewood?

the lI05 using the 405 as a transiti0n wh¿t number could go directly to a more easterlyon+amp ofthe ofthe 1105 dìrêctly?
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:21
A. The cul-de-sac is a design feature that does not involve helping the LOS calculation.

The Ash Avenue cul-de-sac is a result of the closure of the Ash Avenue connection with
Arbor Vitae Street. The purpose of the cul-de-sac is to eliminate the intersection so that
intersection spacing requirements can be satisfied.

B. The proposed but rejected project would have helped relieve congestion at the
Century Boulevard and Manchester Avenue Interchanges.

It is agreed that the statement is somewhat unclear and may be misleading. The pro an
con section under Build Altemative 2 has been removed from the Final Environmental
Assessment as the No-Build Alternative I has been identified as the Preferred
Altemative.

supposed t0 h at best nzutral for main 405 traffic service.

Number 2 Portable 4-08
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Page:22

Number: I Author Denny Portable 4{8 Subject Sticky Note Date: V19/2010 1250 PM

Whatisthenameoftheaquiferthatrunsalongthefreewayandtowardsl,AXinthatarea. Hastheareaalongthispartofthefreewaybæn

tested for ferry $rimp? There is an earthquake plume in this ¿rea Whue, specifically is it and are any extra actions necessary to ac(ommodate

ir?

C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. The name of aquifer that runs along the freeway and towards LAX is West Coast
Basin.

The proposed project limits would not encroach on any wetlands or 'Waters of the
United States'. The ephemeral pools near the Los Angeles lntemational Airport (LAX)
found to contain Riverside fairy shrimp were determined by the United States Fish and
Wildlife Services to not be essential for the conservation of the Riverside fairy shrimp,
and they vr'ere not designated as critical habitat. Riverside fairy shrimp require specific
site conditions in order to survive and complete their lifecycle. These conditions do not
exist within the project limits. Therefore, the likelihood that Riverside fairy shrimp
would occur within the project limits is extremely low to nonexistent.

The nearby Charnock earthquake fault will not lead to an earthquake plume such as a
mantle plume. No extra action will be required to accommodate this project as

liquefaction susceptibility along this project is considered to be very low.

Any potential ground movement or earthquake fault lines were taken into consideration
during the design of the project altematives. Any altemative selected would be
constructed to the latest Caltrans design specifications and standards regarding
earthquakes and ground movement ofany type.

B. The total accident rate record from July 1, 2004 to June 30, 2007 reveals actual
accident rates higher for the mainline I-405 freeway than the state average for similar
facilities (1.24 accidents per miìlion vehicles compared to the state average of 1.09
accidents per MVM, respectively). Also, two (2) freeway collectors, two (2) Onramps,
and one (1) Offramp within the project limits had actual accident rates higher than the
statev/ide average accident rate for similar facilities. Implementation of Rejected Build
Altemative 2 (Arbor Vitae Street New South Half Interchange) would have reduced
traffic congestion and may decrease the accident rates on the I-405 freeway system in
the project vicinity.

Number 2 Author: Dennv Portable 4{8
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 25

NumhÍ 1 Author Portable 4-08 Note Date:1222010632:084M

me
A. Traffic data that illustrates where the Hollywood Park project comes from is in the
Hollywood Park Redevelopment Environmental Impact Report is included in the traffic
analysis of this project. Caltrans would have implemented Best Management Practices
from its Transportation Management Plan to minimize traffic around the proposed but
rejected project.
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:26

Poft¿b e 4-08
A. The area near LAX found to contain Riverside fairy shrimp was found to by the
United States Fish and Wildlife Services not to be critical habitat. Riverside fairy
shrimp require very specific site conditions in order to survive and complete their
lifecycle. These conditions do not exist within the project limits. Therefo¡e, the
likelihood that Riverside fairy shrimp would occur within the project limits is extremely
low to nonexistent.

B- Historical highest ground water at that area is more than 50 feet and the channel is
not fed from study area.

There is a 10" petroleum pipeline along Ash Ave and a 10" pipeline along Arbor Vitae
Bridge which are outside ofthe proposed layout (no conflict). They will have to be
protected in place during construction.

has fully destroyed their viability, but has thue been a test for ferry shrimp? They have bæn found in sevenl other near by locations.

this channel fed from areas wrthin the ludy aea?

There are also numerous l¿rge oil Íansportation pipes going along úre fræway. Where are they located ¿nd have theæ been considered?

Number:l Author: Date: U222010 635:05 A[4
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:27

A. The phenomenon of trafflrc going off and on Interstate 405 at intersections within the
Project Study Area was not evaluated in this project's trafTic analysis. The mainline
portion of Interstate 405 would not have had its congestion improved. Congestion will
be reduced and Level of Service (LOS) improved at the Century Boulevard and
Manchester Avenue Interchanges.

B. Caltrans utilizes context sensitive solutions for its landscaping and best management
practices for maintenance to prevent and promptly clean up graffiti within its facilities.
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:28

Numb€r: 1 Author Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Sti(ky Note Date 12212010 65415 AM
'lïe 

EA refers to 49 U.S.C 303 section 4(l)..,t0 preserve ...historic sÌtes. A recent expansion of shoulder/ramps imp¿cted the Centinela AdoM

along the 405 slope and no action to d¿te hæ bæn t¿ken lo fix it. Will the additional surface traffic oused by this project c¿use any problems

for historicsites such as the Randy Donunts builidng which is desþnated historical?

A. No historic sites such as Randy's Donuts are going to be impacted by this project,
nor are any other cultural resources in Los Angeles County going to be impacted by this
project. No action by Caltrans in the project area would result in the exposure ofa
cultural resource to damage by additional traffic surface by this proposed project.

B. This project has completed compliance with the Department of Transportation Act of
1966, specifically Section 4(f) and the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966,
specif,rcally Section 106. As such consultation with the Native American Heritage
Commission was previously carried out (including a search of the Sacred Lands file).
Also consultation was carried out with interested Native American community members
as part ofthe compliance effort. The result was that no cultural ¡esources were
identified in the Area of Potential Effect either from surveys. information reviews, or
consultations.

4-08

ensuring that

found? Whatarethey?

¡ Numben 3 Authon Denny Portable 448 Subject Highlþht Date: V22l2010 6:57544M

Number 2 Afhor:
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:29

r Numhr 1 Author: Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Hiqhliqht Date: V22l2010 65821 AM

I

¡;Number4 AuthonOerlnyPortable4-08SubþctHighlighr DatqV2220I07:0352AM

C. Comment noted and correction will be made to Final Environmental Document.

Numb€r 5 Author Date: 12212010 71135 AM
E. The Landside Area includes only the following airport and airport supporting
facilities as stated in the LAX Community Plan and City of Los Angeles General Plan:
Cenhal Terminal Area (CTA), Ground Transportation Center (GTC), Intermodal
Transportation Center (lTC), and Consolidated Rental Car Facility (RAC). The area
serves as the interface between Airpof Airside and the regional ground transportation
network, establishing access pofials for the efficient processing ofpeople and goods.

F. The traffic analysis conducted by CH2M Hill demonstrates that traffic does improve
at several intersections within or near the project study area. These include Manchester
Avenue/Ash Avenue/I-4O5 Northbound Oflramp, Olive Streella Cienega Bouelvard/
I-405 Southbound Onramp, and Century Boulevard/I-405 Northbound Ramps.

Westchester-Playa Del ReyCommunity Plan by reducing vehicle hourtraveled on this highway'?
'IhesameparagraphreferstowideningofArborVitaesheetovercrosingtoaccommod¿teúeroadwaywidening. 

Howdoesthisreduceloc¿l

traffic and not support LAX traffic growth through this area?

,Author: Portable 4-08 Dats 12212010 7f655 AM

times. Currently, 2/3 0f the tnfüc entering üre Central Terminal ¿rea is from Sepulveda. What studies does GlTrans have that sho,,rs taffìc flo'rl

will be improved in ANY way?

Portable4-08

Number 6

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 239



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

Page 32

C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. No particular projects were presumed to be built with that vehicle traffic estimate in
2035. The geographic locations ofthe trips were not forecasted in the Traffic Analysis.

B. While traffic on Interstate 105 was not evaluated in the Traffic Analysis, It is logical
that most travelers would access LAX fiom I-105 rather than the Arbor Vitae
Interchange on I-405.

C. The University of West Los Angeles has 30 students currently enrolled while 4 full
time and 27 parttìme professors teach there. Perhaps 120 vehicle trips will be generated
by faculty, students, and staff each day the university is operating.

D. The costs of implementing a highway project are estimated in advance. This estimate
includes all of the different functions that will be used to implement the project. The
Relocation Assistance Program (RAP) is one of many different functions which fall
under this umbrella. The project will not be constructed as the No-Build Altemative has
been identified. Therefore, the RAP will not need to be implemented fo¡ this project.

The current California budget crisis may have an effect on the project as a whole. In
other words, the need for the project as a whole may come into question rather than an
individual function such as the RAP. Funding does not affect specific function, but
rather the project as a whole.

Our Department of Transportation, Right of Way Manual states: "The purpose of RAP
is to ensure that persons displaced as a result ofa state highway project are treated

fairly, consistently, and equitably so that such persons will nol sufer disproportionate
injuries as a result of projects designed for the benefit of the public as a whole: . "

When we continue to proceed with completing a project, the services provided through
RAP will continue to be administered resardless of the status of the current CA budset
cnsls.

The RAP supports how ever many persons that are qualified for the program that may
be displaced as a result of a state highway project.

The main circumstance under which a person may qualify to receive RAP benefits is,
"rf they are in occupancy of the property being acquired at the time of Initiation of
Negotiations (ON) . ."

of Risht of Wav Manual

most ofÛe increased trips originate? South Bay? Inghwood? Westcheler? t AX?

at Century to get to llx. Don't most travelleß to LqX go further on the 1105 to Sepulveda Blvd. where there is direct acce¡s to l.A)(? The 1105

signage directs people in thisway as well, notto the 1405.

many car tìps do they æcount for?

Number:2 4-08 Date V23l2010 733:02 Atr,l
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page 34

I A. Figure 2-04 comes from the 2004 Westchester-Playa Del Ray Community Plan that
r(openspacelareæshownontheeastend.lnpartirularü I canbeaccessedat:

5hfnwh¡ch¡5infacttheI401notopen5pacehtapakinglotrnarrytime5oftheday,Theotlrergreenareasontheeastendoneither

the diagomllrcet (l^al¡iera)are schools Similarly, the aeæ muked in græn off Manche$er are also not open space! |

Your corrections are noted. Thank you for your conections.
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:37

Numben 1 Author: Denny portabre 4-08 subject sticþ Note Date: v262010 7i3:09 AM I 
o: ft,. actual number of new jobs created in 2010 is not available at this time. This is

@heactualnumbersareinleadofprojections.Especiallyth|whythe^projectionsfromSouthemCa1iforniaAssociationofGovernments(SCAG)
which æcording to the pa

Specific locations ofjobs are not compiled by SCAG.
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:40

Numhcl Àuthor:DennyPortable4-08 SubþctStìcþNote Date:U272010551264H4 | A. Your correction has been noted. Thank you for your conection.
Tabh 10 indiates zip 90301 not 90045 for Welchester. Tln numbers appear low based on cunert esiimates of ¿boul 90,000 cunent|. tire 

I

WestchefelthatnotconslderedWhatarethetrenumbersfortheealernhalfforpec|ons?

The eastern and western portions of Westchester are not split up in United States
Census or American Community Survey data. Both portions of Westchester are part of
the 90045 zip code.
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Numbec 2 Author Denny Port¡ble 4{8 slbiect Stido Note Datq 1/272010 55909 A$1

The r€Èl qu6ti0n of imparts on people k tìe ¡¡r pårtkl* spewed dueto slowing faffic on üre 1405. Í more of

then they are nore susceptlble fight along the are¡ wherethe southbound entranæ will meç wi$ the westem

entrance 1o the lîe€ilay and u,ith úe I 105 overFss entrane. l5nt thk the real impac of thk projea?

Caltrans Response #14 Continucd:

A. Your correction has been noted. Thank you for your oorrection.

B. The comment would only be a small portian of the project's impact. The real impact
of the projeçt is discussed in the Air Quality Assessment.
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:42

A. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. Property values in the project
vicinity will increase as the economy improves.

B. Widening of the bridge on Arbor Vitae Street was studied in the traffic analysis of
this project. As Interstate 105 is outside ofthe project study area, traffic going to I-105
was studied in the traffic analvsis.

Number 2 Note Dae:U2720106:l144AM

movement llill be negative. further, for the westside southbound Olive/Manchefer onramp there is seldom hlow C- impacts. The tr¿ffic on
lrcienqathatparallelsthel405isaloseldomlopandgo. WideningofthebridgeatArborVitaeouldallowariqhtturntothisOlive/
Mandefer onr¿mp without buil¡dng $lis major part of the projrl. Why is this not ronsidued as an alternative? If fre objective is to get ttre
growth from lngleuæd (ttfiich previous pangraphs say is smallerthan the other communities) to the I 10S wouldnt they h better seÑed by
going directly to the I105 instead of via ôe 405 interchange? What analysis of thh altemative has bæn made? Mere are the results of thii
analvsis?
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:43

Numbe¡:1 Portable 4-08 Date: A. More traffic will come onto A¡bor Vitae Street and nearby roads if this project was
constructed. Added congestion will not encourage people to visit this area for
commercial purposes and not help existing businesses and residents in the vicinity of
Arbor Vitae Street. That is partially why the No-Build Altemative was identified.

'[hetaffic'improvement'on 
loøl lreets is a primaryargum

disbursedintoúecommunþbyGlTranssignsanddirectiomtogetoffthefræwaybeforeCentury. Wlrenevenmoregridlockonthefreeway
is cre¿ted by peoph getting onto yet another crissøos onramp southbound won't this drive more traffìc onto community sfeets? Where ¡s the

analysisofthisandwhatarethespecificresults? HowwillthkaddedcongestionencouÊgepeopletovisitthisareaforcommercialpurposes

hand help efiling businesses and residents?
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:45

I A. The increased multilane mess you described will not result from the construction of
I this project as No-Build Alternative t has been identified as the Preferred Altemative.

across se'ænl lans h a

this increased mullihne mes be addressed æ it is alreadv a source of oroblems?
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c4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. Comments aùd conections noted. Thank vou for vour comments and corrections.Number l- Author: Dennv Pon¡bh4{8

What about $e school at l¿Tiiera United Me$odist Church?
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:50

¡ Numbec 3 Author: Denny Portable 4-08 Subiect Hiqhliqht Dats V27l2010 64016 AM

A. Comments and corrections noted. Thank you for vour comments and corrections.

B. Local road improvements at the intersections of Interstate 405/\{anchester Avenue
and Interstate 405/Century Boulevard were shown to improve traffìc on local roads
more than the construction of the Arbor Vitae Street South Half Interchanee.

D. Some traffic from Interstate 405 would have been brought onto local streets west of
Interstate 405 as a result ofthis proposed but rejected project. Los Angeles International
Airport (LAX) is near the project study area ofthis proposed but rejected project. This
project would not have provided direct access to LAX.

ui hen traffìc is bottlenecked on the 1405 trafüc will be driven off the freew¿y and onto local lreets. Since ltX is projechd to have subtantiai
increases then this project could cause more problers than it will solve west of the 1405. How is this addresed by the projxt?
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 51

¡ Number 1 Author Dennv Portabìe 4-08 Subied H¡ohlioht Date: 1/2712010 6:4550 AM

¡ Numben2 Authon Denny Portable 4-08 Subiect Hiqhliqht Date: V28l2010 4f711 A[¡

Numbec 3 Author Dennv Port¿ble4-08 Subiect Stickv Note Date: U28l20I0 451164[4 C. The proposed new terminals on the west end ofLAX are no longer part ofthe LAX
Master Plan. The proposed but rejected altemative for this project will not be built. The
statement can be reworded to clearly indicate that the project has no connection with
LAX.

againt¡lks about how support since$e m¡d-1970s when a ing ro¿d l''/as

envisioned and a nE¡v set of teminals was to be on ûe west end of lÄ( Although this vision has since bæn supplarted by otheß ¿pparently

CalTans is stuck in the past and trying to supprt a non-desire. When is it going to catch up with other plans for Ud( improvement?
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CHAPTER 2 A¡FECTED ENVTRONMENTAL, POIENTIAL IMPACTS AND AVOIDA]VCE. MINIMUANON
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. and B. The proposed new terminals on the west end of LAX are no longer part of the
LAX Master Plan. The proposed but rejected altemative for this project will not be
built.

Elruletim, and pdid€ additbnâfaltemative æq:ç) LAX on the wæt, and Cent¡neta HGp¡tat,
l-lollywd Park Cas¡no, and tñe Forum m the eæt El næd tor an dtemt€ rub betwn l-4os
and shæ the miú1 970s, and hæ gmorsd hæry wpport not j6t frÞm Lc
Ang (|-AWA), LAX's paEnt æmp&y, but ele from the Citiæ of LG Angelæ
ano

Potenüd lmpæt¡lntortt¡tr ¡ll'5 Flwåy f,alnllne, and Ramp and Wævlng Sogments

The frffiy m¡nl¡n€ analysis for lh€ proposd p.oj€ct
Highway Capacity ManEl (HCM) 2000. Frffiy hcilitt
wñæ eacñ sgment roy be a basic fr#y s€gment

. Bas¡c Froffiy S€gmonb. Thse segrenß eE nol sub¡*1to merg€ ætjvity.
o Ramp Segmnts. Tl€æ sgments @ntain an ¡solated rerge or d¡wrgê aræ.
. lvdlng Sogmnt& Tlæ segrents hile a merge end diverge @nEted by at leasl

one auil¡ary lang.

Eæh of hæ typ€ of segments hæ d¡fferent opeEt¡dal chaÉc1€rist¡6, and d¡ñeHt analF¡s
pm¡dures. A¡alys¡s ad mêthodobgy of eEch ægment as ¡t Frta¡ns b the propGed prc¡sÍ
follqilE, uttøng guiteünæ from the appmpriab chaptor of ttÞ HCM 2000.

B.Elc Fffiy Sagmnb, The meæuE uæd b prcv¡de ân ætimate of Lwd of Seryiæ (LOS)
is d€ßity, wheË dffsity is ælqlaþd from the avægg vehide ffw Éla per bne md the
avsag€ spe€d (pc./miIn). Th€ ldlwing figuÉ ¡llu6fat86 the @næpt of LOS as ¡t Frtalns to
basb ûeffiy segmnb. and the æsæ¡ated qd¡t¡ons and techn¡€l dær¡ptioß. The prcpG€d
parement sùucluEl seclion is based on a TEffic lndex of 14.

DEñ EõvirþMffil Ase$md{nitid Sþdy (EA,{S) - Dæobs 2009
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 55

nain botth neck occtlrs in ttvo placer-atthe Manchestersignal úrat could be adjusted and the enÍance to the off-nmp which goes to one lane.
'lhe bottlenæk could be sh¿ved with an altetnate turn that would reduce üe number of cars "blocked- from getting off and theiignal fixed for
htter uit limiting exit from the small lræt dirrtly acros from the exit Why weren't these inexpensive alternativãs considered?

A. The signal changes you suggested would need to be done by the City of Los Angeles
Department of Transportation. They can be contacted at their Western Office located at
1828 Sawtelle Bouleva¡d Room 108 Los Angeles, CA 90025, by telephone at (310)
575-8138, or via email at LADOT.WestemDistrict@lacity.org .

A more inexpensive altemative to modify the existing interchange at Manchester
Avenue was not considered, because it would not have satisfied a secondary goal ofthe
project to improve overall accessibility into the project area.

Numhr:1 Authon D€nny Porbbh 4-08 5il239 AM

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 252



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Pagc 58

I A. The proposed but rejected build alternative will not be constructed because the Half

Table25identifcthes0ufboundoffnmpatCenfrwillçtwoneunderAlternative2.Whyn0thaveaprojectto

creatingana|ternativethatdoe5nothingfof¿ctUalfrewaytnffcandcncausemoredifoltyine
Transportation in the future that may improve condrhons at the tnterstate 405 Century
Boulevard offramp and entering southbound Interstate 405.

The southbound offramp at Century Boulevard would not worsen under Alternative 2.
The table will be corrected accordingly.

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 253



APPENDICES & REFERENCES
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:
TaHe 32, Bu¡¡d Altomaüvc 2 Sæneilroalayrlos AnaltEls for SlgnelÞod lntcEocdons

s./trêh = s€q|ds Fr v€hiclê
LOS = Ldd of Sæic6

Avoldancc, f,¡nimlzaüon, and/or tldgelion XoqG

Cùmqte S¡Y¡ngs

C61-Bmfü Analy6b. Vehicþs hoß traveled inffied by 35,583 hdE ad rehide m¡les
traveled ¡n@s€d by 13,128 mlles on a reg¡onal s€þ w¡th the Build Albmetiv6 2 wNs NG
Build Alttrat¡ve 1. On a smalls subEg¡onal wle, Eh¡cles houß tsawled decreased by 32,776
houß and vel¡¡cle mil6 traveled dæFæed by 1,942 with Alternative 2 veEus Alternat¡re '1. The
subregioEl area cr€ted by Jonathan Osbom ofthe Offiæ ofAdvanæ Plann¡rE extends from
Mdna fÞl Rey, Phya Del Rey, end LÁX on the rct the €astem city l¡m¡b of lngl4þod on the
east to indude lnglflood Paí( Ceretery, the Forum and Hdlywd Park Cas¡no, just rcrth of
SR-90 ¡n LG Angdæ and Culver C¡ty ¡n the rcrth, and just south of l-105 ¡n Los Angelæ, El
Segundo. and Hilthgme in the south. Cost-b€n€fit Etio is 0.75, below the 1.00 eþêcted of a
@nstruction pK¡iæt l*lls, ay svings þ be Elized aß unl¡kdy to b€ cmmute sv¡ngs s¡ne
th€ Fips be¡ng shqtened aF rustly non@mmuie ùips bound br LA)( As sctì, æmmute
w¡ngs rculd b€ ¡releEril Als, thg evings by individual trip are likdy to b€ negl¡gible. frætions
of a minute if not a wond The full l@very of the pþjects @sb ¡s 27 yeaß. Sæ Table 33 for
the sbreg¡onal scde statistiG bel@ and Table 34 for the r€g¡oÉl s€le statist¡É on the
follwing p€ge.

T¡bl. 3:¡. Cøt€omfit Analyst¡ (2ü15) for Subr€glqal Arca

A. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment. The project would indirectly support
trips to and from LAX.

Sdræ: SCAG 2035 RTP Bâs6linê S@rio

Dûfl Env¡mm€nhl tusssaüI¡ir¡sl Sùdy (EA.{S) - Dffih 2m

Vehicle Vehicle
Houß lvliles

Allernativc Traveled Travelecl
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:73

Numben I Author Note Date: U28l2010 53101 A[4 A. Caltrans assumes that this land area will be a commercial or industrial development
once the real estate market in the Los Angeles Region Improves. The land can not be
developed as residential properties under the Playa Del Rey Vy'estchester Community
PIan or City of Los Angeles General Plan.

l'lg l-r! l¿l|(s amut Elly Dulltoul areas þut ln lart t ß a comer0t the Manöester Square area which is being procured by l,{X for some,

unspecified purpose. The SE corner has bæn fully vaøted at this tÍme What asumptions has CalTrans made about this land area?

areas but in
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:78
A. Caltrans utilizes context sensitive solutions for its landscaping and best management
practices for maintenance to prevent and promptly clean up graffiti within its facilities.
Project management personnel will request that the contractor will uphold Caltrans'
graffiti removal policy of I day for offensive/l week for all other graffiti.

Number: 1 Authon Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Sticky NotÊ Date: 128/2010 7:14:35 AM

t0 avoid graffit¡ during con$ruction? Will ¡t e\tend it s policy of removal

other to the (ontractor? What enforcement measures will h in olace?
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:83

I A. No, the S\ryPPP is reviewed and approved by Caltrans without public revrew.

Ihe lorm water pollution prevention plan is prepared by the contndor and reviewed by CalTnns. Where will it h a I ^,andcommenthioreapproval? | Please contact Headquarters Storm Water Program Implementation Office Chief Joyce
Brenner at9l6-653-2512 oriqCç_þtg¡!-gf.@@gqv for additional ìnformation on
the Construction General Permit implementation such as "results be documented and
made available for public consumption."
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:84

Numben 1 Author Denny Portable 4{8 Subþct Sticky Note oate: V282010 72831 AM

Wilì this proþct utilÞe a on-site treatment sÞtem? What tests ol ground vrrater quality will be implemented ¿nd how will the results h
published for public consumption?

A. On site treatment systems will be examined further in the design phase of the project.

Please refer to Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
requirements regarding on-site treatment system and ground water quality tests or visit
the following web address:

ertification/index.shtml .

B. Caltrans is responsible for the SWMP which has been prepared based on NPDES
permit requirements. The SWMP is a public document.

Please refer to Los Angeles Regional Water Quality Control Board, Region 4
requirements regarding a Storm Water Management Plan and best management
practices to be implemented or visit the following web address:

Date: 1/28/2010 7:33:25 AM

enforcement and reporting? Where'¡/lll these resulB h documented a¡d made available for public consumption?
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elwat¡on variæ from appþimately 53 bet b approx¡mtely 68 fæt Theæ are no krcm natrEl
rewræs thet will be afæted by this projæied.

E[o. using the 2007 dEfr LG Angel€E AH Seismic Hæld Map, ¡he Majmum Credible
Eerthquale (MCE) along the Charek Fault, læted approxtmately 0.5 m¡læ æuthËt of the
prcjæt s¡te, is 6.5 Mw.

Uquotôc{oÈ L¡qæfact¡on hæ nol bæn dæurented with¡n the lim¡ts of th¡s pKiect dur¡ng tñe
last tñ mjor ærthquakæ in Soutlern Calibmia (1971 San Ferondo -Mr = 6.62 and the .1994

Northridge-Mu = 6.7). ln addit¡m, bæed on a r€g¡mal study ænducted by the U.S. ceological
Suruey ( 1 985), the Elalire lquefact¡on susæptibilþ atong this pþied ¡s @ßideEd to be wry
lw.

Potont¡al lmp¡cis

Potrntlal for lmp¡q{s Rslatsd to prcl.ct'¡ ruæpdbll¡ty to .@¡on and gælogÈ hærd€
sch æ mrthqq¡k€ and lhuefesüq. Based on æreEl memndums pEpared by CaltEns
Gætæhn¡ql SeNiæs, and CaltEns' 2007 dEfr Lc Angel6 A@ Se¡sm¡c Hæd Mep, the
Mãimum Cred¡ble Eârthq@l€ (MCE) abng üìe NilporHngts þod Fautt System ¡s 7.0 arìd

Potontl¡l for Expoaure ol WortoE to Hürdr Durlng Con!trucdoÈ Thæ are curendy no
special @nsideEtrcns of prdis¡fls læmmnded æ a 6ult of this pþject and g€olog¡c
ænditions ¡n the a@ Workeß, nmelheless, 4e subjæ1to ¡mplementation ad p@tjæ of
g€reEl gfety pre€ut¡ons with¡n qstruction zfræ.

Potentlal for lmp¡ct¡ to N¡ü¡nl Goologlc Lrndmrr*o rnd LandÍom¡. As part oF the æoping
eolog¡c

Avo¡.lece, f,lnlmE¡tion .nd/oa lldg.tlon [9¡8uË
lmpects of a gæt6hni:d ætuE ae neglig¡bb and no mit¡gatio mæsres other than standard
eng¡rcr¡ng d6En and pE{i@ ile f@mmilded. No 8¡gnifi€nt söffint is expæled to
æcur in ttE prcposd fill loundatims ñr the Þal¡gnÊd Emps. No unusual treatHt or special
@nstrirct¡tr methoda w¡ll be r€quiEd. Thero aÞ no knm natural r$ulG that wil¡ be affec-ted
by th¡s pþjæled. Presryat¡on of sisting veg€tafþn (redu@ clæring and grubb¡ng, minimize
disturbed aræs to the exÈnt possible) will b€ qÉuded. lf appli€ble to this prcjæt latter
slopes, slope round¡ng. b€nch6, and terEG br slop€s and hard surtæe aløg the ground will
be ut¡lized. Chennel eros¡(r @nt¡þl l]EsuB, p€red,llined dEinæê d€v¡cos and Þc¡l¡ties. ad
vegeteted surfæs and other planting strat€g¡æ w¡ll be ænsider€d

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.

B. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.

M E¡vi¡lmrrÂl Assmcn/h¡(iat Sr,ty (EÁtS) - Deûbs 2009
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Page:94

ludies run forthese p¿rticle sizes? What were the resulh?

A. Several researches are underway by CARB and AQMD to study and refine health
impacts as well as measurement and analytical methodologies for ulhaflrne parlicles.
Table 20 in the Draft IS/EA, however, provides attainment designations by EPA of
criteria pollutants for the South Coast Air Basin in which the proposed project is
located. At this time, the EPA has not developed a health-based NAAQS for ultrafine
particles; and the Draft IS/EA does not provide an analysis of ultrafine particles.
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Page:102

j Numb€r I Author Den¡y Portable4-08 Subject: H¡ghlight Date: V31p010 21911 AM

m¿dethat annual PM2 5 roncenùat¡ons were not exceeded?

¡ Numbe¡:3 Author: Denny Portable 4-08 Subject Highlight Date: U3tl2010 21020 AM

B. The paragraph is revised consistently to the Air Quality Report as following: The
annual average PM25 concentrations between 2005 and 2007 were not measured at the
Los Angeles-Westchester Parkway monitoring station because this station does not
monitor PM25. Existing concentrations of PM25, therefore, have been analyzed based
on monitoring data from another monitoring station - Nofh Long Beach monitoring
station. The 2006 NAAQS for 24-hour PM2 5 of 35 pglm' was exceeded at the North
Long Beach monitoring station between 2005 and2007. However, the NAAQS for
annual average PM25 was exceeded only in 2005.

D. See Response Number 36. The EPA is the federal authority to establish standards
for pollutants based on health impacts while CARB is its state counterpart. EPA and
CARB, as part of their development for standards, evaluate applicable and appropriate
studies and research papers. A federal or state standard for ultrafine particles has not
yet been established; and the Draft IS/EA has not evaluated ultrafine particles effects by
the proposed project as researches are currently underway on the subject.

E. See Response Numbers 36 and 38. The CARB established statewide ambient air
toxic monitoring to facilitate the identification and control of toxic air contaminants in
California, pursuant to 1983 amendments to the Health and Safety Code (AB I 807,
Tanner). The stations within the state and local air monitoring network house
monitoring instruments that measure ambient levels of gaseous and particulate (solid
and liquid aerosol) air pollutants. However, no stations in the current monitoring
network provide monitoring of ultrafine particles as the methodologies are still being

ttæse tests reviewed? What ,,vere the results?

Number 5 Dare: U31/2010 228:09 AM

mon¡to¡ng at

refined by CARB and A

Author Denny Portable 4-08

coruidered relevant?
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 103

Portable 4-08
A. Reference is made to a joint EPA/FHWA Transportation Conformity Guidance for

Qualitative Hot-spot Analyses in PM2.5 and PM10 Nonattainment and Maintenance
Areas dated March 2006. The Guidance provides a method of comparison to another

location with similar characteristics, which involves reviewing existing highway or
transit facilities that were constructed in the past and built in locations similar to the
proposed project and, whenever possible, near an air quality monitor (a surrogate) to
allow a comparison of PM2 5 or PMle air quality concentrations.

B. The following pubìic facilities are located viithin a quarter-mile of the project impact
area: Higher Learning Academy at 534 Vy'est Arbor Vitae Street, Inglewood Christian
School at 214 East Hillcrest Boulevard, Ashwood Park, Siminski Park, University of
West Los Angeles at 9800 South La Cienega Boulevard, and Family Christian
Cathedral at 645 West Arbor Vitae Street.

Numh¡:2 Authon Dennv Portable4-08 Date: 1/31/2010 2J351 AM

What are the "Two sclrools tt,io p,ibl¡c DarkJ, a a quarter-mìle ofthe project impad area ..?"

Date: 1/31/2010 23025 Añl

is this related to the subject¿rea along the I-405?
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page:108

Date: U3U2010 2f222 AM A. The identified preferred alternative will result in no changes to the traffic and air
quality effects.

added by the addition of a new Arbor Vit¿e on-ramp for the south dircction? Will air qualþ suffer from reduced speeds at the on-ramp/main

traffic lane interchange due to inse¿sed cars weaving in both diredions to get on $e I-405 or over to the I-105 over pass on.ramp?

Port¡ble 4-08
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Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 110

Number 1 Note Date:1ßU20102:47324M A. Traffic forecast is based on the growth projected for the region as adopted in the
latest Regional Transportation Plan. The Preferred Alternative, the No-Build
Alternative, will not result in impacts to trafflrc or cargo activity as there will not be any
changes to the current geometrics. In addition, as noted in Section 2.2.6 of theDraft
IS/EA, emissions of MSATs, including the diesel particulate matters, will likely be
lower than present levels in future years as a result ofEPA's and California's control
programs that are projected to reduce MSAT emissions by at least 57 to 87 percent from
2000 to 2020.

projected to have substantial increæes by 2020 and beyond. Have these impacb bæn conidered due to slow down of mainline traffic to
¿ccommodate the new on-r¿mp?
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Page: 111

erpected to go down in general ifthe number of truck increases due to both cargo at IAX and deliveries within the proþct impact areas?

A. Emissions of MSATs are from vehicles and are controlled by the EPA and CARB;
so they are outside the control of this project. The MSAT analysis concludes that the
overall emissions of MSATs will likely be lower in the future than present level
regardless of which alternative is implemented. These reductions are principally due to
improved technologies controlling and/or eliminating these emissions, such as better
emissions controls, cleaner burning fuels, and increased percentages oflow- anc
zero-emission vehicles in the fleet.

The reductions illustrated on Figure 2-18 are based on measures recommended by
CARB that includes those addressing on-road vehicles, off-road equipment and
vehicles, and stationary and portable engines. These measures include the EPA's
heavv-dutv truck standards and low-sulfur fuel limits
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Page: 113

Date: 1ß1/2010 255:01 Al\4
A. Traffic delay is one ofthe parameters to be considered in the process ofassessing
exposure risks. The Draft IS/EA, however, does not provide a health risk assessment
due to the uncertainty and unavailable information noted. See Response Number 16.

under exposure levels and health effects the report@
dep¿rlmenl regul¿fy makes predict¡ons on the numbers 0f productivity houß lost by commute time dela¡is this couù give a meæure ofthe
expsure to toxics. Has this approach bæn considered? werethere anyelimates generated and what aiethey?
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Page:117

B. The proposed but rejected build alternative was not fully funded. It required an
additional $37 million in fundins to be constructed.

Author Denny Porbble 4-08 Subiect Sti Note DarsV3V201025936AM

pr0Ject
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has¡He at the time of liml des¡gn aE ¡nærpoÉbd ¡nto the ppjæt plans and spæifi€tions. Th¡s
dæ!rent dislJss rc¡s abalement measuEs that w@H likely ú ¡n@rpoEisd ¡n the prc¡ect

caltrans' the criterie br detemin¡ng when an abatement
reæure ndæ abatement ¡s bas¡€l¡y an eng¡næring
@nqn. no¡s ldel must be æh¡eved fur an abateænt
lEsure to be ænsidefEd feæ¡ble, Other @ns¡dæt¡ons indude topogEphy, æs
requirerents, othã nols sulG and sfBty ænsideEtions. The rêewaúenæs detêmlEtion
is bas¡€lly a @st-benefit analys¡s. Fælffi us€d in detemining whe$er a proposed no¡æ
abatement measure ¡s @sffible indude: residenb aæeptaæ. the absolub noiæ level. bu¡ld
reEus existing ndæ. enviMrenbl impæb of abaþment, publ¡c and lGl agenc¡es input,
neûly @nstructed dereloprenl wEus deElopfrent pedating .l 979 and the Gt pcr benefited
res¡dere.

Study Xsthode ¡nd Prcedu@

Solocllon of R@lyqF ¡nd torsumenr Sn6. No¡æ sens¡tìve ræive6 in the prcjæt aH
that aE subjæl to bafic no¡æ ¡mpac{s from frffy{ereEted noiæ rere ¡dent¡fied. Noise
sns¡tiw a@s typi€lly irclucle res¡denæ, schæls, libErjes, churcfies and templ6, hcp¡tials.
rærealion and sport areas, playgrounds, hotels, motels and parks.

For th¡s pþjec{, Caltrans Noiæ and V¡bEtion lnv6tigation BGnch peFonnel perfomed a feld
survey of the enüre a@ wiûì¡n th€ l¡m¡ts of th€ prc¡ecL The survey induded vis¡ting the prcist
s¡tes ¡n order to ¡dútiry Þnd us with¡n the prcjæt limits and to sl€ct the nds6 m@surement
sites The entire a@ wihin ttE pþject lim¡b 6 aæustically repêented by 12 no¡s
rcasuEment s¡te lGtions and modgl€d at on€ lction. The no¡se meesurcment s¡ts reß
sleded trak¡ng ¡nlo @nsidætjon the bllüing gsæl site requ¡rements:

1 ) Sites rere acousti€lly ßpreæntat¡ve of areas Ðd md¡ùøs of ¡nteræt. They were
l@t€d at alæ of human use.

2) S¡tæ reÞ clear of mjd obstruct¡ons betwæn surce aod fæirer. Microphone
posltions weE rcre than 9 Ëet My from Eflecting surfa@

3) Sites wre fræ of rc¡$ æntam¡nat¡q by $urG otñer than thGe of ¡nteHt. S¡tes weF
not læd€d near barklng dogs, lryn ffi, pæl pumps, a¡r @ndit¡oneF, eùc.

4) SiÞs were not eùeosêd b preEiling m€teorclogi€l ændit¡ons that a€ beyond fie
ænsüa¡nts d¡ssed ¡n the Tæhni€l Ndæ Supdemnt

ELr tnt*t"c ¿OS Cffiidq alreedy 6Eeds the Nds Abebment Criteria (N c), e no no¡s
@d¡ngs or any lmg-tem no¡æ rìodel¡ng will b€ @nduc'tgd dbid€ of the prcþct study a@.

trtinu{sly mnitoring and @rd¡ng no¡æ levels for a 2+har period, The short-t€rm no¡s
lsvgla we r@rded wihin eacfi 2+hour no¡se md¡toring for that partiølar aræ. The rc¡ge level
data @llected was then analy¿€d and adiusted using the 24hour no¡æ æadings to detam¡ne the
nois¡est hour.

'*v
Backgþund no¡æ þvels ae typ¡€lly m€sured to detemine the feas¡bil¡ty (noiæ reduc¡bility of 5
dgA) of nds abatemdt and to ¡nsuE that no¡se Éduclion goals æn be æl¡wed. The

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. Comment noted. Thank vou for vour comment.

DEñ E¡vilmabl Mwnnln¡tid Study (EÆlS) - kmbcr 2009
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Page: 121

r Nutqrl Author:DennyPorrabte4-0SSubjrtHiqhliqht Date:2Äp01061717A[4 A. Comment noted. Thank you for your comment.

B. Traffic noise measurements were performed from March 3,2006 to March 13,2006.
All traffic noise measurements are conducted when freeway haffic is free-flowing.
Traffic counts for each vehicle type are taken (autos, medium and heavy trucks). In
addition, two long-term 24-hour readings'were performed on 3/8/06 and 3/13/06. The
long-term readings were used to adjust all short-term reading for noisiest hour
conditions.

As per traffic noise analysis guidelines established by the FHWA and Caltrans, all
traffic noise readings are done during acceptable atmospheric conditions (not rarnrng or
windy).

The traffic noise study addresses existing and projected freeway haffic noise. Traffic
noise study includes analysis for all proposed alternatives, as well as for existing noise
conditions, including elevated roadways. Noise study results have been included in the
noise study report.

Long-term traffic noise readings show the loudest traffic noise to occur between the
hours of 3:00 PM and 8:00 PM. The maximum-recorded hourly average noise values
were 69.8 dBA and 69.5 dBA during the March 3, 2006 and March 13, 2006 long-term
readings, respectively.

\4/h¿t l,,ere the loudest hours during the testing? what l4las the ma)(imum value sæn and the duration of an "event'?
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Page: 129

hen observed in this area along the freeway.

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. Many urbanized species can be observed along the freeway. If possible, the
construction ofthe proposed project will be done outside the bird nesting season,
February 15 to September I . If construction must be conducted during the nesting
season, a pre-construction suwey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to
determine if mitigation measures are needed.
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CHA"PTER 2 - ATFECTED EIWfRONMENTAI. POTENTTAL ÍMPACTS AND AVOIDANCE. MM-TfON
AND/OR MITIGATION MEASURÊS C4

OakWædh Cal¡fom¡a ¡s tcing its oakwædltrds at an alam¡ng Éte to tanddgvdopmfft agriculture.S¡@1945ove.onem¡ll¡onaq6ofækuþodland
hæ bæn lost in Cal¡fumia. A 2001 estimt€ shm th€ 30,000 æ6 of æks p€r year aæ lct
statwide, @mpaGd to only 60,000 acræ l]r an fltiE dæde ¡n the miúlggo's to m¡d-i990,s.
Southm æk woodlands fræ ærer€d much of the bothills ild plaiß of the Southem Califomia
&reg¡on and tìe L6 Angdæ Bas¡n wæ oM noted for their væt sEnnæ of @æt live æk.
and valley æk. Tod€y, more ülen 85 psænt of æastal sage sub @mmun¡t¡s, whicfi ¡nclude
€k uþodlands, hile bæn lost to urban and agricultuEl developrrent. lhe Est ma¡dity of @k
wanas ¡n the S@th6m Calibmia regim hare bêen dGtsoyed.

Et mted on tn priø pâge, no æk tes within the pþ¡æt siudy area w¡ll bê emoved æ pan of
[l€ l-4olÆbor V¡tae tlqr South Haf lntæhange Prcject l{mva, shouH the lmEl of @k
üs be næsry due to th6 ¡lo5/1 01 the læs wi! be mlügaþd oflb¡ta
thßugh r€placsm6nt phntng. Ba$d o æk bH ¡mpaded and M¡lable on-
site lætions, favoEble a€as wilh¡n the dght of way wit be sþclgd by the Disûici B¡otogist aú
tåndsæpe Archibct Any required Eplærent beyond the spaæ aE¡lable in the ri¡ht of way
will b€ planted oF-site in mrd¡natim with an agency or orgãn¡ætion that hæ yet b b€
d€t€m¡ned.

Cal¡turn¡a Senate Rædut¡n No. 178eláire b Oaks, adopted by the Cat¡fom¡a Leg¡s¡ature,
requesls that strte agffij6 ass tñeir ¡mpacb öo æk urcodlands mtain¡ng blue, Englffin,
Elley or Gt l¡re @k spêc¡æ and to preserye and tf,oted to ttle @imum extent leasible or
provide replaærent plant¡ngs wften thæ spæies æ Emwd, By ofü€t¡ng th€ ¡mpacts to @k
s/oodlands as dæibed abore, Ca¡trds will als @nfom to the sD¡rit of Senate Concurflt
R6olution No- 17.

2.3¿ WETLANDS ANO OTHERWATERS

Genenl R€gul¡tofy Ssttng. Vvetlands and oûts ret€F are pþts't€d unds a numb€r of lM
and regulatims. At Úle Heral level, the C¡ean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 13,t4) is the primary lil
ßgulatlng wtlands and x6teß. TlÞ Cletr Water Act ßgulates th€ discfiarge of dEdged ú f ll
rEtrrial into wabß of fhe United Slab€, includlng wetlands. WileE ol the Un¡ted Stats ¡ndude
nevi¡ebþ wþß, ¡ntectiate MteE, t€ribrial ss and other Et€F that roy be Ed in
¡nÞEtate or fcæ¡gn æmre@ To clasify Étands lor the purpGæ ot the Clæn Water Act, a
thrce-paEreter 4pþæh 'E used bEt indudG the preænæ of hydrcphyt¡c (mbr krying)
wgetat¡o¡, wüand hydrology, and hydric s¡b (stls subjæ{ to etr¡Etionfnundat¡on). Atl thræ
paEm€bß must be pænl, under nmal c¡rcumstanæ, fof a ar@ to be des¡gEÞd æ a
jurisd¡ctioml wüend under ihe Clean Vvbtel Act

Sætion 404 of üE Clæn Wat€r Acl ætablbhês a regulatory progEm lhat prcvidæ tlat no
discharge of dcdged q fill matsial €n b€ pem¡tted lf a prælicable altemt¡w sxisb that È þs
dam4¡ng to the aqutic enviMrent tr lf the nat¡m's EIEE rculd b€ signif€ntly degEded.
The Se{¡on 404 Ímit progEm b run by the U.S. Amy CorFE of EnginæF (USACE) úth
wæ¡ght by the EnviMm$td Prct€dim Agency (EPA).

The EHutire Ords fù the Pþtection of Wôtlands (E.O. 1 I 990) al$ regulaûes the adivil¡6 of
lH€El agercþs h regards to redands, Esntially, th¡B qæut¡F ordd s{eþs that a lHerJ
ager¡cy, such as the F€deEl Hi¡hmy Adm¡nistration, €nml underteke or provide æ¡stE@ ior
w mbwlim l€H ¡n relands unl6s the head of tlE agency ñnds: 1 ) that thêE b no
p@l¡€bb altematiw io th€ ænsûæhlon and 2) the prcpG€d prcj€ct ¡ndudæ all prediabþ
rcùFs to m¡nimize ham.

At the sÞte level. w€tlands and Mt€E aß r€gulat€d primar¡ly by the Califm¡a Oepartrent of
F¡sh End Gare (CDFG) and tÌE Regional Wabr Qual¡ty Conbd Boards (Rl¡/ttCBs). ln ærtain
c¡rørctanG, the Cætd Comm¡sim (or Bay Cmstration and Dewloprent Comm¡$¡on)
my also b€ ¡nrclv€d. S€cüqs 1600-1607 of the F¡sh and came Code requ¡E any agency that
pþpos a prc.¡æt that w¡ll sbstantially d¡vert or obsEuct th€ nahJEl læ of q substantiEúty

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

A. Comment noted. Thank vou for vour comment.

Drfl Eaviroûabl &lsnaù¡I¡¡t¡ål study (Fj.4s) - D€c@bq 2009 t22
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U ENVKUI
AND/OR MITICATION MÊASIJRES

[. POTtrNTIAL IMPÀCîS AND AVODANCE, MIMMATION C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Ayo¡d¡nco, ¡lln¡mÞation, andror ¡tit¡gaüon llaEuE

No avoidaæ. minim¡ætion, nor m¡tigation mæsures arg rcry ¡n regards to wedands sinæ
no wetlands w¡ll be ¡mpacted by th¡s proiæL

Wetl¡ndr Only Prc{øble Flndlng

EÆutire Order 11990 mandatæ that an ag€ncy srch as Caltrans avo¡d, to the extent possible,
the lffg- and short-tem adw ¡mpasts asw¡ated w¡th the dætructim or rcdiñ€t¡on of
rellands, and to avoiC diræt or ind¡Ect support of lw ænstsuc.tbn in redands whqewr there is

Tablo ¡16, Wcdands Only Pr.cdcabb Flndlng PuEuant to Ex€cutivo Ord€r I lgOO

A. Comment noted. Thank vou for vour comment.

2.3.3 P|-ANT SPECTES

Regul¡tory Setdng, The U S. Fish and Wildl¡f€ SeMæ (USFWS) and Cal¡fom¡a Deparùnent of
FIsh and Gare (CDFG) shae regulalory ræponsibíl¡ty for the protection of spec¡al-statG pbnt
spæiæ. "Spæial-status' spec¡es aE ælæ1ed for protælton be€us they aæ raÞ and/tr subjæt
to populat¡on and hab¡tat dæl¡æs. Spæjd sbtus ¡s a gsre€l term b. spæiæ that aß afrordEd
Ery¡ng leveþ of r€gubtory pþtection The h¡gh6t læl of protectjon ¡s g¡ren to threatened and

e

Endangq€d Spæ¡es æc1itr ¡n thls dæuffil for additional ¡nbmatbn ræard¡ng theæ speciæ.
No th@tflêd or €ndangÊrsd plant spæi€s we lound within th€ pþjed study aEa.

Dnn Envim¡ì'Mi¡l Assnrt/ltriti¡l Stody (EAIS) - Dccemh. 2009

Eig.ge vr e5E.rN

rcdoE¡ lryoÍ¡nd
ZERO Ac6 ZERO h¡

hc Floodpldn and
ZERO Enchrcachmod no alonlllefü anch@chnent

l{o Build
ffiñ¡fr. I

¡þþct Pu.p@.nd tÞlæt. Púrp6o ¡nd BEST ñÉb th. Prcþct Purp@
rnd l{€d frm.frs2

lidq¡€l !rp.cE
hc@chllMtUFn
Lbnú

ERO Enchrc.chmnl

ERO Eúhñ^hñânl ZERO ÉnchMchfrd lldùEr
æ¡¡ hpad þ sdd

i€cdon ,Íll R@ult
aÈxu np¡cE to *don {(rt

bdlG

bódnl ERO lmúd turôdna 3l.2AEß
No Euild-

albmdvelll

;ort(Sælo@rcmb
{d. f¡cbr so

lryåy/Rolo€t on C6È, ¡27E
mlllþn bEl c6t

No Build
A¡t mat¡vo I
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page 137

Numbenl Author: Note Date:2/U20106:43l4AM A. The July 10, 2008 Traffic Noise Study Report for this project is available in Caltrans,
District 7 at 100 South Main Sffeet, MS 16A, I2rn Floor Los Angeles, CA 90012. Please
call at Jin Lee at213-897-3312 or email him at iin_ilee@dot.ca.gov to obtain a copy.

can we obhtn a coPy
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C4
Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

Page: 138

I A. As originally intended, the collector lanes would remain open during construction.

I In general, closure notifications during construction would follow standard Caltrans
three years or only intermittently? How far back willûe closure be noticed to alert drivers? | procedures.
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Page: 150

Portable +08 Subiec Hiqhliqht Date:2/1/2010 6:a953 At\il

Portable 4-08 subiæt stickv Note Datq 2/1i2010 6:5132 AM

Alþrnative 2 ouse increase delays on the main lans due to increased movement úe slowertraffic will

Caltrans Response #14 Continued:

B. Alternative 2 is proposed to reduce congestion at the neighboring interchanges.
Based on a recent traffic analyses, the Altemative 2 would result in minor benefits to
the collector/diskibutor system and minor impacts to the mainline. However, the
overall change to the freeway system would be negligible. Based on the analyses, the
implementation of Alternative 2 will not likely result in any changes to the emissions of
CO2 compared to the No-Build, or Preferred Altemative.
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ulÞnrwschreiler I Calt.ans Resoonse #14 Continued:
Fm: MOL|I{A, MICHAELfMMoLtM2@taffi.orgt
SerÊ Mddsy, January 25 ,2O1O 12:-28 pM
To: Denny Schne¡der
SUUæt RE: SÍgn on 1405

Denny,
Thanksfor)cur¡nqu¡ryrelaüì,€totheêpparentñs/úpost¡ngofasignalongthesouthbound4oS 

lA.commentnoted. Thankyouforyourcomment.Fleeway near Jefießon irÉ¡cat¡ng "LÐ( Ne¡t 5 E:its." I recogniæ how hard we worked collecliì/ely to I
nale a srmrtarstgn remo\€d ¡n the past.

I spoke with Michael Feldman, our deputye)€cutile directo¡ fcr planning and åcilit¡es, who Inquired
among h'E stafi. LAX staff was unaware lhat the sign wâs re-¡nsÞlled ând herefore had no oart in its
reappearance. we supportall efiorts in removing the sign once aga¡n ¡n supportofthe wbhes ofour
local community.

Please let us know if we can be of further assistance ¡n this matter.

XilqIolim
SadotùEcl,,to[QdenC Nldß
Las Angd6 Ylbtd A¡aoils
(4241 6.6€060
ñik.mof m@hwe-oro
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(-)

DânÉ Copo To duãrdo_4libr@dd € sv<da¡næ@OrEll.mt n
OZO3|2O1O Uig PM 

bæ

Subjd CarTÉns FÁ 491 60 N€w Soulh Haff l'405 Æbr V¡Þe
lftrchâñge

DANNA COPE

8219 ReadincAvcnue

Wcstchestø. CA 90045

CA Depùtmmt of Truspofratio¡, District 7

Attr: Ronald Kosiroki, Dcputy Disùict Di¡ætor

100 Main Sree! MS 16A

Los Angclcs. CA 90012

Re: calTm EA 49160 Ncw South Half I-405 Arbo¡ Vitae lntwhmge

Deù Mr. Kosimkì :

The prcposal in the EA would no! €se tralÏc ¡n ud into the Westchester ilea The I{05
main lmc Eafüc flows ac alrcady poor within the prcjæt aq duing most horc of the day;

this proposal will not imprcve that condition,

Although the subjæt EA focuses on local tEIfic improvemflt æ the prcjcct's primary
pupos, LAX tnffic is alæ mmrioned in seveøl portions of thc EA The CalTres tramc
e¡âlyses prcvided show d wcceptâblc ircrsæe in prcjected tr¿Il¡c on Cmtury Boulcved
wcst of Airport Boulevad entring thc LAX Ccnu-al Tminal Area.

Irnprcvcmmt of thc t¡aJfic at the nollh-boud Mmchestq off-rmp is one of the prcj@t's
altmative goals. Howcvcr, despite the poor level of swice experienced, the EA tEfÏic
c¿pæ¡ty tablcs show thd this dd the othq existing off-mps in the prcjæt study æa have

adcquâle th@re1¡cal mffic hædling capacity to mæ( prcjecled næds- Rather Ùrm adding

morc off-¡mps, altemative corectioß for ùe poor pøfommce should be reFeched dd
implemented The Manchcstcr rcrthboud ûecway cxit from thc aæ6s rcad pdallelitrS the

main loes hæ a single lee cgrcs towùd the MÐchester intcßrction. This cau*s a boltle
ûæk backing up tr'ÀfEc duing thc most congestcd timcs. Installation of a sond, optional
exit lae by removing the islùd bmp out æ well æ imprcved Mochester signalization
would bc lcss experuive

Caltrans Response #1 5:

A. A thorough haffrc analysis has been performed by CH2M Hill that includes the
impacts that the proposed but rejected half interchange would have on Arbor Vitae
Sheet west and east ofthe Project Study Area and on the surrounding conìmunities.
The Traffic Analysis illustrates the improvements from this proposed but rejected
project are projected to induce additional commuters. See Section 2.1.6 Traffic and
Transpoftation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities of the Final Environmental Document
for the answers to the table on pages 4 through I 8 of your letter. Data is provided for
2008 and 2035.

B. According to the traffic analysis, the project will not improve 405 mainline speeds
but it v/ill improve the Level of Services at Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard
lnterchanges. Several errors were made in the Draft Environmental Document in saying
that the proposed but rejected project "provide direct access to Los Angeles
lntemational Airport." This is not the case as the project is not adjacent to the entrance
ofthe airport for arriving and departing passengers. The proposed project would
provide access to the Hollywood Park Casino and Redevelopment Project, the
University of West Los Angeles, Centinela Hospital, and the Forum.

C. It also notes the improvement in traffic along Century Boulevard and Manchester
Avenue and their interchanges on Interstate 405. The Arbor Vitae Street Southbound
Onramp will reduce the number of vehicles traveling the Century Boulevard and

Manchester Avenue intersections to reduce stop and go traffic conditions.
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ehlÃ,
trxly

Fù thos æt of thc I*405 widring diret æcçqs ao the I-105 supsic åm is ahe¿dy
providld at PÉific Êoì¡lwa¡at ratlû thff forcing mæ tsa6c i¡ø rhc iúerchagc,

I ûgc füway ùañc Oow in ttrc
rcliou s that æid,ats rc Éduccd.

dcnr o tbc Se Dicgo Fffiay (I-¿105) rcsultcd in as roy

Thæ æ læ *pøsive methods rhtt should be inplømted to aohieve tralEc nitigarion.
ThisEÀ should trot bc apprcvcd-

Siæceþ

Dâ!¡â CopG

E2l9RøtliqgAve

w(Btó6ra,cA 90045

damøe@wil.cø

(3r0) 64r-2503
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C6
-,- i-\É 0 Ai ¿- Y Ø l<l é'xr I Caltrans Response #16:

W' Lãì-i-ÉRS To TÞ,ø É0 Írc,î- l':'-',-.'\,t€ P¿içìLlrìçr

- "rl-ì-F.qsis 
o B,t,Ò*r,æ ß,2:.i¡¡t:,¿;,,;,:.¿ - l*"H,Ï::lt,ol'.',.'iffi:låï?::'"iolTåi:åi:,'"ïålä::iff#Hr",':îr".

. ¿,\LTRÃN5 rj G¿.ifrNG ?-€hu,/ Tb 3?.!D TH€
I The purpose ofthe project is to relieve congestion at the interchanges adjacent to Arbor

,r..;a,,ut ,+ Bove ro ur Q si\¡ rHÉ ì3 R.DGE oN I åå',åTJ.ï:,",:ilÏåiii"1i:,illHii#:i::1i:"å'#ffÍ*i::äiä,î::*'å:li

Vitae Street. The statement is correct.

access to and fiom the freeway system would be improved.

I¿$on ! if'\É 9ft lN 9c¿G wÐêÐ, TvAf CILÒ77Ê5 
| B.,'Money$g7M->Wearebroke"-Theproposedbutrejectedprojectwas

TI-\E +D5 v&erwAY Atta Er"€.Òa E louTLúou.v) l::itriiÏ:withs52million' 
Itrequiredanadditionals3Tmillioninfundingtobe

M
crll tl,ì^P, ÅD:A1éNTTb TV€ Çilùee r ThÁÍ uurLL

1öNwÉ¿:I f o THÉ 9ÒtnTH ûaut0 1Õ5 F\-ÉEI¡LAY. I

ALsa Aã iYola{H ßouv7 ôFF {¿A}lP LI,íLL cc>ru.v¿dr

To rLlE èTtsc¿,

" LA ¿¡¿ltiEG[) 6LVD Qui.¡C ÂJoßTH ßNV Sourilt

pÁRåtLÉ1, ßi6l-11 Niáxr rorHr 4os Fçç¿tv.A[,

AT fHe ß È\0e e .

t T [l+*f-s
. /l P ROf .'/t l'1116 ¡6st ,-.' oF l+ Røcç, V tTA
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C6

STRE tTJ o tr L4 C (EN Ec å øLVD tHEßE

/.1 4 Soøru gourup Turo-LAUE D^r l{AnP ro

fHr 4o 5 þ6ç6wnV ANU A Pp.c.rn. 3/t" <sF A /r{rr-r,

/I ED
Caltrans Response #16 Continued:

southbound 405 onramp and the northbound Interstate 405 Freeway offramp to Arbor
lOol-r]H O F,4G-Êo({ V\'\-Ae 5Tfl€et, c¡rv Lltr ct- | VitaeStreet.Thestatementiscorrect.

€.Îu E-GA ßLV0 fH6 RE I 9 A 3tsctt vl ß óuñ.D Twö

LA /tt Ë óN tQAvr? To T1l e 4Ò 5 tr ßEÉ\rrAY,

- 
. V H y lN T{-tE Wogr-o wouL? ¿ALtßANe

SPrrtD " Ó7,ocÒ,ooa troR oñÉ f\ãLU 5<>uag

ß ot-r¡.'p ôN R¡,ttp w HEx */a frLu€S 5 o¿¿-rH

Ailll 'fz Hf r-65 ruotrrH TH€ßE âßÉ Two Exts\Nê

ÊRmzs.

" uJHÂT l\ tdLtTe oç y\öNd( 1"t1.

' QO4 uO6givf (ilL-tRÈ\It K,liOu.r ÍHAf acrR 4o¿r,r-(Fv ts I B. Commentnoted.Thankvouforvourcomment.
flroNe /,r¡a {U¡'frié c>LrR STArÉ ts l,ÂÒ 1.1,t

l-"ro -6T þ4"21 tl#r( 
Ttr; | 

:''FJli'äi 
does realize that the country and state are going through severe rinancial
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@MOUE .A,utopista Interestatal 4 05 :

Mejoras de Rarnpas de Entrada
y Salida en la Calle.ErborVitae

PI
Caltrans Response #17:

Formulario de Comentarios
El proæso de la aud ns sus comenerþs
Bobrô la |nfomæ¡ón porlavor somêÞ
sus @menlarios sob ¡nfqmación qu€
nos a)rude a [f,epara 5 en la Calle Arbor
Vitæ-

Pot fovo¡ eædbo cloroñente.

recha. l_/t -âAta/O
Nombre Completo: O- /n ¡ ¿ A a n Z¿¿ l¿ Z

Organización; & t, ¡iì^
Dom¡c¡l¡o (pãra sr agregado a la lista para rec¡b¡r ¡nformac¡ón):

C¡udad, Estado, Cód¡go Postal:

Cometar¡os:
A. Comment noted thank you for your comment.
Comentario anotado gracìas por tu comentario.P I lr^crfi<-¿

(Espacio al reverso para segu¡r sus comentailos)
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@MÛll;E Interstate 405: On- and
Off-Rarnp f rnprovement s
at.ã,rborVitae Street

P2

Caltrans Response #18:

Gomment Sheet
The h6â¡¡ng pr@ss is inlendêd lo ellow ag€ncies and thg public to provide fêedback to Callrans on the ¡nformatlon
Þrovid€d ¡n the Draft Environmenlâl AssessmentlnÍtlãl Study (Draft E¡llS) Pl€ase submit )þur @mm€nts on th€

Þroposod pþlect, allornativss, m¡tigãtbn measuÞs, and any other infmation that may holp us prepâre a @mprehens¡v€
ã Finâl EA./IS fd the p.oposôd ¡mprcvomonts to the lntê6tato 405 at Arbd V¡tee Slræt

Org"n¡."t¡on,

Address {to be added to prcject ma¡lin8 list):

A. The Department cannot obligate the available funds to mass transit
projects. The Los Angeles Metropolitan Transportation Authority (Metro or
MTA) has the jurisdiction on all mass transit projects and they have

established a ranking system to prioritize projects based on their own strict
suidelines and criteria.

(space for comñents @ntlnued on reveÉ)
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Speaker Card

l-405 atArbor Vitae Street New Soufh l-1alf lnterchange Project - Publ c Hearrng

P3
Caltrans Response #19:

To speak during lhe public hearing or have your comment read aloud, complete this speaker

card and hand itto a stafi member. Pleæe prinlclearly. Use the reverse side if necessary.

I lwouldliketospeak.

Phone
do notwantto speak, please read my

E-mail fnfnent. A. The proposed but rejected alternative would have required the takings of3
properties on Arbor Vitae Street: 670,700, and704 Arbor Vitae Street. As
currently proposed, the widening ofthe bridge structure on the north side of
the Arbor Vitae Street overpass will not affect propefties on the north side of
Arbor Vitae Street between Interstate 405 and Ash Avenue.

As originally proposed, there would have been no right of way acquisition on
the north side of Arbor Vitae Street between Interstate 405 and Ash Avenue.
Should the project move forward in the future, the need for right of way
acquisition at this location will be re-evaluated.

As originally intended, the Arbor Vitae Street overcrossing would have been
widened (approximately 6 feet on each side) to satisfy mandatory design
standards related to lane widths and shoulder widths.

B. There would be too many intersections within a short distance of lnterstate
405's mainline. The proposed but rejected alternative was designed to
minimize the impact of the project on the adjacent communities of Inglewood
and \{estchester. Constructing a southbound Interstate 405 onramp on the
west side of the freeway would have required additional expense of taking
multipl e commerci al properties.

Due to the constraints ofthe existing inÍÌastructure, there is insufficient space

to fit a new southbound Onramp originating from west of the Interstate 405
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Speaker Card

l-405 atArbor Vitae Street New South Half lnterchanqe Project - Public l-learino

P4
Caltrans Response #20:

To speak during the public hearing or have your commenlread aloud complele his speaker

card and hand it to a stafi member Please print clearly. Use the rcverse side if necessary.

ooo,rr@1 E I wouto like to Eeak'

pnon, ffi ',nnnnrwrnrneno¡
,,,v,,s % 

_l.dOnOtwanttOSpeak,pleaSefeadmy
E.mail Tr\i, trJlrKinrror ecÌsfr,l,c4 {ûf t!ärrr*,

A. We are not conducting the Eminent Domain Process. Before we can get to
the Eminent Domain Process, we have to have an FHWA-approved Final
Environmental Document for this project.
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P5
Caltrans Response #21:

To speak during the public hearing or hatle your comment read aloud, complele this sp€aker

c¿rd and hand il to e slaff member. Please printclearly. Use the reverse side if necessary.

I lwould liketospeak.
Address

A. The proposed but rejected alternative was the only build alternative
considered at this time. The project may be reintroduced with local road
improvements added in the future.

A number ofpreviously studied alternatives were identified as being not
viable for a number of different reasons (environmental impacts, cost, etc.).
Shouìd the project move forward in the future, additional altematives may be
examined.

Speaker Card

l-405 atArbor Vitae Street Nevv Soulh Half lnterchange Project - Plbitc Fteartng

¡l do not want to speak, please read my

êf commenl.
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SI
Caltrans Response #22:

To speakduring lhe public heaing orhaveyoucontntenlread aloud, completethis speaker

cad and hand il to a stafi member Phase pilnt dearly. Use the reveræ side if neæssary,

r'r*, 4ûYlují ßtkí
p lwouldliketospeak.

n I do notwant to speak, pleæe read my

u comment.

A. Congest'ion on Florence Avenue and Manchester Avenue would have improved
with the proposed but rejected alternative since it would have offered an altemative
access path to lnterstate 405. See Section 2.1.6Traffic and Transpofiation/Bicycle and
Pedestrian Facilities of the Final Environmental Document. Data is provided for 2008
and 2035.

The proposed but rejected project would not have substantially improved the flow of
traffic alone the mainline of Interstate 405 itself.

Speaker Card

1405 atArborVitae Street New South Haif lnterchange Project-Public lIearing
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SI
Caltrans Response #22 Continued:

l'l
fonüGt,n.,^^ êt I I ;ll I 

rith

proposed but rejected project would not have substantially improved the flow of
alons the mainline of Interstate 405 itself.
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S2
Caltrans Response #23:

To speak during the public hearing or have your cornrnettt tead aloud, complete lhis speaku

card and hand ilto a staff member, Please plintdearly. Use lhe nvene side if necesury.

ldliketoEeak,

Phone _ I do nolwanllo speak, pleaæ read my

E comment.E+ail

fily queslion/commenl is:

A. No comment on speaker card

Speaker Card

1405 atArborVirae Street Nevr South Falf hterc"arge P'oject ' P'bltc Hear rg
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S3

Caltrans Response #24:

card and hand itto a stafi member Pleæe print clearly. Use the reveße side if neæssary,

[[ lwould like to speak,

,.,, 
ldo notwantto speak, pleæe read my

r'¿ comment,

A. Comment noted. Thank vou for vour comment.

Speaker Card

1405 atArbor Vitae Street New South Half lnterchange Project - Public Hearing

To speak during the publb hearing or hatte yout conrr.nent read aloud, cnmplete lhis speaker
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û

S3
Caltrans Response #24 Continued:

A. No, the vehicle lanes along Arbor Vitae Street were not going to be widened by this
proposed but rejected prdect.

B. The extent ofthe proposed but rejected project would have extended east on Arbor
Vitae Street through South Ash Avenue.

C. The project will not improve 405 mainline speeds but it will improve the Level of
Servioes at Manchester Avenue and Century Boulevard Interchanges. It would be better
for Level of Service (LOS) if additional lancs were added to fubor Vitae Street for
some but not all of the intersections on Arbor Vitae Street between the 405 and Prairie
Avenue ifthe proposed but rejected project was csnstructed and the additional traffic by
2035 would result. Section 2.l.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle
Facilities of the Final Environmental Document for details

I C, a ,4o* dulrn ?uu
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Speaker Card

1405 atArborVrtae Street New South Half lnterchange Project' Publrc l-Iearng

S4
Caltrans Response #25:

Tospeakduring the publichearingorhave youtcomment read aloud, complelelhis speaker

c¿rd and hand itto a stafi nmmbet Please prinldearly. Use lhe reverse side if neæssary.

fll would like to speak.

- I do nol wanl to speak, please read my

u comment.

lrtly queslionicommenl is:

A. No comment on speaker card.
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Speaker Card

1405 atArborVrlae Street New Sorth lalf lnterchange Prolect-Pub tc Nearng

S5
Caltrans Response #26:

Address

Phone

E+ail
,.,, 

I do not wanl to speak, please read my

u mmmenl.

lr,lyquestion/comnntis:

A. No comment on speaker card.
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S6

Caltrans Response #27:

¡^,,e KEIYH LoerÁ.Re
Adùess r'tNF w, tttLuc4Élv?.k [l would like to speak,

Phone 7 t 0 - 4 lZ - ri 93 _ ldonotwanttospeak,pleasereadmy

E-nail K LoCKk?V@cWor wø¿A U mmment,
utaoÞ,oK G

My questiodmmmentis:

A. No comment on speaker card.

Speaker Card

1405 atArborV tae Street New South l.1alf lnterchange Project ' Pubiic FIearng

To speak during the public hearing or have your comment read aloud, complete this speaker

card and hand it to a staff member Pleæe pdnt dearly Use the revene side if neæssary
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f,tl, u)s',,Lo Wrtw''e
Caltrans Response #27 Continued:

A. Comme¡rts and information noted. Thank you for your comments and information.
The proposed but rejected project will not interfere with proposal for parking structure
at 670 Arbor Vitae Street.

As currently proposed, the right ofway occupied by the proposed parking lot would be
needed to accoinmodate the proposed half-interchange project. Should this project
move forward in the future, replacemenlalternative parking will be looked at as part of
the project.

utf t'olfri"øt

b-70

- g@t^ -!- r^^t- - t:r

arJ^r, ñhL = *o*'i 4n& u/ rarcn 4e

Ø fu b"'M'U
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Speaker Card

1405 atArbor Vltae Street New South HaLf interchange Prolect - Publrc Hearing

S7
Caltrans Response #28:

To speak during fre public hearing or have your comment read aloud, complete this speaker

card and hand il to a stafi member Phæe print deady. Uæ the revene side if neæssary.

Name

,.., 
ldo notwanlto speak, pleæe read my

r¡ mmment.

Address

Phone ttt
E-mail

A. The proposed but rejected project was programmed with $52 million. It required an
additional $37 million in fundine to be constructed.

B. We are not sure what is being commented on in the second paragraph.

C. We are not sure what is being commented on in the third paragraph.

D. Empty fields are not shown due to the age of certain mapping/photographs used in
the document.

E. The Draft IS/EA provides local air quality analyses for various pollutants including
CO, PMr0, PM2 5, and MSAT. Furthermore, the Preferred Altemative, selected as the
No-Build Altemative, will not result in any changes to havel pattems; and therefore,
will not result in any changes to impacts to sensitive receptors. By reducing congestion,
some air quality benefits are expected.

l\try question/comment is:

1rF.
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public Hearing,txt

405 0r{ THE ilo\/Ê

ARBOR V¡TAE STREET

PROPOSED NEI/ HALF INTERCHANGE

PUSLIC HEARING

TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS

Ingìew@d, Caìifornia

Tuesday, lanuary 19, 2010

Reported by: Nanci L. Grube
CsR No- l/¡46

405 ON TH€ MOVE

ARSOR VTTAE STREET

PROPOSED iIE¡I HALF I¡ITERCHANGE

Page 1
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TRANSCRIPT OF PROCEEDINGS,

tâken at 120 west Regeiìt street, fngleÍúmd,

Caìifomia, comncing at 6:25 p.m., Tu6day,

January 19, 2010, before Na¡ci L. Grube, í5R

ño. 3446, pursuait to l{otice.

1

4

5

6

7

Ms. DE LozA: cood evenjng. Thank you for coring.

uy ran€ is Lillian De Lozà, ild r'n thè facilitålôf for

tonight's public heeting. The pur?ose of lonight's

public heàring is to receive public testirþny 4d to

answer questlons regarding the prcposed project, which

ìs the r-405 Arbor vitäe haìf interchæge project. And

subdt your cg.ments on the draft environrental

300
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pubìic Hearino.txtdocqent. ¡Je are currently in a 45-day pú¡Íìi comnt
perìod, which began oñ Deceñber 21. and it will end on

Ëebruary 3rd, so cortilsts cn be subnittcd up until
Febfuary 3rd,

There were she brief handoùts åt the door.

vou shwìd have ¡€ceìved a coñnent card, a public

testimrry card, which yo! uill need to subnit if you

want tô [ake public testi[þny tonighr, an agenda, a

frequently asked questio¡t she¿t ud also a public

inforrÍation sheet that provjdes an ovetrifl of the

project. HoÊefully, you were abìe to speak with sone of
the prcject represstatives here toniglrt and answer silie
of your questions regarding the project,

Very qulckly, our public outr€ach effort tô
date started ear'ìy on. As earìy õ the suæ¡ we ret
uith city staff at both the city of L.a. dd the c.iry of
InglMod regarding this projecr. As it relates to
noticing for tonight's neeting, there were rewspaper ads

3

placed in L'opinion, the L.A. ¡{atts Tiffi, thê Oai ly
Breeze, the Argonaut, the L.A. centenniaì and rnglewood

Today. And these started runnlng Decênbet 21, ùd this
ræk ¿nother -- last reek ãnother rgund of ånnouñceñents

regalding thJs publlc hÈring uere pubìished as well in
the guè nflsfEpers.

tde rEiìed nore thil 5,qm postërds to
æighboring rsidÐts ùd businesses within a

1wo-and'a-half mile radius, and we also mlked the

affccted neighborhæd alorg ash and Arbor vitae and

spoke to businesses añd residents that tvere im4ediateìy

I

2

3

5

6

I
9

t0

l1

Page 3
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12

13

L4

15

17

1¡

19

20

2L

22

24

public Hqring.txt
adjacent to the project perineters.

50 tonìght we are here to take your coments

on the draft document, and as r mentioned, we need to
receive a pub'lic testimony card to begin -- and we'll
call you in the order received on those ca¡ds.

r'm golng to turn it over to lohn vassiìiades

who is the project manager and ìs with rhe CaìTrans

division of Project ùtanagerent, and he'lì prcvide you

ßith a brief overviil of the project,

MR. vasstLlÂDEs: ctod evening, everybody. My

nbe is lohn vassiliades. I aú the proj€ct Énager, and

r would like to welcone you to this opportunity. we

believe it's imperative to hear the pubìic point of vìew

qn this Arbor vitae change prcject.

4

Any calTrans projects hæ a lot of phases, and

before we actuaììy go ahead ild execute the project we

heìd this public hearing to hear the coments directly

fron the public, and we like to hear your point of
view. }Je are not going to go anywhere on this unless we

get the clear go ahead signaì from the publìc.

we are comitted to give you the responses

that you wilt to. I¡le are going to be utilizing your

tupayers' dollars to bring an improvement in this city
of rnglsæd by virtue of constructing the south half
interchange. Thê projed enuils three simple

conponents. l¡Je plil to construct an off-ranp going

northbound 405 Freeway to arbor vitae Street. |le plan

to construct an on-rilo frm Arbor vitae street oeast and

westbound to southbound 405, dd we also plan to riden

2

7

I
9

10

11

17

14

I)

Page 4
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Public Hearìng,rxt
the Arbor Vitae bridge.

currqtly the width of Arbor r/itae bridge is
78 fæt, dd we plil to widen it by six feet each way,

which is going to m¿ke lt a tdtal of 90 feet. t¡ie are

aìso bui'lding a cul-de-sec, ild tye are goíng to put sore

retaiñinE Ells and some sund walìs. that's aìl there

is in this prcjecr.

The estinate to this p¡oject is approximately

87 nillio¡. lde doñ't have all the funds to buitd the
proposed half interchangè as Íe ènvision it, but after

5

this e.nvironfiéntål pro€ess is cmpleted, ne plan to
pursue the other steps that f notioûêd to you

previously.

we have sm aharts wer here. and we have our

teil cøprised fron the project engJæer, our traffic
experts, environfieltal planeFs, folks frm our public

ãffairs unit ild ðlì the othèr br¿nches releted to the
project delivery.

If any one of you has any questlons, please

nak€ sure you bring it up today at thls reeting. If you

have to ìeave and !6! don't have the t:iqe to ask or mke

the questiôn, pìease make sure to plck up -- there ls a

forn at the entruce during the r€gistratior and go to
thé céiter of the Êbles over there añd Þlacé your

c@mqts @rd in,
uè are gðing to get beck to you. yJe want tô

get )ður input ffon each and every one of you. You nust

hav€ a r€gon to he heie today, üd we mnt to heaf fr@
you '

Pãge 5
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Püblic Hearinq.txtgith that I'm going to -- is thãrê a hand-held

nicrophóne or use this ofie? t{e are going to shtr the

dìspìay over here with the letter services. on thls

display over here -- let ne go closea to it. sorry.

Please.

t{e arê trying to illustråte Òver here vJhy we

6

are doing this h¿lf interchuge imÞrovênefü. lle believe

this prcjct is going to help rèlieve congestion for the

405 Freflay ild on the two interchanges currêntìy on

century BouleErd and on Mðchêster'

hihen the 105 freêway ¡¡as constructed back in

the '80s, Albot vitae was eìvJsioned as an aìternative

access point to lÉny points of interest. Ttose pæple

who are traveling tqrard l¡x today on the wêstbound 105

FreMy, they take noñhbound 405, and they end up going

aìì the way to ti,lanchester and then spending ãn extra 10

niñutes of trâvel tine to go arcund to find a my either

to century or tô other points of interest.

rf they want to gq' for instance, to Parklng

Lot c to the airport, the race track, the casino, they

have to nake'this loop, travel àrend for arcthêr 10 or

15 minutés,

when we ctrstruct the Arbor vitae interchange'

this iE going to stop. r{try? Because all these

motorists, they have an extra access poi¡t to this
'location. They can exit on Arbor vitae by going

northhrnd 405 Fresay ild, as r néntioned bèfole'

siting on Arbor vitaê.

Also we Dut sme nunbers dø¡ over here. rf

1

l

a

5

6

I
9

10

11

17

l5

t)

16

L7

18

19

20

ZL

22

23
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24 you do have ily questions, -:"ilìi trïlå'ltln happy ro

25 answer you later on. t¡/e have displàys over there with

1

2

3

4

t

6

1

8

9

10

1l
1)

13

14

15

Iô

17

tó

19

20

2I

22

23

24

25

nore explanation. tae cú go through nore detaììed

explanation, but you can see here is this highìighted in
green and sore lightly hiqhlighted green nuröers, and

they ìllustrate the leveì of seryice. LOS srands for
leveì of seruice, which shm an inprovilent.

currently fitanchester and century goulevard are

at capacity. They are heavily congested. This proj€ct

is going to relieve the congestion on those tto
interchanges, and lt's going to provide greater mbility
and a use of travel tiûe for aìl those passengers

traveling through the ar€.
The level of service, for instance, the

northbound off-rilp to century Eoulevard is going to be

inproved frm ìevel of service c to level of service g

in the year 2035. sini'larly, if you look at the

northboud off-rarnp to t{anchester eoulevard, is going to
go from leveì service E to ìsel of servJce c. The

southbound on-ræp from eastbound century Eoulevard, ls
going to go froñ B to A.

so for us, that qives us the justification to

say that we have a very viable project that is going þ
iEprove mbiìity aìong the 405 Freeway. okay. lha¡k
yoü,

t./e'll drop in the forun later on Íf you have

any questìons. Now I wiìl pass this to -- who is next?

Page 7
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Public Hearing,txt

I ¡4s. DE LoZA: simn Küo. He is ffith the Callrans

z division of design, a¡d hê is going to give a brief
3 overviff of the enqineering design project.

4 AUDIENCE filEi,lBER: t{hen do re g€t a chance to ask

5 questions?

6 i{s. DE LOZA: As soon as re arê done wìth the

7 Þresentation.

8 !{R. KUo: G@d evening, ladis and gmtìenfl. r'ly

9 nane is 5ìM Kuo, and r ân wJth the divjsiq of design

10 ât calTrans. Tonlght r am going to present you the

11 vlable alternetives that have beén identifi€d fór this
12 project, 8d aftemrds I ríìl b.iefly go ôver the

13 engineerlng features that are associated with the

14 proposed build aìternatives.

15 l'fiê ùio viabì€ alternatives for this prcject

L6 are aìternative 1, the no build alternative where we

L7 would not bulld any prcject at aìl and eìternâtive 2'

18 rhich i3 the build alterÉtive for the south h¡lf
Lf) intachlrnge project that ue àre presenting to you here

20 tonight,

2L rhe declsion as to which project we seìst
22 rúren ue finalize the envlroníental docunent will be

23 based on fætors such as our enginæring studiès, thq

24 envirô.irental data th¿t s€ have as welì as the input

25 that re get frm the public tonight õ well as from

0

1 other stake holde¡s fol the project.

Z 50 to brief¡y go ov€r thê buiìd altêrnåtivèJ,

3 the -- r think John discussed this à little ear]ier'

4 For aìtematlve 2 we wld widen the Arþor vitae streê1
Page E
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over-crossing. That's the bridge srfucture that gþes

wer the 4O5 Fresey. It muìd. be ffider on both sJdes,

af,d thatrs to better aqcdimodete the traffic to Arbor

vltae stre€t ffith the nsr inteÍchange located at thì's

I æati o¡ -

'l.he new on-ramp ls shffn in v,thite h€re. It
rcuìd go over thé 405 Ftètray üd the¡ connect ontô the

southbound 405. The new off-ranp, northbound off-ralp
is shil¡ in gree¡ here, arÉ that muìd take off fr6 the

-- fmú the erlsting northbound off-rep to rlanch$ter

ild La cienega. so that wld branch off froil that

off-rilp and uit to Arbor vitae street.
Thesê neN rar¡ps are prÒpos€d to neêt Arbor

Vitae street a1 a singìe intersectio lgcat€d sast of

the frêflay, and that nffi intersection muld be

signalized. tfiÈ fwr ]egs of that imersection would be

at suth Àsh Avque to the north, the north leg. The

@st and west legs of that lntels€ation would be Arbor

vitæ street, and the soth ìeg rculd be the ns on-ranp

ild off-rilp that ile ¡rere proposing.

In ord€r to build thè lrfl southbound off'raDo,

10

again shm in white" we nould build a H brldge

structurê that goes over rntèrstate 405 €rrying the

rop traffic. Al$ in Òrder to makè r@m for this nêw

fi-rilp re u/ouìd have to realign slightly the exjsting

suthbôund on-rañp from oìive Stleet, which is right
next ro it. Tlìere will b€ neil retaining walls

constructed as we'll as a M sNnd mìl shiln in orang€

herè.
Page 9
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Public Hearing.txt

In terns of the improvenents for the

norrhbound off-ranp, again shryn in gleen, we would have

to replace the century collector over-crossing

structure. That'5 this tunnel structure located right

here, which currentìy separates traffic -- northbound

traffic from the century Bouìevard on-ranps from the

northbound off-.ilP to iilanchester. so that lunnel

structure¡ again, wouìd have to be replaced in orde¡ to'

again, accomodate this new off-rilp thal's coring off

of Arbor vitae street.

rn addition to that rcrk, we would also bè

building nil sound walìs shwn in orange along the

right-of-way in the northbound direction, the calTrans

right-of-my in the northbound dìrection. again' there

wouìd be nq retaining ralls at various ìoetions.

also as part of this off-rilp work' we wouìd

have to cuì-de-sac south ash avenue. rnstead of it

1 conn€cting to arbor vitae street that street now ìs

2 proposed to end in a cuì-de-sac-

3 And finaìly, in tems of the right-of-way

4 ißpacts for this groject, we are proposing tg acquire

5 seven properties, seven parcels, uhich would affect nine

6 húes. a¡d so again, that's a brief overui# of the

7 proposed Project.
I MS. DE LOZA: NW I'm going tO turn it over to

9 Ed aguììar. He is with the caìTrans division of

10 environnental Þlanning, and he is going to talk to you a

11 little bit about the environnentðl docunent that is

12 avaiìable for pubììc reviù and the environmentaì reviry
Page 10
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1E
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2L

22
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24

25

tub l ic Heari ng. txt
9roçess-

MR. AGUTLARi Good evening. I il Ed Aguìlar. f¡n
with the calTrds divlsion of environnental planning.

rt is the role of our divisie to dsure thar rhe

project's eEvircnmental cffiunity ìmpacts ãrE identified
and p.operly assssed and docmented during the project

decisionúEkirE process.

Pursuant to thê Nationaì Enviromútal tuìict,
ffi ùd the california Enviroment euality Act, calTrans

is prepared tg draft enviromental assesnent and

initial study, ].ft1s is what Ís colìectively terDed the

draft envlronñental doc@t. tt's tem€d draft because

it is a work in progress,

12

(alTrans has and continæs to solicit the

public's ìñput so that we my idútif:y deficicncies in
rhe docurent æ ueìl as to find ways to inprove the

prcject- The draft enviroMent doaument h¿s beén scnt

out to revìq and coment to all pefrinent èlected

officials and governm€nt agéncles at the lGaì, county,

state and federal levels as well a¡ to local residents,

chanbers of qomerc€ ¿nd coúDunlty groups.

calTrans wil¡ accept input regardlng tlre

projeçt and public sentirent during the sel€ction

process, which we ilticipate wílì occur in March, rn

trarch we anticipate seìècting eithe¡ the no build
altèrnative, which is altêrnatiw 1, or åltG.native 2,

nhich ís the proposed projec ànd what sircn has just

DreSented.

calTrans wiìl carefulìy weigh the entire
Page 11

I
2

4

I
9

10

l1
12

l:¡
14

15

16

309



310



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

plbllc Hêaaing.rxt

I'l! sorry -- accessaaborvitaê.con, and we ¿re aìso
proviúlng lìvè -fwitte. feed as well to participants that
rere not hère tonight.

rf you would not like to be vidætaped fo¡
whatever reaþn, just ¡Èke that knoM ûhff )ou coÍe up,

L4

and we úi I I takê the cæra off of you . Agai n , so as we

are live webcaming the procèedings tonight.
r have thræ speáker parts, actually four, bur

one of thù is just a verbal coment that we will råd.
rf th€re are any hore cqMents, please raise your hand,

and sñeoire Fill pi ck thq up.

AUDIE¡{CÊ l.,lE{AER: Where do you get thosè?

t4S. DE L(ZA: You get thq at the very faont. we

will ggt y9! one in a ninute.
ulith that, r'n 9oin9 ro stan the @reht

perfod and call tiæì Hauser.

MR, HÀt SER: That's re.
fs . QE LOZA: Cùe up to the nJ c . Fo l I d.d by

Keith Lockhard.

There is a nicrcphone right therê.
ÀtR. HAUSER: Every d¿y obæ, president obæ --

r'n sorry -- he tells us he is broke- rhe federal

govetñmmr is broke. china l@ns us. Sone of their --
sone of thcir adninistratim ræ us into a real te.rible
kind ôf -- r cú't 9êt ít right ñq. No rcney.

arnoìd schErzênegger taìks to us, the

gov.rñor, and hè says therc is rc money. so {here are

re going to qet the rcney? Is an a¡gel golng to cøe
dm from Disney'land and ßke it? t{e are broke. w€ are

Page 13
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busted- I didn't get trc raises already this year

0

1 because of the economy, and here you guys are

2 spending -- what ìs ir -- S87 nillion on a

3 stupid project? That¡s terrible.
4 and in the articìe -- I have the aruicle. I
5 brought it with re. rn the third paragraph or second

6 paragraph it says, well, ¡hey are reducing the tire.
7 Let ße se€ -- in the fourth paragraph ir says, "Moose

8 (phoneric) true and envirgnmental preview," and then in
9 the fourth ìt says it's already released,

10 what are you guys doing to us? Is there two

11 reports or one? Thatrs a question. rs there anybody

)2 rhat has an answer? Did you read rhe article in lhe

13 paper, jn rhe Daily Breeze?

a4 M5, DE Loä: Daily Breeze article tonight?

15 tR. UUSER: Did you read it?
16 t¡S. DE LOZA: Yes.

L7 MR. HUSER: And then r got a litt'le bit rcre, the

18 environnent. The enpty fieìds, you put up a thing over

19 rhere, and it sh@s all those homes in westchester, and

20 I rhink they are trying to slip the cards on us, and it
21 was over here just a minute ago. all of thq hones,

22 they are damned gone. Thatrs not g@d English, but it
23 gets ny point over. Those buildings are capitãì

24 g-o-n-e. They âre gone. Put it in an enpty field,
25 You know, r'm not a bright person, but r know

Page 14

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 312





APPENDICES & REFERENCES

Public Hearina.txt
5 just like, you know, the one paint follry5 the other to
6 the outside of them, you know. .fhìs one here --
7 Ms. DE LozA: Mr. Hauser, can you wrap up, pleàse?

I MR. HAIJSER: yeah. please, get in your car. you

t have [y pernlssion, and you can drive down there añd

10 l@k at that one on there because we don't need thãt
Ll monster sitting in there on Arbor vitae Street. you are

L2 going to widen the brìdge and all that? The trucks rhar
13 are golng to be stopping there, there is going ro be a

L4 trafflc light; yes, no?

15 MR. vassrlrADEs: on a¡bor virae?
16 tlR. HAUSER: Yeah.

L7 f,R. VÆSILUDES: yes-

18 üR. ilusER: They are going to stop, the big trucks
19 on Arbor vjtae, and quess what they're going to do? They

20 are 9oin9 to stink up the dann area-

2L ns. DE Loa: Thank you, Mr. --
22 MR. IÌAUSER: .fhey are going to go into Inglqood --
23 fits. DE LOZA: Thank you, Mr. Hauser.

24 MR. uusR: -- every day-

25 üs. oE Loza: Thank you fo. your coments.

3

4

I

Keìth Lockard folloNed by David coffin.
MR. LOCnRD: Good evening. ry nile is

Keith Lockard. I'n the principal transportation
engineer for the cìty of rnglewood public works

departnent and repr€senting the public Mrks departnent

tonight.
we have an august interest in this partìcular

projed that is pìanned or propøed ln our connunity as

Page 16
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Caltrans Response #29:

s the new infrastrucrure .r.h !ht3li:"!fi"tilH,iotätr-l¿
10 ìnterface with our existing ìnf""rtau.tu"" 

"nd 
oua

11 existìng land use. We appreciate the coordinarion with
LZ calTrans, particularly Eddie Isaacs, who aìlded us to
13 offer comnents on a preliminary copy of the draft last
14 fall.
15 And our planning and building department staff
16 offered cmments on air qua'ìity, noise, ìand use,

f7 environn€ntal justice. The p@pìe in our water divisìon
16 of public rcrks offered conrents on land resurces and

19 water resources and wrote coments on the transportation
20 secrion and particularly focused on clarity of the

2L inforration so that the public cou'ìd clearìy understand

22 the proposed inprovflents and the information contained

23 in the repo.t.

24 one oarticular concern that I would like to
25 bring foruard tonight is that at rhe sourheast corner of

A. The right ofway taken up by the proposed parking lot is needed for the half
interchange project under the current design. Should the project move forward in the
future, an altemative ìocation for parking will be looked at.

0

1 ash street with arbor vìtae is a property that has an

2 address of 670 west acbor vìtae that is propoæd fo.
3 ¿cquisition for the construction of a cul-de-sac street.
4 For that sile prope.ty we havê ãn approved project for
5 Metro fundlng for which we are currently designiñg a

6 parking lot, so there rculd be a confllqt with the

7 current design represented for alrernat'ive 2 wirh the

I cul-de-sac and the parking lot thar we will need to

9 resolve if the alternative 2 project for a haìf
l0 interchange gæs forua.d with constru<tion starting in,
11 ¡ believe, 2013 as represent€d in the documents.

rz And we'll look foruard to continuing the

Page 17
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Public Hearinq,lxr
13 re]ationships with calTrans and the other-people

L4 involved in the project. Thank you.

15 Ms, DE Loä: Thañk you.

16 Diane Sanbrano foll@ed by anthony Kappa.

L7 fR. SPPA: I añ anthony Kappa. I have a quesrion

18 rather than a comnent, añd thar is, you are tâlking
19 about widening Arbor vitãe. I have two properties on

20 Arbor vitae just west of Ingìdood Avenue. I have

2f tenants in theñ, of course, and one of my tenants has

22 been lhere with us for 34 years,

23 And I'm rondering, are we widening arbor vitae

24 50 feet fron the ceñter of arbor vitae nw on each side

25 or from the curb 50 feet? rs there an answer for that?

,to

I and are you going that far east? Hø far -- are you

2 widening arbor vitae frm the 405 all the way to the

3 racetraçk where it stops?

4 us. DE Loza: we will ger back to the orher two

5 quesËions rhat were asked previously.

6 üR. vassrlraDEs: The p.oposed widening on lrbor
7 vitae is only six feet on each direction. currently the

I total width on arbor vitae froD edge to edge is 76 feet.
9 The ultiEate design for arbor vitae is 9oin9 to be 90

10 feet, 12 feet wider. Does that answer your question?

1l MR. KAPPA: Not really.
12 MR. vÆsrlraDEs: Md rhe widening ìs only going to

13 stay wìthin the state righr-of-way leads, which neans

L4 that we are not goìng to go beyond toward the city of

t5 rnglewood, nor loward rhe city of L.a. rt's only within

16 the state right-of-way, which ìs the bridge area, ooes

A. As originally proposed, Arbor Vitae St would have been widened just in the vicinity
ofthe Interstate 405 by approximately 6 feet in each direction at the Interstate 405
freeway to accommodate the new freeway interchange. Arbor Vitae Street would not be
widened at any other location. Should the project move forward in the future, the need
for widening Arbor Vitae Street at other locations will be evaluated further.

Page 18

Environmental Assessment (EA) - August 2010 316



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

T2
Caltrans Response #30 Continued:

L7 that answer your q$stion? 
Public H@riñg'txt

18 t4R. KAppa: r really don't undefstand hd far --
19 how far'ftm thc center of tù€ stræt are you golng?

20 M5. DE LozA: ßr. Kappa, the only area that is
2f being widened is rhe bridge thar goes over the 405

22 Fresay.

23 l,tR. t(appar okay. Then you go.lnto a qe-lane
24 road, whlch is arbor vitae has one lane. you are Eoing
25 to dunp a lot of cars in there. uhat arc you solving?

A. As originally proposed, there would have been a shifr in the sidewalk location that
would allow for a continuous sidewalk. Due to the restrictions of the existing
infrastructure, there is insuffîcient space to construet a southbound Omamp originating
from west ofthe Interstate 405 freewav.
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r don't knr what you are going to slve, Thê sigral ar
Inglewd Ayenue dght nfl in the evening, the traffic
is backed up for a quarter of a mile trying b 9êt
acrgss lngl4ood Nenue.

rf arbor vitae itself is not going to be

widfled all the way to tfie racetrack¡ at læt to the
end, then I dø't knil rhat qood thatrs going to do

because when you get to Prai¡{e avenue, it's going to bè

a gridlock. r dqn't really understild your reasoning on

soæ of this. fhank you.

fits. DE L@a: Thank you.

Dìile silbrano.
Ms. sAt4aRA{oi cood evening. Let ñe b€gin by

sying this is 150 pages. This giveÉ ne one second to
comnt on each page. so r will direct youl attqtion
right nôw to page 150- Those 900 signåturs. 313

signåtutes, 341 slgnatu¡és previously glven on petitions
as rell as thè oth.r comdts should mt be negBted.

Those cmffts do mt cease to êxlst sinply bècause you

bring back the plan over and over and over again.

Page 19
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2r
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Public Heering.txt
we have stated before se do not want it. we

have no need of it, and we do not appreciate the

nisrepresentation that you have acrually reached out to

us again, r have sìgned up on these comented cards

what, 6, 8, 10, 12, 15 times, and r stiìl have to nake a

phone cåll ro get the ErRErs. r'n sorry. This is an

initial study, wrong tems. Trying to beat the clock

here.

For ne to believe that you have this -- at any

poinr the interest of the 20,000 people that don't use

the Foru oñ sunday, sorry' can't go there. You want

ne to believe that the Hollyrcod Park racetrack that's
going to becoDe norhing for a lo¡9 tine really needs

transpo.ration? r don't think so-

Try calling 411 and getting the Phone nunbe.

for the university of west Los Angeles, the other stated

purpose of transÞortation assistence need' They don't

even have a phone lisrinq. This is all about the

aírport ño oatter what you try to make us believe' we

are not quite that clueless.

once again, you state in here the sound

[onitors on]y when there was not other background

sound. Let ne see. That would be between midnÍght and

6:00 when lhe airFrt doêsn't -- whoops. wait a

minute. There ls at least L4 planes that 9o beveen

nidnight and 6:00. r don't think there is a point in
tiæ in this comunity at that location that there is a

tire when there is not already background noise'

as far as your sound walls, you ran out of
Page 20

A. Traffic noise study considers/analyzes only freeway traffic noise. All traffic noise
readings are conducted when no other contaminating noise sources are present. In
locations where other noise sources are present, such as airplane noise, the sound level
meters can be switched to stand-by mode or set to read short l-minute intervals in order
to isolate the noise source ofinterest and prevent contamination from other sources such

as aircraft, trash trucks, barking dogs, etc.
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25 rcney the ìast tìne you did

0

Publ ic Hearina.txt
it. and we stïll don'r have

Caltrans Response #31 Continued:

A. Construction activities related to this proposed project could expose soils to
temporary erosion. In order to reduce, this temporary erosion, NPDES and BMPs will
be implemented during project construction. As stated before, there will not be a change
in the existing rate oferosion as a result ofthis project.

B. It is unclear what Ms. Samb¡ano refers to regarding "the only remaining 39 historic
sites in Los Angeles County". The National Register of Historic Places and the
Califomia Register of Historic Places both has hundreds and hundreds of "historic sites"
in Los Angeles County. None of these are going to be impacted by this project, nor are
any other cultural resources in Los Angeles County going to be impacted by this
project. No action by Caltrans in the project area (in the last three weeks or in the last
year) has resulted in the exposure ofa cultural resource to damage by erosion.

C. Traffic noise study considers/analyzes only freeway traffic noise. All trafnic noise
readings are conducted when no other contaminating noise sources are present. In
locations where other noise sources are present, such as airplane noise, the sound level
meters can be switched to stand-by mode or set to read shof l-minute intervals in order
to isolate the noise source ofinterest and prevent contamination from other sources such
as al'rcraft, trash trucks, barking dogs, etc.

1

2

5

7

I
9

11

L2

13

a4

I7

1E

19

20

2L

22

24

2S

0

a sound walì. Today we are talking abour soìl erosion,

and yer last -- whet was it -- three weeks ago your

crss went in and wiped out a wholê bunch of green, and

now we have soil erosion near one of the on'ly renaining

39 historìc sites in Los Angeles County- whoops. Guess

you forgot about thar. after all, it was your rhird
grade class that raught you about soil erosion, and you

disnissed jt. whoops.

From ny vantage point no project is the only

project. From ny v¿ntage point you should have heìd to
the prmises you made before abour sound walls and

retaining walls the ìast time you enlarged this
freday. This is not a project that is good for
rngìewood residents on any rercte concepr leveì there

humanity is thought of as vâìuable.

MS. DE Loã: Thank you, triss sMbrano.

That concludes ny speaker cards. ø ahead.

pìease state your nme foÍ the recoad,

MR. COFFIñ: David coffin, westchester city council.
MS. DE LOza: Thar's right. sorry-

MR. coFFrN: r want to thank you for the

opportunity for public review and invitation to coment

on rhe proposed inrerch¿nge at 405 and Arbor vitae.
after having read the initial drâft, the draf!
environmental initial assessrent srudy, there appears to

24

1 be a nurber of critical details missing in the study.
Page 21
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publìc Hearing.txt

The draft EArs does not cover rhe traffic
impacts at the proposed interstate 405/arbor vitae

interchange would have on the sur.ounding cmmunities,

specifjcally Arbor vitae in both east and west

directions-

In order for the surrounding communities to
properly assess the ìmpact that the project would have

on them, a thorough traffjc sludy conforming to the

highway capacity 2000 Enual needs to be performed-

Missing in the draft ars ìs a detailed analysis of the

number of vehicle trjps through the current and proposed

on-ramps and of:f-ranps noted in the report.

Also mìssing js an analysis of the trips
rhrough all the major 'ìntersections within a two-nile

.adius of -- rhat is beìng serviced by the project. The

draft EArs provides only a sun total of lhe vehicles

passing through these points -- through the interchange

at peak hours and daily average.

The study does not provide any details or data

to support the study's vehjcle trip totals, and it says

nothing about where these vehicles are going to be

coming or goin9. For instance, other reported vehicles

exiting northbound 405 at arbor vitae, how many of the

roughly 20,000 vehicles are heading east into rnglewood

25

or west ìnto westchester, LA? Hor nany of the 21,000

vehicles in the opposite direction are entering rhe 405

on-ranD and from what direction?

similarly, the draft EArs fails to anticìpate

the project -- anticìpate and project the amount of cut-
Page 22

T4
Caltrans Response #32:

A. A thorough traffìc analysis has been pedormed by CH2M Hill that includes the
impacts that the proposed but rejected half interchange would have on Arbor Vitae
Street west and east of the Project Study Area and on the surrounding communities.

The traffic analysis includes a detailed analysis ofnumber ofvehicle trips through the
current and proposed but rejected onramps and offramps and an analysis ofvehicle trips
through all major intersections within 2 miles that would have been serviced by this
project. See Section 2.l.6Trafñc and Transportation/Pedestrian and Bicycle Facilities
of the Final Environmental Document for answers to your comments.

In regards to exiting Northbound Interstate 405, with Alternative l, no vehicles per day
in2007,2014,and 2035 will travel along Arbor Vitae Street as the Half Interchange
will not be built. With Alternative 2, from Northbound 405, no vehicles per day in
2007 , 8943 in 2014, and 21,017 in 2035 will travel either east into Inglewood or will
travel west into WestchesterlL{X on Arbor Vitae Street.

In regards to entering Southbound Interstate 405, with Altemative l, no vehicles per
day in 2007 ,2014, and 2035 will come from Arbor Vitae Street as the Half Interchange
will not be built. With Altemative 2, entering Southbound 405, no vehicles per day in
2007,8376 in2014, utd20,097 in 2035 will travel from Inglewood in the east or from
Westchester/LAX in the west on Arbor Vitae Street.

With Alternative 2 (2035),16,476 vehicles per day will head east into Inglewood and
12,276 vehicles per day will head v/est into 'Westcheste¡/LAX on Arbor Vitae Street.
Also, with Alternative 2, 17 ,220 vehicles per day are entering the Southbound Onramp.
It is not known from which directions vehicles a¡e comins from.
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6 through traffic that the proposed jnterchange would

7 generate. In order to avoid the Manchester off-ramo.

8 nany drivers mighr choose to use the arbor vitae
9 off-ramp and take shortcuts through residentiaì streets

10 such a5 Oak Staeet, cedar avenue and Ingìewood avenue

11 and finally mke their way ro knchesrer. How many

L2 cut-through vehicles do you projecr?

13 The EAIS suggested the proposed arbor vitae
L4 off-rup wilì be serving alnost three tìnes as n¿ny cars

15 as Manchester currently does today. In order to avoid

16 the uhintended consequences of an iìì-planned p¡oject, a

f7 mre thorough analysis needs to be provided by CaìTrans

18 to city officials and the community to provide a

19 conpìete picture of the project's impact on the

20 comnunity and ìnrerstate 405 comurers.

21- Thank you.

22 M5. OE LOA: Thank you -

23 we are going to attenpt to answer soñe of the

24 questions. we cennot answer them -- aìì the questions

25 will be responded to in the finaì environmental

26

âssessnent, the initial study, I've got th¡ee. Where

are you going to get the money to build this projecr?

MR. VASSTLIADES: As I stated previously, I said

there is e project shortage of about 35 to $37 miìlion,
The projed is currently funded through the state
transportation inprovement program, It's called STIP.

It was funded in the year 1998- The total available
funds today is about f53 miìlion. To build this
interchanqe we need about 85 ro t87 rill3ion.

T4
Caltrans Response #32 Continued:

A. The traffic analysis includes a detailed analysis ofnumber ofvehicle trips through
the current and proposed but rejected onramps and offramps and an analysis ofvehicle
trips through all major intersections within 2 miles that would have been serviced by
this project. See Section 2.1.6Traffic and Transportation/Pedeshian and Bicycle
Facilities of the Final Environmental Document for answers to your questions.

In regards to exiting Northbound Interstate 405, with Alternative l, the Preferred
Alternative, no vehicles per day in 2007 ,2014, and 2035 will travel along Arbor Vitae
Street as the Half Interchange will not be built. With Altemative 2, from Northbound
405, no vehicles per day in 2007 ,8943 in 2014, and 21,017 in 2035 will travel efther
east into Inglewood or will travel west into Westchester/LAX on Arbor Vitae Street.

With Alternative 2 (2035),16,476 vehicles per day will head east into Inglewood and
12,276 vehicles per day will head 'west into Westchester/LAX on Arbor Vitae Street.
Also, with Alternative 2 (2035),23,004 vehicles per day will head east into Inglewood
and 12,336 vehicles per day will head west into Westchester/LAX on Arbor Vitae
Street. Altemative 2 would have 17 ,220 vehicles per day are entering the Southbound
Onramp. It is not knom from which directions vehicles are coming from.
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10 To answer the question for the genllenan who

11 says how is this project going to be funded, as you can

)2 see, sir, rhis project ìs actually funded today. The

13 noney coæs from both the federal government as weìl es

L4 the state government through the gasoline tax. Each and

15 every tire one gf us qoes to the gas station to get gas

16 we pay tax. and this ls hr all transportation

f7 inprovenent projects that the state buiìds are funded,

18 The reEining shortfall of about 35 to ¡37

19 millìon ræins to be resolved, After the envirônnental

20 process is conpleted, then we are going to havê to go

2I through serious discussions to secure additional

22 funding. rf that doesn't becØe reality, the p.oject

23 doesn't 90 anywhere.

24 Just like ¡ said to you before, every projed

25 has different phases. lhis is the fìrst phase. we

0

1 deveìop a plan for your revio. You the resident, the

2 tõpayers give your input. ¡{e do not advocate. we

3 don't take sides- we are professionals. we are just

4 doing our job, we ¿re slating the facts, and you help

5 us deliver what people want us to do.

6 t¡/e as professionals, we identified a purpose

7 and need. what we cile here clearly to state tonight is

I that this project is going to relieve congestion. t,Je

9 are not doing it to benefit the LÐ(. we are doing it
10 just like all other projects that the stale of
11 al'ifomia Departßent of Transportation bujlds to

L2 reìiev€ congestÍon on the state highway systú.
13 we are not increasing Gpeity at the rix.
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okay? so please have a clear understanding that we are

trying to nake life easier for people who are traveling
on the 405 F¡eeway who are utilizinq those two

interchanges today, and as we stated and as we

illusrrated before you, with this change ther€ is gojng

to be a significant level of service inprovffenr.
That's why we believê this is a vìable and a vital
iñprovenent project for the <munity to improve

congestion.

Thank you.

auDrENcE üEilBER: r have to say somethìng here. r
have read the articìe in the Daiìy Breeze, and it says

28

only parlially funding wìth S53 oillion,
MR. HAUSER: That's only math. That's why it needs

MR. vassrlrADEs: That is because the last time we

were assembled at the previous public hearing about ten

years ago, we had funds to fully deliver this project

the way we designed it. But because the opposition to
this project was so successful opposing anyrhlng

relating 10 improving life an)dh€re near tÁx including
sound board projects to reduce the noise ìevels, we

ended up not being abìe to de]iver it because of the

scruriny that we had to 90 lhrough. Ten years later f53

nillion is not €nough.

Is your groc€ry bill rhe sare as it was ten

years ago? Inflation, so we have 53 dillion we got ten

years ago, and we need rcre rcney to deliver it.
ilR. HAUSER: rt sounds ljke you had the money, and

Page 25
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you don't.

ilR. VASSILTADES: *C!sé ne?

MR. MUSER: FrOn what you said it sounds likë to
the avérage person, whJch r consider nyself, that you

had the mrey, ùvhì ch you don't.

MR. vassrLrADEs: we had 53 rillion back then.

Today re næd 85 to 87 million today. This has not beén

resoìved yet. Like r said to you beforê, sir, every

29

prÒject has different phases. we arè only on the

prellEinary phase. we are trying to resolve the

envJrcnmcntal issues. l{e are not going b 9o il)ühe.€
if re start debatinq thè isaue whether this is going to

helD the tÂt( or not.

The idea over here is that we have a very gæd

prcject to Jnprove the quality of life in the area. ¡/e

arè proposing a congestioñ iDprovdent Project, and yôu

sêe it not as a cotgestioÉ ielief projec, but you are

seeing ìt as an expanslon projec to tlE LAx' we do not

work rith t¡x"
MR. UUSER: PUt i1 0n othêr side --
Ms. LE LozA: The other question we h¿ve wãs are

there two docune¡ts. Ed, do you want to take that

question?

tm,. mrLAR: There is onìy one envi¡ónmental

docuñeît. The project that is on the table has two

altematives. .fhe do nothÍng, the no buiìd, that is
alternatire 1. aìternative 2 ls tlE prcposal you have

just seen described, There is one 4vlronHtal

docunênt rc that. That was releasèd oecsb€r 21' 2009'
Pege 26
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hotel with 20,000 square feet of neeting facilitìes and,

last but not t easr, 3,000 nfl hæs.
so the coMunity is græing whether or not

this project is inplaented or not. so that was the

point there.

Ms. oE Loä: There were a couple of questions that

came through our rebcil. añd one of them was wiìl arbor

vitae be widened again? The city of ¡ngldæd has

already widened ìt.
tiß. aGUILAR: widenlng Arbor vitae ls not part of

this proposal. It has not been discussed with the city

of Ingìs@d. At this tiñe onìy the bridge is being

proposed for widening, and it is still going to remain

one lane.

Ms. DE L%: The other question that cane through

the webcil was acquisition of property' will tenants be

fi nancially assisted with .elocation?

MR. aGUruR: trd that also .elates to another

ouestion that asks how the eninent dffiin process ìs

coning along.

Keep in nind this is a proposal al this time.

Nothing is final. we are in the envìronnental docunenl

9rocess. at this tire re might still choose not to

built it. rn fact, ten yea.s ago calTlans Éde a

sìmiìar proposal that was sheìved based on publJc

1 sentimenr.
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so these are Erious Droposals.- a¡ìd the

envi ronnental docment would have to be apÞrued, ¿nd

then the engiineering proqess wóuìd begin, the

e¡gineerlng design, Which is called the projec
speclfiGtìons üd estimtes.

at that point dr riqht-of-way ãgeñt would

contact the hordners ùd begln discussinE the benèfits
afforded to thq by the unifom Relæarion Act. Ard ar

that point, yø knq, they are ofFered fåir market value

for their prcperty, but thar's say dam the lin€.
It's preEture to be discussing eninent doEin

at thìs point, but re do have right-of-way agents here

rho can answèr your questiús back thefe, ydr spccJfic
questions r€garding emin€nt doßin, but it's by no Eeañs

a sure thinE.

MS. DE LozA: Tte other qucstion we got through thè

webcæt was, does this project have any coirelation to
the properties that were purchased off La Cienega end

atbor vitae?
[R. AGUILAR: NO, NO.

ffi. VAsslLfaDEs: This project has very fff
interactive characteristics, First of all, this is a

state project. okay? For us to expend mney we have to
have rhe preauthorizatÍon, rf wE don't have the

33

environnental clearance, hø c& we go and buy anything?

we haven't bought anythlng y€t along trith the properties

that we have p.eviousìy identified.
once we 9c the êìvironnental procêss çler.èd,

re are going to be contactinq the ho[dners for

5

4
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possible acquisition, but the project doesn't go

ú)ehere unlcrs we get thls envi.onmntal prqcess

thrcugh. so ffi a slngle penny is spent to acqüire arry

property for this sÞeclfic proj.ct yet-

Thank you.

Ms, DE LozÂ: And then the final questiø is, is
there possibìlìty of including an additional

alternative? tllhy are there only trc alternatives

Þreaented?

üR. aGIILAR: Thig is not a new project thæ has

gffe through various iterations. There is a handout --

therè rc a handout given at thè welcone tablè. rt's a

grid that shds -- the colors are green ild blue. lt

shfls the various allernatives, the va¡ious iterations

this prcject has gone thrcugh.

You knw, bõed on publ i c i nput, based on

Þrevióus public hearings üd circulation periods, we

have eliminatèd those alternatives' They arc no longer

on the tâbìe w. we are dryn tg these ilo. so if you

look at the big Êicture and ì@k ¡t the project's

34

history, there rere several alternåtlves, and they have

beén eli[ínated, and ntr we are dwn to these tilo,

so if you næd me to shfi you that grìd, feeì

free to approech me lãter, and r trilì walk you thrdgh

it.
Ms. DE LoZA: r Ent to ask siEq to cqe up and

il$er this questlon by .Je.ry ücaliney. Hff rill the

widening of the bridge on the mfth side affect prop€rty

on arbor \fitae betneen ¿lO5 and Ash? t¡'lhy didn't they put
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a suth on-rilp on the west side of the 4õ5 to reduce

conqêstion?

atÞrENcE MÉ.{BER: r'm not going to take your tire.
I'n --

i4R. KUO| To enswer the first p¿rt af the quastion,

the widening on the nonh side of arbor vitae st¡eet
over-crossing will not affêct propefties on the horrh

sìde of 
^rbor 

vìtae street betwean the ,l()5 Fæeway and

Àsh Avenuc.

AuorENcE íûBER: sp€k up,

im'- Kuor r'il sorry. r'm sorry. The only propèfty

inpacu are on the south side of arbor Vitae stt€et.
rn terms of the second pam of the question,

why didn't they put a south on-rarp on th. west sìde of
405. pufriñg another rilp interseçtion ãlóng arbor

vita€ Strcet in that short stretch s@ld add tæ nùy

35

intersections on Arbor vitae stræt. so we are tryinE
to ñinimize the nmber of additiônal interseftions that
are added co¡sldering that La cienega aird Arbor vitae is
a Ejor intersection and not too far My flu rhis
loGtion,

trR. MçAlrilEY: r'n ãn -- sp€aking last.
Í5. DE L%: pleãse staft ydr ñ@e for the

record.

ti4R. Þ|(ALINEY: I'n Jèrry McAlJney. I just hève

sóue questions on uhat he just ahsered. First of all,
f m the prcperty nqt to the fre4ay betrveen 405 and

Æh, and r have for owr 30 yeaas, and this project has

been golng en fot over 30 years b€cause, when t brought

I
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the property, r think it's desiqn No. 25 ãr that rime.

I used to call every sìx ßonths and ask hw is
it cøing. aìways the sue answer. we don't knil
enything yet- r don't know how much [oney has gone jnto

that proj€ct just designing it. aut an)my, r don't
know hw six feet, if they triden th€ bridge on the north

side, what the point is because ny property, you

couldn't -- that would elinin¿te the sidewalk, I mea¡,

in other rcrds, the ìane would cone right up to the

sidùalk. There rculd be no way to get frm the

sidryalk to the bridge to cross on Arbor vltae to La

cienega, That's one point.

1 The other point is why wôuìdn't they have put

2 the -- elißinale having tg buìld a bridge to go on the

3 off-rilp south ûhen they could put the off-rdp -- if
4 they needed anoth€r off-rdp, put it on thê rest side of
5 the f retray? 'ttey al ready have two off-ranps there nd,
6 one just before century and one just south of
7 hnchester. Neither one of them seqs to be ovcrly

I cohgestcd or ever has been overly congested, and that
9 woúld save an enormous @unt of money bui lding a

10 bridge.

11 The other comment r had is, they seen ìi.ke

12 they wouìd need nore of a northbound on-ranp and to pu!

13 that -- to keep ev€rything bàsicalìy on the wes¡ side of
14 the freway over on La cìenega which is cmnercial

15 properties and the airport -- city of Los Angeles has

16 already brought all that property frod Arbor vitae, La

17 cienega alì the Ey dwn to century. why not utilize

A. The oftamp on the Westside of Interstate 405 would not meet the purpose and need
ofthe project.
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23 MR. VASSILIADES: It cannot happen because each

24 proposal has a different estlmate, different nunber of
25 properties are 9oin9 to be inpacted, different value for

Caltrans Response #33 Continued:

A. A bridge over Interstate 405 would not meet the purpose and need of the project.

0

1 €ach and every property. so this was the least

2 expensive dd the nost viabìe alternative of all the

3 other considerations.

4 w, HAUSER: There are no properties on th¿t side.

5 They just tour dtrn the properties on the corner of
6 Arbor vitae on the north side, rhe west side. ThÊy jusr

7 took -- rhat picrure ther€ --
8 tR, vasstLrADES: se don't om anything on the

9 other sidc, sir.
10 tlR. UUSER: Uhat?

11 firR. vAsslLrADEsr okay. You are saying we should

72 have put -- yes, should håve put in southbound ove.

13 here?

L4 ilR. HAUSER: Right.

15 MR. vÆsrLIADEs: tle exilined thìs. rt didn't
16 work.

a7 auDrE¡,¡cE MEMBER: Can you tell us why ir didn't
L8 work?

19 Ms, DE Loza: can you answ€r that question in the

20 docu[ent? uybe we can answer that question in the

2f resoonse to coments.

22 R. VÆSILIADES: Be can step ddn and exilìne --
23 MR. HÂusER: show of hands for the people that are

24 ready to approve ploperty -- approvè what they see and

25 see hw many people want to move on the other side'
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39

ilR. VASSILIADES: we don't to it by referendu. t¡re

agrce by a¡alysis, geomerric netric design æd decide

what i s the best optid. we did ffii ne this oÞtion, by

the Ey, but it was ruìed out.

l4R. HAUSER: So --
MR- VASSILIADES: It &s <ost prohibltive.
ilR. HAUSER: So you are doing away with the vote

of the citizens?

m. yASSILIÀDE5: We don't 90 by the vore becilSe

the çitlz€ns -- the truth is th¿t's a more expcnsive

option. ¡/ho is going to fund {t?
rrR. HAUSER: tle don'r have any rcney to do

anythiñg. scÌflarzenegger says it. you said it. we

haæ 50 nillìon and y@ need 87. ¡hat ¿re you,

genìes?

l¡tR. AGLlIuR: Yqr vote is bêing recorded by

everything you say by the court reporter. Your cqnents
bec@e part of the pubìic record. They go in the
eñvironÍentãl document. we have yet to hear the City of
Inglewood's Þosition, tlG city of L.A.'s positìon, the

eìected officials ar the local, sÈte. colnty arrd

federaì ìevel. so re are taklng a big gigantic vote.

MR. IiAUSERT Do you kn@ hry @ny peoÞle are in the

rm thar woFk for callrans ild the state? oo you knil
hw Rry pæpìe are in the audience right nd? so you

can get sonfthat of a nonblased vote. I guêss the guy

ln front of ne, he mloht work for tallr¿¡s. 8ow mny
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peopl€ are just reguìar old property owners in rrgleNæd

and vote on the dam thing?

MR. ilcALIÑEY: Thls pertains to the enviroMent,

which is trafFic, right? You haye to a.græ or not agree

to having both an ø-rÈnp and off-rMp right there

bgethêr is 9oin9 to create lrcre traffi¿ and nore

congêstion there theh Íf you dlvided it up.

ì|R. VASSILIADES: The quality interchange --
THE REPORTR¡ canrt hear you,

MR. VAssrLrÁDES: we erdiñed thìs d6i9n, but you

krcw, we håd to qo through mily different rryi#s at the

federal as rel I as locl I evel s, .fhe propGaì that you

havè j6t mtioned ls ql led Jingìe poinr inrerchange,

and thls was .uìed out. we cannot bui'ld it. td€ cannot

build it.
ilR. iléL¡NÊY: hlhere is that the logic?

MR. VASSTLTADES: gècause we tr't build ìt.
Gemetrically re won¡t be in a position to do it. Tfié

traffic engineers be'ìi€ve that this ls not 9oiñ9 to heìp

us ¿ttain rhe i[Þrcvùent ]evels of servJce that we are

pursuing. Before wben we shø you on the picure with

the various color of level of seryices, ne eid that by

putting thes-e two rdps we are inproving the leveì of

41

sèryice"

rf w€ do the single poiht interchilgÊ, instæd

of doing any iDprov4er¡t, he arê goiñg to deteriorat€

the trafflc lryels as they arè today. we wwld have not

mdê an Jmproveñent wlth a single point eñter change.

MR. AGUTLAR: r rentioned this grid. This grid
Page 36
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7 here, r nenrÍoned ìt eatlier. rt shtrs the six
I âìternatives that have been studied over the .ìast, 

what,
9 30 years, lóhn?

10 t4R- VASSILÌjDE5: yes.

11 taR. AGutuR: So it,5 a rÈlly great grJd to rally
L2 €ompare the eñvirorentaì inpacts and each alternative
13 æ it relates to ìand uS€, grffih, comunity lnpacts,
14 you k¡ù, bìology, air quality, et cete¡a, noise. so

15 it's srt of the enviÌo¡øent docuneñt at a gìilce, and

16 you get to sæ what has bæn elininated over the years.
f7 ft sh@s a total of six alternatives.
18 so læk at lr and try to formulate a rcre
19 specific question. ¡ kind of get the feeling that n¡ybe
20 wê are not rqlly getting at what yoü want to Eet to,
2f but uaybe if yau l@k at the grid and srr of kind of
22 whittle dM what lou are trying to say, we will t.y to
23 definlteìy answer it.
24 ¡&, HAUSER: you said læk at the grid. where?

25 MR. AGuruR: rhis griil is at the welc@e rable.

0

1 If you don't have it, you can raise your hand.

2 AUDIEI¡CE HEMBER: I hàve sooe.

:¡ irR. AGU¡LAR: And çaitl.in will hild yq one.

4 AUDIENCE MEfitBER: I think the làdy owr here we

5 have a cmnt.
6 f,s. DE LozA: bt€ encouragè you to subÍrit your
7 cmRts. As r nentioned, wc have â coßnent table in
8 the back where you can subDit your written @ments.
9 The publlc coment per.iod ends Febrlary 3rd, and rre

LO qcourage you to Dail your emmts. rf you rant to
Page 37
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revis the docurents, there are cdpìes, rherê arê CDs of
the docunent at the welcone station, and if you Ent to
takè À hàrd copy, I encourage you to sbmit a coÌment

fom ¿nd ln the cqinent séctiff area that says r would

like a copy of the docußnt. wê will take one last
question¡ coment.

Mß. ÉÌAUSËR: I just want.d to nake a staterent,
You guys have b€en trying for 30 sone y$rs to put a

prcJcct in that stlnks thê place up. why don't you Just

drop it? 5ãvè the tupayers sore mney. Jurt forget

thJs. rhat is it going to do? rr stlnks. Nobody wants

it in the neJghborhood.

MS. DE LoZA: Thank you, l{r. --
i&.. Mt¡sER: (IÈudlbl e) . After the 17th time

by-

0

1 ts. DE LozA: Thdk you, coment noted.

2 tR. HAUSER; r don't want te marry you. r have 17

f tines,

4 irs. DE LozA: fie ìast cøiút, onc lÀst question.

5 can you pìeæe state your nile for the record ad take

6 the microphone, please?

7 Tñis will be the last question of the ¡ight.
I we are still going to be here until eight o'clock to
9 ilswer any questions in the apen house setting, dd we

10 would like y@ to pl€se subñit your coments in
11 writing. lwo mre.

\Z MS. BURT: I actually dld turn ìn a card, but it's
13 gotten losr ih th€ shuffle, Ity nde ls claydine 8urt.

14 r have lived in this rown sÍnce 1949. Sometiírês when
Page 38

336



APPENDICES & REFERENCES

T6
Caltrans Response #34:

15

16

L7

18

19

20

2L

22

23

24

25

public Hearing.txt
peopìe look at my wrinkles and ny white hair and realize
hd êlderly I an, and I d elderly, r adñit that, but

that doesn't msn r'n objectinq to change. I just think
change should be efficient.

lle need to remÐber that the Hollyrcod pa.k

proposal is just that. It isn'r sêt in stone. hte ale
need to r@ember that that 105 originally was supposed

to 90 into the airport, and if they ever finjshed thar
up -- and they are actually taìkìng about ir. mybe you

guys are talking about it. That's goinq to cause sone

disrurbance as weì1.

A. The additional trips from the Hollywood Park Casino Complex would have been
included in the Phase II ofthe Traffic Analysis. However, since the proposed project
will not be built, the Phase II of the Traffic Analysis will not be completed.

The City of Inglewood already had proposed to widen A¡bor Vitae Street to four lanes
to accommodate additional traffic from the Hollywood Park Redevelopment Project.

1 another thiñg that we in Inglffood have to
2 stop and think about -- and it oay be sonêthing that you

3 are inte.ested in -- is the crenshaw corridor. That's
4 going to really iñvolve ã whole lot of stuff. They are

5 going to nove the railroad tracks, They are 9oin9 tg
6 add pavenent and roads beside the railroed tracks. And

7 raybe it will hook up with your rogic half of an

I interchange.

9 Let me suggest that the actual cmpact of that
10 traffic a ìittle bit north of arboi vitae- It's even a

11 ìittle bit norrh of Florence Avenue, but also r'd like
f2 you to kn@ that we have a one-fourth interchange at
13 arbor vitae and La cjenega. Thank you.

f4 Ms, DE LozA: Thank you, Pleæe state your name.

15 Ms. cAREro: My nile is cecil careio. rr's not

16 realìy a conment but more of a couple of questions, and

a7 before this latest environnent assessent ms reìeased

18 there was one that cile out in 20(X) --
page 19
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19 Ms. DE Loä: 2000.

20 Æ. GREIo: tud i n that envi ronÍental assessnent

21 it wõ stated that, in fact, one of the purposes of

22 having the project was to becme part of the Los A¡geles

23 hternational Airport's ring road. And I wõ curious as

24 to the difference beileen that half projed and this
25 projed of -- let me say it a different w¿y.
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That €nvironnental æsess[ent and this one

that we now say it has nothiñg to do with th€ airport
rhen it was stated c'learly ìn the 2000 repofr th¿t it --
that's what part of it is for.

And then also, if you could, pleåse, tell re

hd the FHA, the F€deral Highway adninistraEion, is
rorking sith you because r know that they were having a

difficult tine approving a haìf project- 50 if r could

get answers to those two questions. r would appreciate

1t.

MR. vASsrLrADEs: Thank you, I rqember you, by the

way. ten years ago at the discussion neeting. Thank you

for c@ing over here and sharfng your thoughts.

You spoke about the ring road that was

proposed ten years ago- Ten yeers ago the city of L.4.,

the Los angeles ro¿d to w cåne out wilh a so-called

ßster plan to expand capaciry at t-ax. The level of
passengers flying through l¡x airport in 2000 was a.bout

70 nillion passengers per year. fhe proposed exPdsion

would have raised the number of passengêrs rraveling

through LA f.M 70 rillion to 90 million.
They cane up with ¡15 biÏion rcrth of
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'improvenent. They call this the w master pìan. so

they cile out with -- sorry. They came out at the
public hearing to sell it. At the tine we were workjng

1 together wilh LAx to figure out h@ to address the

2 increased ne€d to comute back and forth throuqh the w
3 area.

4 And one of the proposals was the ring road --
5 okay -- which actually utilized Arbor vitae to 9o frm
6 the 405 freeway to Arbor vitae westbound, 9oi¡9 around

7 w, the terminal and returning back through century

I Boulevard. whar happened after the LAx master plan was

9 the septenbe. 11 incideñr Ehen it was then decided to
10 scrub this proposal. rt wasn't going anlahere, and they

11 figured out that there was a greater need to improve

L2 safety than capacity at Lg.
t3 another plan cile to build an interchange at

L4 Lennox Avenue. Okay. It went through th€ environmental

15 reviff, but it was also sc.apped. There was trenendous

16 opposition by groups like yours against expanding

17 capacity at w. Bur what we're trying to convey to you

18 today is that this is â djfferenr project.

19 we are not trying to expand or increase

20 capacity of passengers flyinq fron and to Lil. we are

2L trying to make life easier for peop¡e who drive in cars

22 on the 405 freeway- That's all we a.e trying to do.

23 This is just a proposal. rt's in an infant stage. rf
24 we don't get an approval, it's not 9oin9 to go an)eherê,

25 we are neutraì basica'ìly. lre are
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Þubìlc HÈrlng.txt

I professìonals. v/e study ¿ plan. lie put it together.

2 we invitê you to this podium over here so that you can

3 hear what you think abom it, to give us your thoughts.

4 Thi s is uhat ie cal ì tlE svi ronFoÉl pro@ss revifl.

5 wJth your help we arc Ading to r€fiæ wha! we need to do

6 and try to deliver it.
7 rf the comunity is oppos.d to it, it's nôt

I qoing to gp anythere, jGt like the tlx expansion. But

9 please try to u¡derstand, tbn't haFn the future for
10 your comunity. we'rè tryinE to inprove the quality of
al life. There is tothing, absolutely áôthing that

A2 c$nects this project rith the LAx.

13 Ms. cARErol r appreciate your comenl, but the

14 thing of it is that's eËctìy what r was asking. what

15 ls the diffetence between Eh€ previous projecE and this

16 one bè<ause you said it has been chilEed, åRd I'm asking

f7 what some of those differenaes are.

18 t{R. vÆsrlf4oE.s: oefinitely, because @e of the

19 conditions of the r¡x ffiter plãn was to do the traffic

20 aalysis, the lraffiq study. md for thd to b€ able to

2L push fo. s@ething viable, th€y had to cone up with a

22 plil b impress the 20 nilliqn extra passtgers going

21 thrwgh w.
24 Arbor vitae æ the tiße, lt wõ one of the

25 ålte.natives æ we]ì as the connectoa to the 105

48
0

1 Frcflay. There wcre nany diffefqt Þroposals thåt had

2 bæn Þrcposed to address the 20 nillion passengers. rt
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T7
Caltrans Response#35:

3 was just oe sinsìe p.1". 
"r"i3+¿:"1¿tå'1f,åiT:" 

,"d. to
4 arbor vitee, but rhJs was a sepårate prcjeqt.

6 to dêliver our project. Becâuse ¡lt aìons since the , Adminisffation on April 9,2010.
7 '7Os, since the lare '70s, re h¿ve been rrying to
8 ìmprove traffic congestio¡ in and around the area for
9 the sake of your cmnity, ed we couldn,t do it.

10 trs. caREro: yÒü say that, but wia! reålly happenèd

11 Es thê Federal Highway aùdnist.ation wouldn't Þut
72 thcìÉ sign up oo it. And rhat ms the --
13 t'lR. VASSIL¡aDES: Põrt of rhe Éstêr plan, Arbor

L4 vitae --
15 t{5. cAREro¡ ilo, sir. No, sir, r u sorry. r have

16 to disagiee with you, ùd r talked with FHA, and rh€y
L7 would ñor appRtve that half pfoject. That,s why r'tr
tE asklñg you ngu, whar dÍd they see that ntr they have --
19 that you áre getting their blessing to do this half
20 prcjæt? rhat's all I ms asklõg.

27 Ms. oE LozA: perñaps Be en address that question

22 in the final dÒcheñt.

23 Ms. CARETo: okay. r.ñañk you,

24 Ms. DE !ozA: thank you very ruch for olng
25 tonìght. r encou.age you to fol¡d up oh -fvitter, The

ont

I address there is rcve405 and on Facebook æ weìì. we'll
2 have infomtlon when the dæurent ls relesed. túe wl ìl
3 nake sure we post that. Vislt our website which Js

4 aGc€ssrborvitae.con.

5 Agaln, thê public coment period ends rebrury
6 3rd, and ¡fe rilì tak€ eìl cqireßts written, and plèase
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7 nair them to Mr. Ronard *"iÍ:lli;h5"î!i{f,;tãåpu.,
8 districr diredor at câlTtùs distrìct 7. lhe address

9 is 100 sourh hin strê€t, Mail stop 16-4, Los Angel€s,

10 california 90012, and that address is on all the cment
11 forñs as rell as your relcmê sheet that you rÊceived

12 when you slgned in. Th{k you vely much for atterding.

13 we appreciate your coning out tonight.

1,4 fiR. HAUSER: can re have å shry of hands? so h@

15 nary peopl€ think thie prcject ìs wôndelfuì and how ñany

16 think it sucks? can you do that?

!7 M5. DE LOZA: Sorry.

18 MR. VASSILIADÊS: TuèsdaY also'

l9 MS. DE LOa: Thúk you very nlch for coning. hre

20 wilì be available to a¡swer questions until eight

2r o'clock in the evening.

22 MR. HAUSER: Thank Yôu vèry much.

23 (whereupq the proceedfngs concluded

24 at 7:39 p'm.)

25

D

1

2

4

b

7

8

I
10

STATE OF cAuffil'llA )) ss:
Co|.JNTY OF LOS ANGELES )

I, Mñct L. cRuBE, do hereby certifu:

that r är a dtly qualified certified shorthild

Reporter, ln tud for the state of californiã, hqìder of
certificate nmber 3445, which is ìn full force and

effsr and that I am authoriz€d lo administer oaths ild

afFi nlati oirs ;
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IN wlTNEgS NHEREOF, I have subscfibed ñy næ
I this 

- 

day of 

-, 

-.

L2 NANCI L. GRT'BE, CËR NO. 3446
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19
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